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1.1.1: What is an Argument?

This is an introductory textbook in logic and critical thinking. Both logic and critical thinking centrally involve the analysis and
assessment of arguments. “Argument” is a word that has multiple distinct meanings, so it is important to be clear from the start
about the sense of the word that is relevant to the study of logic. In one sense of the word, an argument is a heated exchange of
differing views as in the following:

Sally: Abortion is morally wrong and those who think otherwise are seeking to justify murder!

Bob: Abortion is not morally wrong and those who think so are right-wing bigots who are seeking to impose their narrow-
minded views on all the rest of us!

Sally and Bob are having an argument in this exchange. That is, they are each expressing conflicting views in a heated manner.
However, that is not the sense of “argument” with which logic is concerned. Logic concerns a different sense
of the word “argument.” An argument, in this sense, is a reason for thinking that a statement, claim or idea is true. For example:

Sally: Abortion is morally wrong because it is wrong to take the life of an innocent human being, and a fetus is an innocent
human being.

In this example Sally has given an argument against the moral permissibility of abortion. That is, she has given us a reason for
thinking that abortion is morally wrong. The conclusion of the argument is the first four words, “abortion is morally wrong.” But
whereas in the first example Sally was simply asserting that abortion is wrong (and then trying to put down those who support it),
in this example she is offering a reason for why abortion is wrong.

We can (and should) be more precise about our definition of an argument. But before we can do that, we need to introduce some
further terminology that we will use in our definition. As I've already noted, the conclusion of Sally’s argument is that abortion
is morally wrong. But the reason for thinking the conclusion is true is what we call the premise. So we have two parts of an
argument: the premise and the conclusion. Typically, a conclusion will be supported by two or more premises. Both premises and
conclusions are statements. A statement is a type of sentence that can be true or false and corresponds to the grammatical
category of a “declarative sentence.” For example, the sentence,

The Nile is a river in northeastern Africa

is a statement. Why? Because it makes sense to inquire whether it is true or false. (In this case, it happens to be true.) But a
sentence is still a statement even if it is false. For example, the sentence,

The Yangtze is a river in Japan

is still a statement; it is just a false statement (the Yangtze River is in China). In contrast, none of the following sentences are
statements:

Please help yourself to more casserole
Don't tell your mother about the surprise
Do you like Viethamese pho?

The reason that none of these sentences are statements is that it doesn’t make sense to ask whether those sentences are true or
false (rather, they are requests or commands, and questions, respectively).

So, to reiterate: all arguments are composed of premises and conclusions, which are both types of statements. The premises of
the argument provide a reason for thinking that the conclusion is true. And arguments typically involve more

than one premise. A standard way of capturing the structure of an argument is by numbering the premises and conclusion. For
example, recall Sally’s argument against abortion:

Abortion is morally wrong because it is wrong to take the life of an innocent human being, and a fetus is an innocent human
being.

©@® 3 (1.1.1.1)
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We could capture the structure of that argument like this:

1. It is morally wrong to take the life of an innocent human being
2. A fetus is an innocent human being
3. Therefore, abortion is morally wrong

By convention, the last numbered statement (also denoted by the “therefore”) is the conclusion and the earlier numbered
statements are the premises. This is what we call putting an argument into standard argument form. We can now give a more
precise definition of an argument. An argument is a set of statements, some of which (the premises) attempt to provide a reason
for thinking that some other statement (the conclusion) is true. Although arguments are typically given in order to convince or
persuade someone of the conclusion, the argument itself is independent of one’s attempt to use it to convince or persuade. For
example, I have just given you this argument not in an attempt to convince you that abortion is morally wrong, but as an illustration
of what an argument is. Later on in this chapter and in this book we will learn some techniques of evaluating arguments, but for
now the goal is to learn to identify an argument, including its premises and conclusion(s). It is important to be able to identify
arguments and understand their structure, whether or not you agree with conclusion of the argument. In the next section I will
provide some techniques for being able to identify arguments.

Exercise

Which of the following sentences are statements and which are not?

1. No one understands me but you.

2. Alligators are on average larger than crocodiles.
3. Is an alligator a reptile or a mammal?

4. An alligator is either a reptile or a mammal.

5. Don't let any reptiles into the house.

6. You may kill any reptile you see in the house.

7. East Africans are not the best distance runners.
8. Obama is not a Democrat.

9. Some humans have wings.

10. Some things with wings cannot fly.

11. Was Obama born in Kenya or Hawaii?

12. Oh no! A grizzly bear!

13. Meet me in St. Louis.

14. We met in St. Louis yesterday.

15. I do not want to meet a grizzly bear in the wild.

This page titled 1.1.1: What is an Argument? is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Matthew Van
Cleave.

e 1.1: What is an Argument? by Matthew Van Cleave is licensed CC BY 4.0.
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1.1.2: Identifying Arguments

The best way to identify whether an argument is present is to ask whether there is a statement that someone is trying to establish
as true by basing it on some other statement. If so, then there is an argument present. If not, then there isn’t. Another thing that
can help in identifying arguments is knowing certain keywords or phrases that are premise indicators or conclusion indicators.
For example, recall Sally’s abortion argument:

Abortion is morally wrong because it is wrong to take the life of an innocent human being, and a fetus is an innocent human
being.

The word “because” here is a premise indicator. That is, “because” indicates that what follows is a reason for thinking that
abortion is morally wrong. Here is another example:

I know that the student plagiarized since I found the exact same sentences on a website and the website was published more
than a year before the student wrote the paper.

In this example, the word “since” is a premise indicator because what follows it is a statement that is clearly intended to be a
reason for thinking that the student plagiarized (i.e., a premise). Notice that in these two cases, the premise indicators “because”
and “since” are interchangeable: I could have used “because” in place of “since” or “since” in the place of “because” and the
meaning of the sentences would have been the same. In addition to premise indicators, there are also conclusion indicators.
Conclusion indicators mark that what follows is the conclusion of an argument. For example,

Bob-the-arsonist has been dead for a year, so Bob-the-arsonist didn’t set the fire at the East Lansing Starbucks last week.

In this example, the word “so” is a conclusion indicator because what follows it is a statement that someone is trying to establish
as true (i.e., a conclusion). Here is another example of a conclusion indicator:

A poll administered by Gallup (a respected polling company) showed candidate x to be substantially behind candidate y with only
a week left before the vote, therefore candidate y will probably not win the election.

In this example, the word “therefore” is a conclusion indicator because what follows it is a statement that someone is trying
to establish as true (i.e., a conclusion). As before, in both of these cases the conclusion indicators “so” and “therefore” are
interchangeable: I could have used “so” in place of “therefore” or “therefore” in the place of “so” and the meaning of the
sentences would have been the same.

Table 1 contains a list of some common premise and conclusion indicators:

Premise Indicators Conclusion Indicators

since therefore
because (o]
for hence
as thus
given that implies that
seeing that consequently
for the reason that it follows that
is shown by the fact that we may conclude that

Although these words and phrases can be used to identify the premises and conclusions of arguments, they are not failsafe
methods of doing so. Just because a sentence contains them does not mean that you are dealing with an argument. This can
easily be shown by examples like these:

I have been running competitively since 1999.

©@® 5 (1.1.2.1)
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I am so happy to have finally finished that class.

Although “since” can function as a premise indicator and although “so” can function as a conclusion indicator, neither one is
doing so here. This shows that you can’t simply mindlessly use occurrences of these words in sentences to show that there is an
argument being made. Rather, we have to rely on our understanding of the English sentence in order to determine whether an
argument is being made or not. Thus, the best way to determine whether an

argument is present is by asking the question: Is there a statement that someone is trying to establish as true or explain why it is
true by basing it on some other statement? If so, then there is an argument present. If not, then there isn’t. Notice that if we apply
this method to the above examples, we will see that there is no argument present because there is no statement that someone
is trying to establish as true by basing it on some other statement. For example, the sentence “I have been running competitively
since 1999” just contains one statement, not two. But arguments always require at least two separate statements—one premise
and one conclusion, so it cannot possibly be an argument.

Another way of explaining why these occurrences of “so” and “since” do not indicate that an argument is present is by noting
that both premise indicators and conclusion indicators are, grammatically, conjunctions. A grammatical conjunction is a word
that connects two separate statements. So, if a word or term is truly being used as a premise or conclusion indicator, it must
connect two separate statements. Thus, if “since” were really functioning as a premise indicator in the above example then what
followed it would be a statement. But “1999” is not a statement at all. Likewise, in the second example “so” is not being used
as a conclusion indicator because it is not conjoining two separate statements. Rather, it is being used to modify the extent
of “happy.” In contrast, if I were to say “Tom was sleeping, so he couldn’t have answered the phone,” then “so” is being used
as a conclusion indicator. In this case, there are clearly two separate statements (“Tom was sleeping” and “Tom couldn’t have
answered the phone”) and one is being used as the basis for thinking that the other is true.

If there is any doubt about whether a word is truly a premise/conclusion indicator or not, you can use the substitution test. Simply
substitute another word or phrase from the list of premise indicators or conclusion indicators and see if the resulting sentence
still makes sense. If it does, then you are probably dealing with an argument. If it doesn’t, then you probably aren’t. For example,
we can substitute “it follows that” for “so” in the Bob-the-arsonist example:

Bob-the-arsonist has been dead for a year, it follows that Bob-the-arsonist didn't set the fire at the East Lansing Starbucks
last week.

However, we cannot substitute “because” for “so” in the so-happy-I-finished-that-class example:
I am because happy to have finally finished that class.

Obviously, in the latter case the substitution of one conclusion indicator for
another makes the sentence meaningless, which means that the “so” that
occurred originally wasn't functioning as a conclusion indicator.

Exercise

Which of the following are arguments? If it is an argument, identify the conclusion of the argument.

The woman in the hat is not a witch since witches have long noses and she doesn’t have a long nose.
I have been wrangling cattle since before you were old enough to tie your own shoes.
Albert is angry with me so he probably won't be willing to help me wash the dishes.
First I washed the dishes and then I dried them.
If the road wasn't icy, the car wouldn’t have slid off the turn.
Albert isn’t a fireman and he isn't a fisherman either.
Are you seeing that rhinoceros over there? It is huge!
The fact that obesity has become a problem in the U.S. is shown by the fact that obesity rates have risen significantly over
the past four decades.
9. Bob showed me a graph with the rising obesity rates and I was very surprised to see how much they've risen.
10. Albert isn’t a fireman because Albert is a Greyhound, which is a kind of dog, and dogs can't be firemen.
11. Charlie and Violet are dogs and since dogs don't sweat, it is obvious that Charlie and Violet don’t sweat.
12. The reason I forgot to lock the door is that I was distracted by the clown riding a unicycle down our street while singing
Lynyrd Skynyrd’s “Simple Man.”
13. What Bob told you is not the real reason that he missed his plane to Denver.

NGO WON
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14. Samsung stole some of Apple’s patents for their smartphones, so Apple stole some of Samsung'’s patents back in retaliation.
15. No one who has ever gotten frostbite while climbing K2 has survived to tell about it, therefore no one ever will.

This page titled 1.1.2: Identifying Arguments is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Matthew Van
Cleave.

e 1.2: Identifying Arguments by Matthew Van Cleave is licensed CC BY 4.0.
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1.1.3: Arguments vs. Explanations

So far I have defined arguments in terms of premises and conclusions, where the premises are supposed to provide a reason
(support, evidence) for accepting the conclusion. Many times the goal of giving an argument is simply to establish that the
conclusion is true. For example, when I am trying to convince someone that obesity rates are rising in the U.S. I may cite evidence
such as studies from the Center for Disease Control (CDC) and the National Institute of Health (NIH). The studies I cite would
function as premises for the conclusion that obesity rates are rising. For example:

We know that obesity is on the rise in the U.S. because multiple studies carried out by the CDC and NIH have consistently
shown a rise in obesity over the last four decades.

We could put this simple argument into standard form like this:

1. Multiple studies by the CDC and NIH have consistently shown a rise in obesity over the last four decades.
2. Therefore, obesity is on the rise in the U.S.

The standard form argument clearly distinguishes the premise from the conclusion and shows how the conclusion is supposed to
be supported by the evidence offered in the premise. Again, the goal of this simple argument would be to convince someone that
the conclusion is true. However, sometimes we already know that a statement or claim is true and we are trying to establish why
it is true rather than that it is true. An argument that attempts to show why its conclusion is true is an explanation. Contrast the
previous example with the following:

The reason that the rate of obesity is on the rise in the U.S. is that the foods we most often consume over the past four
decades have increasingly contained high levels of sugar and low levels of dietary fiber. Since eating foods high in sugar
and low in fiber triggers the insulin system to start storing those calories as fat, it follows that people who consume foods
high in sugar and low in fiber will tend to store more of the calories consumed as fat.

This passage gives an explanation for why obesity is on the rise in the U.S. Unlike the earlier example, here it is taken for granted
that obesity is on the rise in the U.S. That is the claim whose truth we are trying to explain. We can put the obesity explanation
into standard form just like any other argument. In order to do this, I will make some paraphrases of the premises and conclusion
of the argument (for more on how to do this, see section 1.5 below).

1. Over the past four decades, Americans have increasingly consumed foods high in sugar and low in fiber.

2. Consuming foods high in sugar and low in fat triggers the insulin system to start storing those calories as fat.
3. When people store more calories as fat, they tend to become obese.

4. Therefore, the rate of obesity is on the rise in the U.S.

Notice that in this explanation the premises (1-3) attempt to give a reason for why the conclusion is true, rather than a reason for
thinking that the conclusion is true. That is, in an explanation we assume that what we are trying to explain (i.e., the conclusion)
is true. In this case, the premises are supposed to show why we should expect or predict that the conclusion is true. Explanations
often give us an understanding of why the conclusion is true. We can think of explanations as a type of argument, we just have to
distinguish two different types of argument: those that attempt to establish that their conclusion is true (arguments), and those
that attempt to establish why their conclusion is true (explanations).

Exercise

Which of the following is an explanation and which is an argument? Identify the main conclusion of each argument or explanation.
(Remember if the premise(s) seems to be establishing that the conclusion is true, it is an argument, but if the premise(s) seems
to be establishing why the conclusion is true, it is an explanation.)

1. Wanda rode the bus today because her car was in the shop.

2. Since Wanda doesn’t have enough money in her bank account, she has not yet picked up her car from the shop.

3. Either Bob or Henry rode the bus to work today. But it wasn’t Henry because I saw him riding his bike to work. Therefore, it was
Bob.

4. It can’t be snowing right now since it only snows when it is 32 degrees or below and right now it is 40 degrees.

5. The reason some people with schizophrenia hear voices in their head is that the cognitive mechanism that monitors their own
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self-talk is malfunctioning and they attribute their own self-talk to some external source.

6. Fracking should be allowed because, although it does involve some environmental risk, it reduces our dependence on foreign
oil and there is much greater harm to the environment due to foreign oil drilling than there is due to fracking.

7. Wanda could not have ridden the bus today because today is a city-wide holiday and the bus service is not operating.

8. The Tigers lost their star pitcher due to injury over the weekend, therefore the Tigers will not win their game against the Pirates.
9. No one living in Pompeii could have escaped before the lava from Mt. Vesuvius hit. The reason is simple: the lava was flowing
too fast and there was nowhere to go to escape it in time.

10.The reason people’s allergies worsen when they move to Cincinnati is that the pollen count in Cincinnati is higher than almost
anywhere else in the surrounding area.

This page titled 1.1.3: Arguments vs. Explanations is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Matthew
Van Cleave.

e 1.3: Arguments vs. Explanations by Matthew Van Cleave is licensed CC BY 4.0.
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1.1.4: More Complex Argument Structures

So far we have seen that an argument consists of a premise (typically more than one) and a conclusion. However, very often
arguments and explanations have a more complex structure than just a few premises that directly support the conclusion. For
example, consider the following argument:

No one living in Pompeii could have survived the eruption of Mt. Vesuvius. The reason is simple: the lava was flowing too fast and
there was nowhere to go to escape it in time. Therefore, this account of the eruption, which claims to have been written by an
eyewitness living in Pompeii, was not actually written by an eyewitness.

The main conclusion of this argument—the statement that depends on other statements as evidence but doesn't itself provide
any evidence for any other statement—is:

A. This account of the eruption of Mt. Vesuvius was not actually written by an eyewitness.

However, the argument’s structure is more complex than simply having a couple of premises that provide evidence directly for the
conclusion. Rather, some statement provides evidence directly for the main conclusion, but that statement itself is supported by
another statement. To determine the structure of an argument, we must determine which statements support which. We can use
our premise and conclusion indicators to help with this. For example, the passage contains the phrase, “the reason is...” which is
a premise indicator, and it also contains the conclusion indicator, “therefore.” That conclusion indicator helps us to identify the
main conclusion, but the more important thing to see is that statement A does not itself provide evidence or support for any of
the other statements in the argument, which is the clearest reason why statement A is the main conclusion of the argument. The
next question we must answer is: which statement most directly supports A? What most directly supports A is:

B. No one living in Pompeii could have survived the eruption of Mt. Vesuvius.
However, there is also a reason offered in support of B. That reason is that:

C. The lava from Mt. Vesuvius was flowing too fast and there was nowhere for someone living in Pompeii to go in order to escape
it in time.

So the main conclusion (A) is directly supported by B, and B is supported by C. Since B acts as a premise for the main conclusion
but is also itself the conclusion of further premises, we refer to B as an intermediate conclusion. The important thing to recognize
here is that one and the same statement can act as both a premise and a conclusion. Statement B is a premise that supports the
main conclusion (A), but it is also itself a conclusion that follows from C. Here is how we would put this complex argument into
standard form (using numbers this time, as we always do when putting an argument into standard form):

1. The lava from Mt. Vesuvius was flowing too fast and there was nowhere for someone living in Pompeii to go in order to escape
it in time.

2. Therefore, no one living in Pompeii could have survived the eruption of Mt. Vesuvius. (from 1)

3. Therefore, this account of the eruption of Mt. Vesuvius was not actually written by an eyewitness. (from 2)

Notice that at the end of statement 2 I have written in parentheses “from 1” (and likewise at the end of statement 3 I have written
“from 2"). This is a shorthand way of saying: “this statement follows from statement 1.” We will use this convention as a way of
keeping track of the structure of the argument. It may also help to think about the structure of an argument spatially, as figure 1
shows:
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Main conclusion

@ Intermediate conclusion

The main argument here (from 2 to 3) contains a subargument, in this case the argument from 1 to 2. A subargument, as the
term suggests, is a part of an argument that provides indirect support for the main argument. The main argument is simply the
argument whose conclusion is the main conclusion.

Another type of structure that arguments can have is when two or more premises provide direct but independent support for the
conclusion. Here is an example of an argument with that structure: I know that Wanda rode her bike to work today because when
she arrived at work she had her right pant leg rolled up (which cyclists do in order to keep their pants legs from getting caught in
the chain). Moreover, our coworker, Bob, who works in accounting, saw her riding towards work at 7:45 am.

The conclusion of this argument is “Wanda rode her bike to work today” and there are two premises that provide independent
support for it: the fact that Wanda had her pant leg cuffed and the fact that Bob saw her riding her bike. Here is the argument in
standard form:

Wanda arrived at work with her right pant leg rolled up.

Cyclists often roll up their right pant leg.

Bob saw Wanda riding her bike towards work at 7:45.

Therefore, Wanda rode her bike to work today. (from 1-2, 3 independently)

HPOON

Again, notice that next to statement 4 of the argument I have written the premises from which that conclusion follows. In this
case, in order to avoid any ambiguity, I have noted that the support for the conclusion comes independently from statements 1
and 2, on the one hand, and from statement 3, on the other hand. It is important to point out that an argument or subargument
can be supported by one or more premises. We see this in the present argument since the conclusion (4) is supported jointly by
1and 2, and singly by 3. As before, we can represent the structure of this argument spatially, as figure 2 shows:
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Main conclusion

There are endless different argument structures that can be generated from these few simple patterns. At this point, it is
important to understand that arguments can have these different structures and that some arguments will be longer and more
complex than others. Determining the structure of very complex arguments is a skill that takes some time to master. Even so, it
may help to remember that any argument structure ultimately traces back to some combination of these.

Exercise

Write the following arguments in standard form and show how the argument is structured using a diagram like the ones I have
used in this section.

ok

10.

There is nothing wrong with prostitution because there is nothing wrong with consensual sexual and economic interactions
between adults. Moreover, since there's no difference between a man who goes on a blind date with a woman, buys her dinner
and then has sex with her and a man who simply pays a woman for sex, that is another reason for why there is nothing wrong
with prostitution.

Prostitution is wrong because it involves women who have typically been sexually abused as children. We know that most of
these women have been abused from multiple surveys done with women who have worked in prostitution and that show a
high percentage of self-reported sexual abuse as children.

There was someone in this cabin recently because there was warm water in the tea kettle and because there was wood still
smoldering in the fireplace. But the person couldn’t have been Tim because Tim has been with me the whole time. Therefore,
there must be someone else in these woods.

It is possible to be blind and yet run in the Olympic Games since Marla Runyan did it at the 2000 Sydney Olympics.

The train was late because it had to take a longer, alternate route since the bridge was out.

Israel is not safe if Iran gets nuclear missiles since Iran has threatened multiple times to destroy Israel and if Iran had
nuclear missiles it would be able to carry out this threat. Moreover, since Iran has been developing enriched uranium, they
have the key component needed for nuclear weapons—every other part of the process of building a nuclear weapon is simple
compared to that. Therefore, Israel is not safe.

Since all professional hockey players are missing front teeth and Martin is a professional hockey player, it follows that Martin
is missing front teeth. And since almost all professional athletes who are missing their front teeth have false teeth, it follows
that Martin probably has false teeth.

Anyone who eats the crab rangoon at China Food restaurant will probably have stomach troubles afterward. It has happened
to me every time, which is why it will probably happen to other people as well. Since Bob ate the crab rangoon at China Food
restaurant, he will probably have stomach troubles afterward.

Albert and Caroline like to go for runs in the afternoon in Hyde Park. Since Albert never runs alone, we know that any time
Albert is running, Caroline is running too. But since Albert looks like he has just run (since he is panting hard), it follows that
Caroline must have ran too.

Just because Jeremy’s prints were on the gun that killed Tim and the gun was registered to Jeremy, it doesn’t follow that
Jeremy killed Tim since Jeremy’s prints would certainly be on his own gun and someone else could have stolen Jeremy’s gun
and used it to kill Tim.
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This page titled 1.1.4: More Complex Argument Structures is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Matthew Van Cleave.

e 1.4: More Complex Argument Structures by Matthew Van Cleave is licensed CC BY 4.0.
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1.1.5: Using Your Own Paraphrases of Premises and
Conclusions to Reconstruct Arguments in Standard Form

Although sometimes we can just lift the premises and conclusion verbatim from the argument, we cannot always do this.
Paraphrases of premises or conclusions are sometimes needed in order to make the standard form argument as clear as possible.
A paraphrase is the use of different words to capture the same idea in a clearer way. There will always be multiple ways of
paraphrasing premises and conclusions and this means that there will never be just one way of putting an argument into standard
form. In order to paraphrase well, you will have to rely on your understanding of English to come up with what you think is the best
way of capturing the essence of the argument. Again, typically there is no single right way to do this, although there are certainly
better and worse ways of doing it. For example, consider the following argument:

Just because Jeremy’s prints were on the gun that killed Tim and the gun was registered to Jeremy, it doesn’t follow that Jeremy
killed Tim since Jeremy'’s prints would certainly be on his own gun and someone else could have stolen Jeremy’s gun and used it
to kill Tim.

What is the conclusion of this argument? (Think about it before reading on.) Here is one way of paraphrasing the conclusion:

The fact that Jeremy’s prints were on the gun that killed Tim and the gun was registered to Jeremy doesn’t mean that Jeremy
killed Tim.

This statement seems to capture the essence of the main conclusion in the above argument. The premises of the argument would
be:

1. Jeremy’s prints would be expected to be on a gun that was registered to him
2. Someone could have stolen Jeremy’s gun and then used it to kill Tim

Notice that while I have paraphrased the first premise, I have left the second premise almost exactly as it appeared in the original
paragraph. As I've said, paraphrases are needed in order to try to make the standard form argument as clear as possible and this
is what I've tried to do in capturing premise 1 as well as the conclusion of this argument. So here is the reconstructed argument
in standard form:

1. Jeremy’s prints would be expected to be on a gun that was registered to him

2. Someone could have stolen Jeremy’s gun and then used it to kill Tim

3. Therefore, the fact that Jeremy’s prints were on the gun that killed Tim and the gun was registered to Jeremy doesn’'t mean
that Jeremy killed Tim. (from 1-2)

However, as I have just noted, there is more than one way of paraphrasing the premises and conclusion of the argument. To
illustrate this, I will give a second way that one could accurately capture this argument in standard form. Here is another way of
expressing the conclusion:

We do not know that Jeremy killed Tim.

That is clearly what the above argument is trying to ultimately establish and it is a much simpler (in some ways) conclusion
than my first way of paraphrasing the conclusion. However, it also takes more liberties in interpreting the argument than my
original paraphrase. For example, in the original argument there is no occurrence of the word “know.” That is something that
I am introducing in my own paraphrase. That is a totally legitimate thing to do, as long as introducing new terminology helps

us to clearly express the essence of the premise or conclusion that we're trying to paraphrase.1 Since my second paraphrase of
the conclusion differs from my first paraphrase, you can expect that my premises will differ also. So how shall I paraphrase the
premises that support this conclusion? Here is another way of paraphrasing the premises and putting the argument into standard
form:

1. Tim was killed by a gun that was registered to Jeremy and had Jeremy’s prints on it.
2. It is possible that Jeremy’s gun was stolen from him.

3. If Jeremy’s gun was stolen from him, then Jeremy could not have killed Tim.

4. Therefore, we do not know that Jeremy killed Tim. (from 1-3)
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Notice that this standard form argument has more premises than my first reconstruction of the standard form argument (which
consisted of only three statements). I have taken quite a few liberties in interpreting and paraphrasing this argument, but what I
have tried to do is to get down to the most essential logic of the original argument. The paraphrases of the premises I have used
are quite different from the wording that occurs in the original paragraph. I have introduced phrases such as “it is possible that”
as well as conditional statements (if..then statements), such as premise 3. Nonetheless, this reconstruction seems to get at the
essence of the logic of the original argument. As long as your paraphrases help you to do that, they are good paraphrases. Being
able to reconstruct arguments like this takes many years of practice in order to do it well, and much of the material that we will
learn later in the text will help you to better understand how to capture an argument in standard form, but for now it is important
to recognize that there is never only one way of correctly capturing the standard form of an argument. And the reason for this is
that there are multiple, equally good, ways of paraphrasing the premises and conclusion of an argument.

1 How do we know that a paraphrase is accurate? Unfortunately, there is no simple way to answer this question. The only answer
is that you must rely on your mastery and understanding of English in order to determine for yourself whether the paraphrase is
a good one or not. This is one of those kinds of skills that is difficult to teach, apart from just improving one’s mastery of the
English language.

This page titled 1.1.5: Using Your Own Paraphrases of Premises and Conclusions to Reconstruct Arguments in Standard Form is shared under a
CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Matthew Van Cleave.

e 1.5: Using Your Own Paraphrases of Premises and Conclusions to Reconstruct Arguments in Standard Form by Matthew Van Cleave is
licensed CC BY 4.0.
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1.1.6: Validity

So far we have discussed what arguments are and how to determine their structure, including how to reconstruct arguments in
standard form. But we have not yet discussed what makes an argument good or bad. The central concept that you will learn in
logic is the concept of validity. Validity relates to how well the premises support the conclusion, and it is the golden standard
that every argument should aim for. A valid argument is an argument whose conclusion cannot possibly be false, assuming that
the premises are true. Another way of putting this is as a conditional statement: A valid argument is an argument in which if the
premises are true, the conclusion must be true. Here is an example of a valid argument:

1. Violet is a dog
2. Therefore, Violet is a mammal (from 1)

You might wonder whether it is true that Violet is a dog (maybe she’s a lizard or a buffalo—we have no way of knowing from the
information given). But, for the purposes of validity, it doesn’t matter whether premise 1 is actually true or false. All that matters for
validity is whether the conclusion follows from the premise. And we can see that the conclusion, Violet is a mammal, does seem
to follow from the premise, Violet is a dog. That is, given the truth of the premise, the conclusion has to be true. This argument is
clearly valid since if we assume that “Violet is a dog” is true, then, since all dogs are mammals, it follows that “Violet is a mammal”
must also be true. As we've just seen, whether or not an argument is valid has nothing to do with whether the premises of the
argument are actually true or not. We can illustrate this with another example, where the premises are clearly false:

1. Everyone born in France can speak French
2. Barack Obama was born in France
3. Therefore, Barak Obama can speak French (from 1-2)

This is a valid argument. Why? Because when we assume the truth of the premises (everyone born in France can speak French,
Barack Obama was born in France) the conclusion (Barack Obama can speak French) must be true. Notice that this is so even
though none of these statements is actually true. Not everyone born in France can speak French (think about people who were
born there but then moved somewhere else where they didn’t speak French and never learned it) and Obama was not born in
France, but it is also false that Obama can speak French. So we have a valid argument even though neither the premises nor
the conclusion is actually true. That may sound strange, but if you understand the concept of validity, it is not strange at all.
Remember: validity describes the relationship between the premises and conclusion, and it means that the premises imply the
conclusion, whether or not that conclusion is true. In order to better understand the concept of validity, let’s look at an

example of an invalid argument:

1. George was President of the United States
2. Therefore, George was elected President of the United States (from 1)

This argument is invalid because it is possible for the premise to be true and yet the conclusion false. Here is a counterexample
to the argument. Gerald Ford was President of the United States but he was never elected president, since Ford Replaced Richard

Nixon when Nixon resigned in the wake of the Watergate scandal.? So it doesn't follow that just because someone is President
of the United States that they were elected President of the United States. In other words, it is possible for the premise of the
argument to be true and yet the conclusion false. And this means that the argument is invalid. If an argument is invalid it will
always be possible to construct a counterexample to show that it is invalid (as I have done with the Gerald Ford scenario). A
counterexample is simply a description of a scenario in which the premises of the argument are all true while the conclusion of
the argument is false.

In order to determine whether an argument is valid or invalid we can use what I'll call the informal test of validity. To apply the
informal test of validity ask yourself whether you can imagine a world in which all the premises are true and yet the conclusion
is false. If you can imagine such a world, then the argument is invalid. If you cannot imagine such a world, then the argument is
valid. Notice: it is possible to imagine a world where the premises are true even if the premises aren’t, as a matter of actual fact,
true. This is why it doesn’t matter for validity whether the premises (or conclusion) of the argument are actually true. It will help to
better understand the concept of validity by applying the informal test of validity to some sample arguments.

1. Joan jumped out of an airplane without a parachute
2. Therefore, Joan fell to her death (from 1)
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To apply the informal test of validity we have to ask whether it is possible to imagine a scenario in which the premise is true
and yet the conclusion is false (if so, the argument is invalid). So, can we imagine a world in which someone jumped out of an
airplane without a parachute and yet did not fall to her death? (Think about it carefully before reading on.) As we will see, applying
the informal test of validity takes some creativity, but it seems clearly possible that Joan could jump out of an airplane without a
parachute and not die—she could be perfectly fine, in fact. All we have to imagine is that the airplane was not operating and in
fact was on the ground when Joan jumped out of it. If that were the case, it would be a) true that Joan jumped out of an airplane
without a parachute and yet b) false that Joan fell to her death. Thus, since it is possible to imagine a scenario in which the
premise is true and yet the conclusion is false, the argument is invalid. Let’s slightly change the argument, this time making it
clear that the plane is flying:

1. Joan jumped out of an airplane travelling 300 mph at a height of 19,000 ft without a parachute
2. Joan fell to her death (from 1)

Is this argument valid? You might think so since you might think that anyone who did such a thing would surely die. But is it
possible to not die in the scenario described by the premise? If you think about it, you'll realize that there are lots of ways
someone could survive. For example, maybe someone else who was wearing a parachute jumped out of the plane after them,
caught them and attached the parachute-less person to them, and then pulled the ripcord and they both landed on the ground
safe and sound. Or maybe Joan was performing a stunt and landed in a giant net that had been set up for that purpose. Or maybe
she was just one of those people who, although they did fall to the ground, happened to survive (it has happened before). All
of these scenarios are consistent with the information in the first premise being true and also consistent with the conclusion
being false. Thus, again, any of these counterexamples show that this argument is invalid. Notice that it is also possible that the
scenario described in the premises ends with Joan falling to her death. But that doesn’t matter because all we want to know is
whether it is possible that she doesn’t. And if it is possible, what we have shown is that the conclusion does not logically follow
from the premise alone. That is, the conclusion doesn’t have to be true, even if we grant that the premise is. And that means that
the argument is not valid (i.e,, it is invalid).

Let’s switch examples and consider a different argument.

1. A person can be President of the United States only if they were born
in the United States.

2. Obama is President of the United States.

3. Kenya is not in the United States.

4. Therefore, Obama was not born in Kenya (from 1-3)

In order to apply the informal test of validity, we have to ask whether we can imagine a scenario in which the premises are
both true and yet the conclusion is false. So, we have to imagine a scenario in which premises 1, 2, and 3 are true and yet the
conclusion (“Obama was not born in Kenya”) is false. Can you imagine such a scenario? You cannot. The reason is that if you are
imagining that it is a) true that a person can be President of the United States only if they were born in the United States, b) true
that Obama is president and c) true that

Kenya is not in the U.S,, then it must be true that Obama was not born in Kenya. Thus we know that on the assumption of the truth
of the premises, the conclusion must be true. And that means the argument is valid. In this example, however, premises 1, 2, and
3 are not only assumed to be true but are actually true. However, as we have already seen, the validity of an argument does not
depend on its premises actually being true. Here is another example of a valid argument to illustrate that point.

1. A person can be President of the United States only if they were born in Kenya
2. Obama is President of the United States
3. Therefore, Obama was born in Kenya (from 1-2)

Clearly, the first premise of this argument is false. But if we were to imagine a scenario in which it is true and in which premise
2 is also true, then the conclusion (“Obama was born in Kenya”) must be true. And this means that the argument is valid. We
cannot imagine a scenario in which the premises of the argument are true and yet the conclusion is false. The important point to
recognize here—a point I've been trying to reiterate throughout this section—is that the validity of the argument does not depend
on whether or not the premises (or conclusion) are actually true. Rather, validity depends only on the logical relationship between
the premises and the conclusion. The actual truth of the premises is, of course, important to the quality of the argument, since if
the premises of the argument are false, then the argument doesn’t provide any reason for accepting the conclusion. In the next
section we will address this topic.
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Exercise

Determine whether or not the following arguments are valid by using the informal test of validity. If the argument is invalid, provide
a counterexample.

1. Katie is a human being. Therefore, Katie is smarter than a chimpanzee.

2. Bob is a fireman. Therefore, Bob has put out fires.

3. Gerald is a mathematics professor. Therefore, Gerald knows how to teach mathematics.

4. Monica is a French teacher. Therefore, Monica knows how to teach French.

5. Bob is taller than Susan. Susan is taller than Frankie. Therefore, Bob is taller than Frankie.

6. Craig loves Linda. Linda loves Monique. Therefore, Craig loves Monique.

7. Orel Hershizer is a Christian. Therefore, Orel Hershizer communicates with God.

8. All Muslims pray to Allah. Muhammad is a Muslim. Therefore, Muhammad prays to Allah.

9. Some protozoa are predators. No protozoa are animals. Therefore, some predators are not animals.

10. Charlie only barks when he hears a burglar outside. Charlie is barking. Therefore, there must be a burglar outside.

2 ps it happens, Ford wasn't elected Vice President either since he was confirmed by the Senate, under the twenty fifth
amendment, after Spiro Agnew resigned. So Ford wasn't ever elected by the Electoral College—as either Vice President or
President.
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1.1.7: Soundness

A good argument is not only valid, but also sound. Soundness is defined in terms of validity, so since we have already defined
validity, we can now rely on it to define soundness. A sound argument is a valid argument that has all true premises. That means
that the conclusion of a sound argument will always be true. Why? Because if an argument is valid, the premises transmit truth
to the conclusion on the assumption of the truth of the premises. But if the premises are actually true, as they are in a sound
argument, then since all sound arguments are valid, we know that the conclusion of a sound argument is true. Compare the
last two Obama examples from the previous section. While the first argument was sound, the second argument was not sound,
although it was valid. The relationship between soundness and validity is easy to specify: all sound arguments are valid arguments,
but not all valid arguments are sound arguments.

Although soundness is what any argument should aim for, we will not be talking much about soundness in this book. The reason
for this is that the only difference between a valid argument and a sound argument is that a sound argument has all true premises.
But how do we determine whether the premises of an argument are actually true? Well, there are lots of ways to do that, including
using Google to look up an answer, studying the relevant subjects in school, consulting experts on the relevant topics, and so on.
But none of these activities have anything to do with logic, per se. The relevant disciplines to consult if you want to know whether
a particular statement is true is almost never logic! For example, logic has nothing to say regarding whether or not protozoa are
animals or whether there are predators that aren’t in the animal kingdom. In order to learn whether those statements are true,
we'd have to consult biology, not logic. Since this is a logic textbook, however, it is best to leave the question of what is empirically
true or false to the relevant disciplines that study those topics. And that is why the issue of soundness, while crucial for any good
argument, is outside the purview of logic.
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1.1.8: Deductive vs. Inductive Arguments

The concepts of validity and soundness that we have introduced apply only to the class of what are called “deductive arguments”.
A deductive argument is an argument whose conclusion is supposed to follow from its premises with absolute certainty, thus
leaving no possibility that the conclusion doesn’t follow from the premises. For a deductive argument to fail to do this is for it to
fail as a deductive argument. In contrast, an inductive argument is an argument whose conclusion is supposed to follow from
its premises with a high level of probability, which means that although it is possible that the conclusion doesn't follow from its
premises, it is unlikely that this is the case. Here is an example of an inductive argument:

Tweets is a healthy, normally functioning bird and since most healthy, normally functioning birds fly, Tweets probably flies.

Notice that the conclusion, Tweets probably flies, contains the word “probably.” This is a clear indicator that the argument is
supposed to be inductive, not deductive. Here is the argument in standard form:

1. Tweets is a healthy, normally functioning bird
2. Most healthy, normally functioning birds fly
3. Therefore, Tweets probably flies

Given the information provided by the premises, the conclusion does seem to be well supported. That is, the premises do give us
a strong reason for accepting the conclusion. This is true even though we can imagine a scenario in which the premises are true
and yet the conclusion is false. For example, suppose that we added the following premise:

Tweets is 6 ft tall and can run 30 mph.

Were we to add that premise, the conclusion would no longer be supported by the premises, since any bird that is 6 ft tall and
can run 30 mph, is not a kind of bird that can fly. That information leads us to believe that Tweets is an ostrich or emu, which
are not kinds of birds that can fly. As this example shows, inductive arguments are defeasible arguments since by adding
further information or premises to the argument, we can overturn (defeat) the verdict that the conclusion is well-supported by
the premises. Inductive arguments whose premises give us a strong, even if defeasible, reason for accepting the conclusion are
called, unsurprisingly, strong inductive arguments. In contrast, an inductive argument that does not provide a strong reason for
accepting the conclusion are called weak inductive arguments.

Whereas strong inductive arguments are defeasible, valid deductive arguments aren’t. Suppose that instead of saying that most
birds fly, premise 2 said that all birds fly.

1. Tweets is a healthy, normally function bird.
2. All healthy, normally functioning birds can fly.
3. Therefore, Tweets can fly.

This is a valid argument and since it is a valid argument, there are no further premises that we could add that could overturn the
argument’s validity. (True, premise 2 is false, but as we've seen that is irrelevant to determining whether an argument is valid.)
Even if we were to add the premise that Tweets is 6 ft tall and can run 3@ mph, it doesn’t overturn the validity of the argument.
As soon as we use the universal generalization, “all healthy, normally function birds can fly,” then when we assume that premise
is true and add that Tweets is a healthy, normally functioning bird, it has to follow from those premises that Tweets can fly. This
is true even if we add that Tweets is 6 ft tall because then what we have to imagine (in applying our informal test of validity) is
a world in which all birds, including those that are 6 ft tall and can run 3® mph, can fly. Although inductive arguments are an
important class of argument that are commonly used every day in many contexts, logic texts tend not to spend as much time with
them since we have no agreed upon standard of evaluating them. In contrast, there is an agreed upon standard of evaluation of
deductive arguments. We have already seen what that is; it is the concept of validity. In chapter 2 we will learn some precise,
formal methods of evaluating deductive arguments. There are no such agreed upon formal methods of evaluation for inductive
arguments. This is an area of ongoing research in philosophy. In chapter 3 we will revisit inductive arguments and consider some
ways to evaluate inductive arguments.
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1.1.9: Arguments with Missing Premises

Quite often, an argument will not explicitly state a premise that we can see is needed in order for the argument to be valid. In
such a case, we can supply the premise(s) needed in order so make the argument valid. Making missing premises explicit is a
central part of reconstructing arguments in standard form. We have already dealt in part with this in the section on paraphrasing,
but now that we have introduced the concept of validity, we have a useful tool for knowing when to supply missing premises in
our reconstruction of an argument. In some cases, the missing premise will be fairly obvious, as in the following:

Gary is a convicted sex-offender, so Gary is not allowed to work with children. The premise and conclusion of this argument are
straightforward:

1. Gary is a convicted sex-offender
2. Therefore, Gary is not allowed to work with children (from 1)

However, as stated, the argument is invalid. (Before reading on, see if you can provide a counterexample for this argument. That is,
come up with an imaginary scenario in which the premise is true and yet the conclusion is false.) Here is just one counterexample
(there could be many): Gary is a convicted sex-offender but the country in which he lives does not restrict convicted sex-offenders
from working with children. I don’t know whether there are any such countries, although I suspect there are (and it doesn’t matter
for the purpose of validity whether there are or aren’t). In any case, it seems clear that this argument is relying upon a premise
that isn’t explicitly stated. We can and should state that premise explicitly in our reconstruction of the standard form argument.
But what is the argument’s missing premise? The obvious one is that no sex-offenders are allowed to work with children, but we
could also use a morecarefully statement like this one:

Where Gary lives, no convicted sex-offenders are allowed to work with children.

It should be obvious why this is a more “careful” statement. It is more careful because it is not so universal in scope, which means
that it is easier for the statement to be made true. By relativizing the statement that sex-offenders are not allowed to work with
children to the place where Gary lives, we leave open the possibility that other places in the world don’t have this same restriction.
So even if there are other places in the world where convicted sex-offenders are allowed to work with children, our statements
could still be true since in this place (the place where Gary lives) they aren’t. (For more on strong and weak statements, see
section 1.10). So here is the argument in standard form:

1. Gary is a convicted sex-offender.
2. Where Gary lives, no convicted sex-offenders are allowed to work with children.
3. Therefore, Gary is not allowed to work with children. (from 1-2)

This argument is now valid: there is no way for the conclusion to be false, assuming the truth of the premises. This was a fairly
simple example where the missing premise needed to make the argument valid was relatively easy to see. As we can see from
this example, a missing premise is a premise that the argument needs in order to be as strong as possible. Typically, this means
supplying the statement(s) that are needed to make the argument valid. But in addition to making the argument valid, we want
to make the argument plausible. This is called “the principle of charity.” The principle of charity states that when reconstructing
an argument, you should try to make that argument (whether inductive or deductive) as strong as possible. When it comes to
supplying missing premises, this means supplying the most plausible premises needed in order to make the argument either
valid (for deductive arguments) or inductively strong (for inductive arguments).

Although in the last example figuring out the missing premise was relatively easy
to do, it is not always so easy. Here is an argument whose missing premises are
not as easy to determine:

Since children who are raised by gay couples often have psychological and emotional problems, the state should discourage gay
couples from raising children.

The conclusion of this argument, that the state should not allow gay marriage, is apparently supported by a single premise, which
should be recognizable from the occurrence of the premise indicator, “since.” Thus, our initial reconstruction of the standard form

argument looks like this:

1. Children who are raised by gay couples often have psychological and emotional problems.
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2. Therefore, the state should discourage gay couples from raising children.

However, as it stands, this argument is invalid because it depends on certain missing premises. The conclusion of this argument
is a normative statement—a statement about whether something ought to be true, relative to some standard of evaluation.
Normative statements can be contrasted with descriptive statements, which are simply factual claims about what is true. For
example, “Russia does not allow gay couples to raise children” is a descriptive statement. That is, it is simply a claim about what
is in fact the case in Russia today. In contrast, “Russia should not allow gay couples to raise children” is a normative statement
since it is not a claim about what is true, but what ought to be true, relative to some standard of evaluation (for example, a
moral or legal standard). An important idea within philosophy, which is often traced back to the Scottish philosopher David Hume
(1711-1776), is that statements about what ought to be the case (i.e., normative statements) can never be derived from statements
about what is the case (i.e., descriptive statements). This is known within philosophy as the is-ought gap. The problem with the
above argument is that it attempts to infer a normative statement from a purely descriptive statement, violating the is-ought gap.
We can see the problem by constructing a counterexample. Suppose that in society x it is true that children raised by gay couples
have psychological problems. However, suppose that in that society people do not accept that the state should do what it can
to decrease harm to children. In this case, the conclusion, that the state should discourage gay couples from raising children,
does not follow. Thus, we can see that the argument depends on a missing or assumed premise that is not explicitly stated. That
missing premise must be a normative statement, in order that we can infer the conclusion, which is also a normative statement.
There is an important general lesson here: Many times an argument with a normative conclusion will depend on a normative
premise which is not explicitly stated. The missing normative premise of this particular argument seems to be something like
this:

The state should always do what it can to decrease harm to children.

Notice that this is a normative statement, which is indicated by the use of the word “should.” There are many other words that
can be used to capture normative statements such as: good, bad, and ought. Thus, we can reconstruct the argument, filling in the
missing normative premise like this:

1. Children who are raised by gay couples often have psychological and emotional problems.
2. The state should always do what it can to decrease harm to children.
3. Therefore, the state should discourage gay couples from raising children. (from 1-2)

However, although the argument is now in better shape, it is still invalid because it is still possible for the premises to be true and
yet the conclusion false. In order to show this, we just have to imagine a scenario in which both the premises are true and yet
the conclusion is false. Here is one counterexample to the argument (there are many). Suppose that while it is true that children
of gay couples often have psychological and emotional problems, the rate of psychological problems in children raised by gay
couples is actually lower than in children raised by heterosexual couples. In this case, even if it were true that the state should
always do what it can to decrease harm to children, it does not follow that the state should discourage gay couples from raising
children. In fact, in the scenario I've described, just the opposite would seem to follow: the state should discourage heterosexual
couples from raising children.

But even if we suppose that the rate of psychological problems in children of gay couples is higher than in children of heterosexual
couples, the conclusion still doesn’'t seem to follow. For example, it could be that the reason that children of gay couples have
higher rates of psychological problems is that in a society that is not yet accepting of gay couples, children of gay couples will
face more teasing, bullying and general lack of acceptance than children of heterosexual couples. If this were true, then the harm
to these children isn't so much due to the fact that their parents are gay as it is to the fact that their community does not accept
them. In that case, the state should not necessarily discourage gay couples from raising children. Here is an analogy: At one point
in our country’s history (if not still today) it is plausible that the children of black

Americans suffered more psychologically and emotionally than the children of white Americans. But for the government to
discourage black Americans from raising children would have been unjust, since it is likely that if there was a higher incidence
of psychological and emotional problems in black Americans, then it was due to unjust and unequal conditions, not to the black
parents, per se. So, to return to our example, the state should only discourage gay couples from raising children if they know that
the higher incidence of psychological problems in children of gay couples isn't the result of any kind of injustice, but is due to the
simple fact that the parents are gay.

Thus, one way of making the argument (at least closer to) valid would be to add the following two missing premises:

A. The rate of psychological problems in children of gay couples is higher than in children of heterosexual couples.
B. The higher incidence of psychological problems in children of gay couples is not due to any kind of injustice in society, but to
the fact that the parents are gay.
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So the reconstructed standard form argument would look like this:

1. Children who are raised by gay couples often have psychological and emotional problems.

2. The rate of psychological problems in children of gay couples is higher than in children of heterosexual couples.

3. The higher incidence of psychological problems in children of gay couples is not due to any kind of injustice in society, but to
the fact that the parents are gay.

4. The state should always do what it can to decrease harm to children.

5. Therefore, the state should discourage gay couples from raising children. (from 1-4)

In this argument, premises 2-4 are the missing or assumed premises. Their addition makes the argument much stronger, but
making them explicit enables us to clearly see what assumptions the argument relies on in order for the argument to be valid.
This is useful since we can now clearly see which premises of the argument we may challenge as false. Arguably, premise 4 is
false, since the state shouldn’t always do what it can to decrease harm to children. Rather, it should only do so as long as such an
action didn’t violate other rights that the state has to protect or create larger harms elsewhere.

The important lesson from this example is that supplying the missing premises of an argument is not always a simple matter. In
the example above, I have used the principle of charity to supply missing premises. Mastering this skill is truly an art (rather than
a science) since there is never just one correct way of doing it (cf. section 1.5) and because it requires a lot of skilled practice.

Exercise

Supply the missing premise or premises needed in order to make the following arguments valid. Try to make the premises as
plausible as possible while making the argument valid (which is to apply the principle of charity).

1. Ed rides horses. Therefore, Ed is a cowboy.

2. Tom was driving over the speed limit. Therefore, Tom was doing something wrong.

3. If it is raining then the ground is wet. Therefore, the ground must be wet.

4. All elves drink Guinness, which is why Olaf drinks Guinness.

5. Mark didn’t invite me to homecoming. Instead, he invited his friend Alexia. So he must like Alexia more than me.

6. The watch must be broken because every time I have looked at it, the hands have been in the same place.

7. Olaf drank too much Guinness and fell out of his second story apartment window. Therefore, drinking too much Guinness
caused Olaf to injure himself.

8. Mark jumped into the air. Therefore, Mark landed back on the ground.

9. In 2009 in the United States, the net worth of the median white household was $113,149 a year, whereas the net worth of the
median black household was $5,677. Therefore, as of 2009, the United States was still a racist nation.

10. The temperature of the water is 212 degrees Fahrenheit. Therefore, the water is boiling.

11. Capital punishment sometimes takes innocent lives, such as the lives of individuals who were later found to be not guilty.
Therefore, we should not allow capital punishment.

12. Allowing immigrants to migrate to the U.S. will take working-class jobs away from working-class folks. Therefore, we should not
allow immigrants to migrate to the U.S.

13. Prostitution is a fair economic exchange between two consenting adults. Therefore, prostitution should be allowed.

14. Colleges are more interested in making money off of their football athletes than in educating them. Therefore, college football
ought to be banned.

15. Edward received an F in college Algebra. Therefore, Edward should have studied more.
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1.1.10: Assuring, guarding, and Discounting

As we have seen, arguments often have complex structures including subarguments (recall that a subargument is an argument
for one of the premises of the main argument). But in practice people do not always give further reasons or argument in support
of every statement they make. Sometimes they use certain rhetorical devices to cut the argument short, or to hint at a further
argument without actually stating it. There are three common strategies for doing this:

Assuring: informing someone that there are further reasons although one is not giving them now

Guarding: weakening one’s claims so that it is harder to show that the claims are false

Discounting: anticipating objections that might be raised to one’s claim or argument as a way of dismissing those objections.3

We will discuss these in order, starting with assuring. Why would we want to assure our audience? Presumably when we make
a claim that isn’t obvious and that the audience may not be inclined to believe. For example, if I am trying to convince you
that the United States is one of the leading producers of CO2 emissions, then I might cite certain authorities such as the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) as saying so. This is one way of assuring our audience: by citing authorities.
There are many ways to cite authorities, some examples of which are these:

Dentists agree that...

Recent studies have shown...

It has been established that...

Another way of assuring is to comment on the strength of one’s own convictions. The rhetorical effect is that by commenting
on how sure you are that something is true, you imply, without saying, that there must be very strong reasons for what you
believe—assuming that the audience believes you are a reasonable person, of course. Here are some ways of commenting on the
strength of one’s beliefs:

I'm certain that...

I'm sure that...

I can assure you that...

Over the years, I have become convinced that...

I would bet a million dollars that...

Yet another way of assuring one’s audience is to make an audience member feel that it would be stupid, odd, or strange to deny
the claim one is making. One common way to do this is by implying that every sensible person would agree with the claim. Here
are some examples:

Everyone with any sense agrees that...

Of course, no one will deny that...

There is no question that...

No one with any sense would deny that...

Another common way of doing this is by implying that no sensible person would agree with a claim that we are trying to establish
as false:

It is no longer held that...
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No intelligent person would ever maintain that...
You would have to live under a rock to think that...

Assurances are not necessarily illegitimate, since the person may be right and may in fact have good arguments to back up the
claims, but the assurances are not themselves arguments and a critical thinker will always regard them as somewhat suspect.
This is especially so when the claim isn’t obviously true.

Next, we will turn to guarding. Guarding involves weakening a claim so that it is easier to make that claim true. Here is a simple
contrast that will make the point. Consider the following claims:

A. All U.S. Presidents were monogamous

B. Almost all U.S. Presidents were monogamous
C. Most U.S. Presidents were monogamous

D. Many U.S. Presidents were monogamous

E. Some U.S. Presidents were monogamous

The weakest of these claims is E, whereas the strongest is A and each claims descending from A-E is increasingly weaker. It
doesn’t take very much for E to be true: there just has to be at least one U.S. President who was monogamous. In contrast, A is
much less likely than E to be true because it require every U.S. President to have been monogamous. One way of thinking about
this is that any time A is true, it is also true that B-E is true, but B-E could be true without A being true. That is what it means for a
claim to be stronger or weaker. A weak claim is more likely to be true whereas a strong claim is less likely to be true. E is much
more likely to be true than A. Likewise, D is somewhat more likely to be true than C, and so on.

So, guarding involves taking a stronger claim and making it weaker so there is less room to object to the claim. We can also
guard a claim by introducing a probability clause such as, “it is possible that..” and “it is arguable that...” or by reducing our
level of commitment to the claim, such as moving from “I know that x” to “I believe that x.” One common use of guarding is in
reconstructing arguments with missing premises using the principle of charity (section 1.9). For example, if an argument is that
“Tom works for Merrill Lynch, so Tom has a college degree,” the most charitable reconstruction of this argument would fill in the
missing premise with “most people who work for Merrill Lynch have college degrees” rather than “everyone who works for Merrill
Lynch has a college degree.” Here we have created a more charitable (plausible) premise by weakening the claim from “all” to
“most,” which as we have seen is a kind of guarding.

Finally, we will consider discounting. Discounting involves acknowledging an objection to the claim or argument that one is
making, while dismissing that same objection. The rhetorical force of discounting is to make it seem as though the argument has
taken account of the objections—especially the ones that might be salient in a person’s mind. The simplest and most common
way of discounting is by using the “A but B” locution. Contrast the following two claims:

A. The worker was inefficient, but honest.
B. The worker was honest, but inefficient.

Although each statement asserts the same facts, A seems to be recommending the worker, whereas B doesn’t. We can imagine A
continuing: “And so the manager decided to keep her on the team.” We can imagine B continuing:

“Which is why the manager decided to let her go.” This is what we can call the “A but B” locution. The “A but B” locution is a
form of discounting that introduces what will be dismissed or overridden first and then follows it by what is supposed to be the
more important consideration. By introducing the claim to be dismissed, we are discounting that claim. There are many other
words that can be used as discounting words instead of using “but.” Table 2 below gives a partial list of words and phrases that
commonly function as discounting terms.

although even if but nevertheless

though while however nonetheless

even though whereas yet still
Exercise

Which rhetorical techniques (assuring, guarding, discounting) are being using in the following passages?

26 (1.1.10.2)



LibreTexts"

1. Although drilling for oil in Alaska will disrupt some wildlife, it is better than having to depend on foreign oil, which has the
tendency to draw us into foreign conflicts that we would otherwise not be involved in.

2. Let there be no doubt: the entity that carried out this attack is a known terrorist organization, whose attacks have a
characteristic style—a style that is seen in this attack today.

3. Privatizing the water utilities in Detroit was an unprecedented move that has garnered a lot of criticism. Nonetheless, it is
helping Detroit to recover from bankruptcy.

4. Most pediatricians agree that the single most important factor in childhood obesity is eating sugary, processed foods, which
have become all too common in our day and age.

5. Although not every case of AIDS is caused by HIV, it is arguable that most are.

6. Abraham Lincoln was probably our greatest president since he helped keep together a nation on the brink of splintering into
two.

7. No one with any sense would support Obamacare.

8. Even if universal healthcare is expensive, it is still the just thing to do.

9. While our country has made significant strides in overcoming explicit racist policies, the wide disparity of wealth, prestige and
influence that characterize white and black Americans shows that we are still implicitly a racist country.

10. Recent studies have show that there is no direct link between vaccines and autism.

3 This characterization and discussion draws heavily on chapter 3, pp. 48-53 of Sinnott- Armstrong and Fogelin’s Understanding
Arguments, 9th edition (Cengage Learning).

This page titled 1.1.10: Assuring, guarding, and Discounting is shared under a license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Matthew
Van Cleave.
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1.1.11: Evaluating Language

Yet another rhetorical technique that is commonly encountered in argumentation is the use of evaluative language to influence
one’s audience to accept the conclusion one is arguing for. Evaluative language can be contrasted with descriptive language.
Whereas descriptive language simply describes a state of affairs, without passing judgment (positive or negative) on that state
of affairs, evaluative language is used to pass some sort of judgment, positive or negative, on something. Contrast the following
two statements:

Bob is tall.
Bob is good.

“Tall” is a descriptive term since being tall is, in itself, neither a good nor bad thing. Rather, it is a purely descriptive term that
does not pass any sort of judgment, positive or negative, on the fact that Bob is tall. In contrast, “good” is a purely evaluative
term, which means that the only thing the word does is make an evaluation (in this case, a positive evaluation) and doesn't carry
any descriptive content. “Good,” “bad,” “right,” and “wrong” are examples of purely evaluative terms. A more interesting kind of
term is one that is partly descriptive and partly evaluative. For example:

Bob is nosy.

“Nosy” is a negatively evaluative term since to call someone nosy is to make a negative evaluation of them—or at least of that
aspect of them. But it also implies a descriptive content, such as that Bob is curious about other people’s affairs. We could re-
describe Bob’s nosiness using purely descriptive language:

Bob is very curious about other people’s affairs.

Notice that while the phrase “very curious about other people’s affairs” does capture the descriptive sense of “nosy,” it doesn’t
capture the evaluative sense of nosy, since it doesn’t carry with it the negative connotation that “nosy” does.

Evaluative language is rife in our society, perhaps especially so in political discourse. This isn’t surprising since by using evaluative
language to describe certain persons, actions, or events we can influence how people understand and interpret the world. If you
can get a person to think of someone or some state of affairs in terms of a positively or negatively evaluative term, chances are
you will be able to influence their evaluation of that person or state of affairs. That is one of the rhetorical uses of evaluative
language. Compare, for example,

Bob is a rebel.

Bob is a freedom fighter.

Whereas “rebel” tends to be a negatively evaluative term, “freedom fighter,” at least for many Americans, tends to be a positively
evaluative term. Both words, however, have the same descriptive content, namely, that Bob is someone who has risen in armed

resistance to an existing government. The difference is that whereas “rebel” makes a negative evaluation, “freedom fighter”
makes a positive evaluation. Table 3 below gives a small sampling of some evaluative terms.

beautiful dangerous wasteful sneaky cute
murder prudent courageous timid nosy
sloppy smart capable insane curt

English contains an interesting mechanism for turning positively evaluative terms into negative evaluative ones. All you have to
do is put the word “too” before a positively evaluative terms and it will all of a sudden take on a negative connotation. Compare
the following:

John is honest.

John is too honest.

28 (1.1.11.1)



LibreTexts"

Whereas “honest” is a positively evaluative term, “too honest” is a negatively evaluative term. When someone describes John as
“too honest,” we can easily imagine that person going on to describe how John’s honesty is actually a liability or negative trait.
Not so when he is simply described as honest. Since the word “to0” indicates an excess, and to say that something is an excess
is to make a criticism, we can see why the word “too” changes the valence of an evaluation from positive to negative.

Like assuring and discounting (section 1.18), using evaluative language to try to influence one’s audience is a rhetorical technique.
As such, it is more concerned with non-rational persuasion than it is with giving reasons. Non-rational persuasion is ubiquitous in
our society today, not the least of which because advertising is ubiquitous and advertising today almost always uses non-rational
persuasion. Think of the last time you saw some commercial present evidence for why you should buy their product (i.e., never) and
you will realize how pervasive this kind of rhetoric is. Philosophy has a complicated relationship with rhetoric—a relationship that
stretches back to Ancient Greece. Socrates disliked those, such as the Sophists, who promised to teach people how to effectively
persuade someone of something, regardless of whether that thing was true. Although some people might claim that there is no
essential difference between giving reasons for accepting a conclusion and trying to persuade by any means, most philosophers,
including the author of this text, think otherwise. If we define rhetoric as the art of persuasion, then although argumentation is
a kind of rhetoric (since it is a way of persuading), not all rhetoric is argumentation. The essential difference, as already hinted
at, is that argumentation attempts to persuade by giving reasons whereas rhetoric attempts to persuade by any means, including
non-rational means. If I tell you over and over again (in creative and subliminal ways) to drink Beer x because Beer x is the best
beer, then I may very well make you think that Beer x is the best beer, but I have not thereby given you an argument that Beer x is
the best beer. Thinking of it rationally, the mere fact that I've told you lots of times that Beer x is the best beer gives you no good
reason for believing that Beer x is in fact the best beer.

The rhetorical devices surveyed in the last two sections—especially assuring, discounting and the use of evaluative language—may
be effective ways of persuading people, but they are not the same thing as offering an argument. And if we attempt to see them
as arguments, they turn out to be typically pretty poor arguments. One of the many things that psychologists study is how we are
persuaded to believe or do things. As an empirical science, psychology attempts to describe and explain the way things are, in
this case, the processes that lead us to believe or act as we do. Logic, in contrast, is not an empirical science. Logic is not trying
to tell us how we do think, but what good thinking is and, thus, how we ought think. The study of logic is the study of the nature
of arguments and, importantly, of what distinguishes a good argument from a bad one. “Good” and “bad” are what philosophers

call normative concepts because they involve standards of evaluation.* Since logic concerns what makes something a good
argument, logic is sometimes referred to as a normative science. They key standard of evaluation of arguments that we have
seen so far is that of validity. In chapter 2 we will consider some more precise, formal methods of understanding validity. Other
“normative sciences” include ethics (the study of what a good life is and how we ought to live) and epistemology (the study of
what we have good reason to believe).

4 We encountered normative concepts when discussing normative statements in section 1.9.

This page titled 1.1.11: Evaluating Language is shared under a license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Matthew Van Cleave.
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1.1.12: Evaluating a Real-Life Argument

In this section I will analyze a real-life argument—an excerpt from President Obama’s September 10, 2013 speech on Syria. I
will use the concepts and techniques that have been introduced in this chapter to analyze and evaluate Obama’s argument. It is
important to realize that regardless of one’s views— whether one agrees with Obama or not—one can still analyze the structure
of the argument and even evaluate it by applying the informal test of validity to the reconstructed argument in standard form. I
will present the excerpt of Obama’s speech and then set to work analyzing the argument it contains. In addition to creating the
excerpt, the only addition I have made to the speech is numbering each paragraph with Roman numerals for ease of referring to
specific places in my analysis of the argument.

I. My fellow Americans, tonight I want to talk to you about Syria, why it matters and where we go from here. Over the past two
years, what began as a series of peaceful protests against the repressive regime of Bashar al-Assad has turned into a brutal civil
war. Over a hundred thousand people have been killed. Millions have fled the country. In that time, America has worked with allies
to provide humanitarian support, to help the moderate opposition and to shape a political settlement.

II. But I have resisted calls for military action because we cannot resolve someone else's civil war through force, particularly after
a decade of war in Iraq and Afghanistan.

II1. The situation profoundly changed, though, on Aug. 21st, when Assad's government gassed to death over a thousand people,
including hundreds of children. The images from this massacre are sickening, men, women, children lying in rows, killed by poison
gas, others foaming at the mouth, gasping for breath, a father clutching his dead children, imploring them to get up and walk. On
that terrible night, the world saw in gruesome detail the terrible nature of chemical weapons and why the overwhelming majority
of humanity has declared them off limits, a crime against humanity and a violation of the laws of war.

IV. This was not always the case. In World War I, American GIs were among the many thousands killed by deadly gas in the
trenches of Europe. In World War II, the Nazis used gas to inflict the horror of the Holocaust. Because these weapons can kill on
a mass scale, with no distinction between soldier and infant, the civilized world has spent a century working to ban them. And in
1997, the United States Senate overwhelmingly approved an international agreement prohibiting the use of chemical weapons,
now joined by 189 governments that represent 98 percent of humanity.

V. On Aug. 21st, these basic rules were violated, along with our sense of common humanity.

VI. No one disputes that chemical weapons were used in Syria. The world saw thousands of videos, cellphone pictures and social
media accounts from the attack. And humanitarian organizations told stories of hospitals packed with people who had symptoms
of poison gas.

VII. Moreover, we know the Assad regime was responsible. In the days leading up to Aug. 21st, we know that Assad's chemical
weapons personnel prepared for an attack near an area where they mix sarin gas. They distributed gas masks to their troops.
Then they fired rockets from a regime-controlled area into 11 neighborhoods that the regime has been trying to wipe clear of
opposition forces.

VIII. Shortly after those rockets landed, the gas spread, and hospitals filled with the dying and the wounded. We know senior
figures in Assad's military machine reviewed the results of the attack. And the regime increased their shelling of the same
neighborhoods in the days that followed. We've also studied samples of blood and hair from people at the site that tested positive
for sarin.

IX. When dictators commit atrocities, they depend upon the world to look the other way until those horrifying pictures fade from
memory. But these things happened. The facts cannot be denied.

X. The question now is what the United States of America and the international community is prepared to do about it, because
what happened to those people, to those children, is not only a violation of international law, it's also a danger to our security.

XI. Let me explain why. If we fail to act, the Assad regime will see no reason to stop using chemical weapons.
XII. As the ban against these weapons erodes, other tyrants will have no reason to think twice about acquiring poison gas and

using them. Over time our troops would again face the prospect of chemical warfare on the battlefield, and it could be easier for
terrorist organizations to obtain these weapons and to use them to attack civilians.
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XIII. If fighting spills beyond Syria's borders, these weapons could threaten allies like Turkey, Jordan and Israel.

XIV. And a failure to stand against the use of chemical weapons would weaken prohibitions against other weapons of mass
destruction and embolden Assad's ally, Iran, which must decide whether to ignore international law by building a nuclear weapon
or to take a more peaceful path.

XV. This is not a world we should accept. This is what's at stake. And that is why, after careful deliberation, I determined that it
is in the national security interests of the United States to respond to the Assad regime's use of chemical weapons through a
targeted military strike. The purpose of this strike would be to deter Assad from using chemical weapons, to degrade his regime's
ability to use them and to make clear to the world that we will not tolerate their use. That's my judgment as commander in chief.

The first question to ask yourself is: What is the main point or conclusion of this speech? What conclusion is Obama trying to
argue for? This is no simple question and in fact requires a good level of reading comprehension in order to answer it correctly.
One of the things to look for is conclusion or premise indicators (section 1.2). There are numerous conclusion indicators in the
speech, which is why you cannot simply mindlessly look for them and then assume the first one you find is the conclusion. Rather,
you must rely on your comprehension of the speech to truly find the main conclusion. If you carefully read the speech, it is clear
that Obama is trying to convince the American public of the necessity of taking military action against the Assad regime in Syria.
So the conclusion is going to have to have something to do with that. One clear statement of what looks like a main conclusion
comes in paragraph 15 where Obama says:

And that is why, after careful deliberation, I determined that it is in the national security interests of the United States to respond
to the Assad regime's use of chemical weapons through a targeted military strike.

The phrase, “that is why,” is a conclusion indicator which introduces the main conclusion. Here is my paraphrase of that
conclusion:

Main conclusion: It is in the national security interests of the United States to respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons with
military force.

Before Obama argues for this main conclusion, however, he gives an argument for the claim that Assad did use chemical weapons
on his own civilians. This is what is happening in paragraphs 1-9 of the speech. The reasons he gives for how we know that Assad
used chemical weapons include:

e images of the destruction of women and children (paragraph VI)

e humanitarian organizations’ stories of hospitals full of civilians suffering from symptoms of exposure to chemical weapons
(paragraph VI)

e knowledge that Assad’s chemical weapons experts were at a site where sarin gas is mixed just a few days before the attack
(paragraph VII)

o the fact that Assad distributed gas masks to his troops (paragraph VII)

o the fact that Assad’s forces fired rockets into neighborhoods where there were opposition forces (paragraph VII)

e senior military officers in Assad’s regime reviewed results of the attack(paragraph VIII)

¢ the fact that sarin was found in blood and hair samples from people at the site of the attack (paragraph VIII)

These premises do indeed provide support for the conclusion that Assad used chemical weapons on civilians, but it is probably
best to see this argument as a strong inductive argument, rather than a deductive argument. The evidence strongly supports, but
does not compel, the conclusion that Assad was responsible. For example, even if all these facts were true, it could be that some
other entity was trying to set Assad up. Thus, this first subargument should be taken as a strong inductive argument (assuming
the premises are true, of course), since the truth of the premises would increase the probability that the conclusion is true, but
not make the conclusion absolutely certain.

Although Obama does give an argument for the claim that Assad carried out chemical weapon attacks on civilians, that is simply
an assumption of the main argument. Moreover, although the conclusion of the main argument is the one I have indicated above,
I think there is another, intermediate conclusion that Obama argues for more directly and that is that if we don’t respond to
Assad'’s use of chemical weapons, then our own national security will be put at risk. We can clearly see this conclusion stated
in paragraph 18. Moreover, the very next phrase in paragraph 11 is a premise indicator, “let me explain why.” Obama goes on to
offer reasons for why failing to respond to Assad'’s use of chemical weapons would be a danger to our national security. Thus, the
conclusion Obama argues more directly for is:

Intermediate conclusion: A failure to respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons is a threat to our national security.
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So, if that is the conclusion that Obama argues for most directly, what are the premises that support it? Obama gives several in
paragraphs 11-14:

A. If we don't respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons, then Assad’s regime will continue using them with impunity.
(paragraph 11)

B. If Assad’s regime uses chemical weapons with impunity, this will effectively erode the ban on them. (implicit in paragraph 12)
C. If the ban on chemical weapons erodes, then other tyrants will be more likely to attain and use them. (paragraph 12)

D. If other tyrants attain and use chemical weapons, U.S. troops will be more likely to face chemical weapons on the battlefield
(paragraph 12)

E. If we don't respond to Assad'’s use of chemical weapons and if fighting spills beyond Syrian borders, our allies could face these
chemical weapons. (paragraph 13)

F. If Assad’'s regime uses chemical weapons with impunity, it will weaken prohibitions on other weapons of mass destruction.
(paragraph 14)

G. If prohibitions on other weapons of mass destruction are weakened, this will embolden Assad’s ally, Iran, to develop a nuclear
program. (paragraph 14)

I have tried to make explicit each step of the reasoning, much of which Obama makes explicit himself (e.g., premises A-D). The
main threats to national security that failing to respond to Assad would engender, according to Obama, are that U.S. troops and
U.S. allies could be put in danger of facing chemical weapons and that Iran would be emboldened to develop a nuclear program.
There is a missing premise that is being relied upon for these premises to validly imply the conclusion. Here is a hint as to what
that missing premise is: Are all of these things truly a threat to national security? For example, how is Iran having a nuclear
program a threat to our national security? It seems there must be an implicit premise—not yet stated—that is to the effect that
all of these things are threats to national security. Here is one way of construing that missing premise:

Missing premise 1: An increased likelihood of U.S. troops or allies facing chemical weapons on the battlefield or Iran becoming
emboldened to develop a nuclear program are all threats to U.S. national security interests.

We can also make explicit within the standard form argument other intermediate conclusions that follow from the stated premises.
Although we don’t have to do this, it can be a helpful thing to do when an argument contains multiple premises. For example, we
could explicitly state the conclusion that follows from the four conditional statements that are the first four premises:

1. If we don't respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons, then Assad’s regime will continue using them with impunity.

2. If Assad’s regime uses chemical weapons with impunity, this will effectively erode the ban on them.

3. If the ban on chemical weapons erodes, then other tyrants will be more likely to attain and use them.

4. If other tyrants attain and use chemical weapons, U.S. troops will be more likely to face chemical weapons on the battlefield.
5. Therefore, if we don’t respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons, U.S. troops will be more likely to face chemical weapons on
the battlefield. (from 1-4)

Premise 5 is an intermediate conclusion that makes explicit what follows from premises 1-4 (which I have represented using
parentheses after that intermediate conclusion). We can do the same thing with the inference that follows from premises, 1, 7, and
8 (i.e, line 9). If we add in our missing premises then we have a reconstructed argument for what I earlier called the “intermediate
conclusion” (i.e., the one that Obama most directly argues for):

1. If we don’t respond to Assad'’s use of chemical weapons, then Assad’s regime will continue using them with impunity.

2. If Assad’s regime uses chemical weapons with impunity, this will effectively erode the ban on them.

3. If the ban on chemical weapons erodes, then other tyrants will be more likely to attain and use them.

4. If other tyrants attain and use chemical weapons, U.S. troops will be more likely to face chemical weapons on the battlefield.
5. Therefore, if we don't respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons, U.S. troops will be more likely to face chemical weapons on
the battlefield. (from 1-4)

6. If we don’t respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons and if fighting spills beyond Syrian borders, our allies could face these
chemical weapons.

7. If Assad’s regime uses chemical weapons with impunity, it will weaken prohibitions on other weapons of mass destruction.

8. If prohibitions on other weapons of mass destruction are weakened, this will embolden Assad’s ally, Iran, to develop a nuclear
program.

Q. Therefore, if we don’t respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons, this will embolden Assad'’s ally, Iran, to develop a nuclear
program. (from 1, 7-8)

10. An increased likelihood of U.S. troops or allies facing chemical weapons on the battlefield or Iran becoming emboldened to
develop a nuclear program are threats to U.S. national security interests.

11. Therefore, a failure to respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons is a threat to our national security. (from 5, 6, 9, 10)
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As always, in this standard form argument I've listed in parentheses after the relevant statements which statements those
statements follow from. The only thing now missing is how we get from this intermediate conclusion to what I earlier called the
main conclusion. The main conclusion (i.e., that it is in national

security interests to respond to Assad with military force) might be thought to follow directly. But it doesn’t. It seems that Obama
is relying on yet another unstated assumption. Consider: even if it is true that we should respond to a threat to our national
security, it doesn’t follow that we should respond with military force. For example, maybe we could respond with certain kinds of
economic sanctions that would force the country to submit to our will. Furthermore, maybe there are some security threats such
that responding to them with military force would only create further, and worse, security threats. Presumably we wouldn’t want
our response to a security threat to create even bigger security threats. For these reasons, we can see that Obama’s argument, if
it is to be valid, also relies on missing premises such as these:

Missing premise 2: The only way that the United States can adequately respond to the security threat that Assad poses is by
military force.

Missing premise 3: It is in the national security interests of the United States to respond adequately to any national security
threat.

These are big assumptions and they may very well turn out to be mistaken. Nevertheless, it is important to see that the main
conclusion Obama argues for depends on these missing premises—premises that he never explicitly states in his argument. So
here is the final, reconstructed argument in standard form. I have italicized each missing premise or intermediate conclusion that
I have added but that wasn’t explicitly stated in Obama’s argument.

1. If we don't respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons, then Assad’s regime will continue using them with impunity.

2. If Assad’s regime uses chemical weapons with impunity, this will effectively erode the ban on them.

3. If the ban on chemical weapons erodes, then other tyrants will be more likely to attain and use them.

4. If other tyrants attain and use chemical weapons, U.S. troops will be more likely to face chemical weapons on the battlefield.
5. Therefore, if we don't respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons, U.S. troops will be more likely to face chemical weapons on
the battlefield. (from 1-4)

6. If we don’t respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons and if fighting spills beyond Syrian borders, our allies could face these
chemical weapons.

7. If Assad’s regime uses chemical weapons with impunity, it will weaken prohibitions on other weapons of mass destruction.

8. If prohibitions on other weapons of mass destruction are weakened, this will embolden Assad’s ally, Iran, to develop a nuclear
program.

9. Therefore, if we don’t respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons, this will embolden Assad’s ally, Iran, to develop a nuclear
program. (from 1, 7-8)

10. An increased likelihood of U.S. troops or allies facing chemical weapons on the battlefield or Iran becoming emboldened to
develop a nuclear program are threats to U.S. national security interests.

11. Therefore, a failure to respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons is a threat to our national security. (from 5, 6, 9, 19)

12. The only way that the United States can adequately respond to the security threat that Assad poses is by military force.

13. It is in the national security interests of the United States to respond adequately to any national security threat.

14. Therefore, it is in the national security interests of the United States to respond to Assad’s use of chemical weapons with
military force. (from 11-13)

In addition to showing the structure of the argument by use of parentheses which show which statements follow from which, we
can also diagram the arguments spatially as we did in section 1.4 like this:
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This is just another way of representing what I have already represented in the standard form argument, using parentheses to
describe the structure. As is perhaps even clearer in the spatial representation of the argument’s structure, this argument is
complex in that it has numerous subarguments. So while statement 11 is a premise of the main argument for the main conclusion
(statement 14), statement 11 is also itself a conclusion of a subargument whose premises are statements 5, 6, 9, and 10. And
although statement 9 is a premise in that argument, it itself is a conclusion of yet another subargument whose premises are
statements 1, 7 and 8. Almost any interesting argument will be complex in this way, with further subarguments in support of the
premises of the main argument. This chapter has provided you the tools to be able to reconstruct arguments like these. As we
have seen, there is much to consider in reconstructing a complex argument. As with any skill, a true mastery of it requires lots of
practice. In many ways, this is a skill that is more like an art than a science. The next chapter will introduce you to some basic
formal logic, which is perhaps more like a science than an art.

This page titled 1.1.12: Evaluating a Real-Life Argument is shared under a license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Matthew Van
Cleave.
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1.2: Arguments

When we give reasons for holding a view or reaching a conclusion, the process is intrinsically articulate. Giving reasons requires
language, concepts and skill with words, not just a simple ability to talk. For two (or more) people to share their reasoning requires
a kind of reflective articulateness, an ability to express reasoning in a way that is intelligible to a particular audience. . .. What we
will call “argument” here is meant to capture everything we make explicit when we give reasons for a view or proposition. . .. Much
of the difficulty in reasoning together comes from simply not understanding each other’s arguments—from not understanding
the significance of the words to express reasons and the views they support.

—LARRY WRIGHT1

The Importance of Arguments

I am in an unusual career, where arguments dominate my professional life. I am paid to teach my students what philosophers have
had to say on a great array of topics. Almost always, these philosophers, whether they are the historical “biggies” or contemporary
thinkers, support their theories with arguments. Obviously, if I am going to do my job, I need to help my students sort out the
good arguments from the bad. As a professor, I also participate in what is called “shared governance,” and as a consequence,
I am required to vote and help decide policies, curricula, and other matters of university importance. Administrators and my
colleagues consistently defend positions of great significance to the institution with impassioned arguments. Since I take this
part of my profession very seriously, I find it essential to decide which of these arguments I find most persuasive.

Most of us are not simply consumers of arguments, we are producers as well. In my own professional work, I present and defend
theories about privacy, the Constitution, the death penalty, the existence of God, and a number of other philosophically, politically,
and legally controversial topics. As an active participant in shared governance, I take sides, advocate positions, and occasionally
lead the charge for particular causes. All this demands that I defend my views. In these cases, it is my name on the argument,
and there is a heightened sense not just of ownership but of personal and professional responsibility. I need my arguments to be
as strong as they can be not just convincing but plausible and hopefully pointing in the right direction.

Your life may not be as argument-intensive as mine, but if you stop to reflect a bit, I think you'll find arguments all around you.
Advertisers make arguments for why you should buy their products and politicians for why they deserve your vote. You may need
the advice from accountants and economists, hopefully backed up with arguments, to plan for a major business investment or
your retirement. And you are a producer of arguments as well. That memo you wrote to your boss for a change in the way things
are done or the case you just made to your partner about the need to buy a new car is an argument.

This book is about arguments and a suggested technique for distinguishing good arguments from bad ones. These general hints
are intended to be of use both when you find yourself in the position of the consumer of an argument and when you must make
some decision about the quality of its evidence as well as when you are the producer of the argument and desire to present the
strongest evidence you can. I don’t claim to have a magic bullet that will automatically show the truth about complicated issues.
But I think you will be pleasantly surprised at how often this technique proves useful for thinking through these issues, finding
out where you stand, and even beginning the process of formulating your own arguments about them.

What Is an Argument?

One potentially misleading aspect in some of my previous examples is that when it comes to controversial issues such as abortion
or the death penalty, tempers can be high. And trust me, debates about curriculum or university policy can be just as emotionally
explosive. There is a perfectly fine use of the word argument that basically means a verbal fight. Joe and Sally got into a terrible
argument about his failure to do his share of the house cleaning. That is not what we will mean by the term, however. Sure, there
will be times when arguments are very important, and disagreements about their strength or weakness will touch our emotions
as much as our reason. There will be many other times, however, when arguments are simply there for our consideration, and we
can assess them free of any passion or personal commitment. Indeed, as much as is possible, I would recommend adopting the
more dispassionate approach, even when you feel strongly about what is at issue.

It is useful to see an argument as a complex arrangement of three quite different things. There will be what logicians call a
conclusion—some theory, hypothesis, or position that the argument seeks to defend. There will be premises—facts, data, or
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evidence that the argument uses to support the conclusion. And there will be a relationship between the premises and conclusion
whereby the conclusion follows from the premises. We can schematically represent an argument as follows:

e1. Premise
es. Premise

e3. Premise

en. Premise

tg. Conclusion

Let’'s begin at the bottom. Every argument will have a conclusion—that’s part of the definition of an argument. When we put an
argument in what we will be calling its schematic form, it will always come at the end, under the big, heavy line. But in the real
world of arguments, we should treat the term conclusion as technical jargon. Conclusions don't always come at the conclusion of
a person’s argument. Sometimes they come at the beginning.

Dick’s cheating on Jane. He told her he had to work late, but Sally saw his car at Joe’s Bar. Not only that, he leers at
other women, and the last three times she called him, he didn’t answer.

Sometimes they come in the middle.

Charlie’s take-home exam was word-for-word identical to Sarah’s. Clearly, Charlie copied it from Sarah. The guy’s a
loser, never comes to class, and doesn’t know how to write very well.

And, of course, some of the time, they are at the end.

The light from virtually every galaxy is “red-shifted.” This shows that every galaxy is moving away from every other
galaxy. Therefore, the physical universe is expanding.

I have used the lowercase letter t in my schematic representation to stand for theory. The subscript “0” is used to do two jobs.
Although there is only one theory defended in the argument’s conclusion (though that single conclusion can be complicated and
composed of many parts—“therefore, Jake did it or helped plan it, or someone read his diary”), we will need to keep track of
other possible theories besides the one defended in the argument. So “0” can be understood as the number zero and starting
a sequence of numbered theories. But the “0” can also be read as the letter o and standing for original—the original theory or
conclusion in the argument.

To standardize things, we will use the lowercase letter e to stand for an individual bit of evidence. There are no set numbers
of premises, or pieces of the evidence, in an argument. Sometimes there will be just a single datum, and sometimes, there will
be quite a bit of supporting data. The previous examples illustrate not just that conclusions can come in many places in the
statement of an argument but that the same holds true the statements of the evidence.

Let’s recast our schematized argument in terms of evidence for a theory:

e1. Evidence (datum)

e2. Evidence (another datum)

e3. Evidence (another datum)

en. Evidence (another datum)
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te. Theory

Logical Connection

We've said a bit about the top and the bottom in our schematic representation of an argument. What about that conspicuous,
big, fat line? In good arguments, the conclusion follows from the premises; the evidence supports the theory. What exactly is this
relationship of support or following from? That turns out to be a very controversial issue in both philosophy and mathematical
logic.

In some cases, the relationship is semantic. If we just understood enough about the meanings of all the words in the premises,
we would see that the conclusion has to be true. Often the examples are pretty trivial.

e1. The number is even.

e2. The number is greater than seventeen.

tg. The number is not prime.

Other times, however, there’s quite a bit of information hiding in the premises, and the conclusions are a little surprising and
quite significant.

e1. The figure is a plane triangle.

tg. The interior angles of the figure equal exactly 180°.

Arguments of the previous type have a technical name. They are called deductive arguments. In a successful deductive argument,
the relationship between the premises and conclusion (it's artificial here to call them evidence and theory) is a very special one.
Logicians call it validity. Valid arguments are ones where if the premises are true, the conclusion has to be true. Many colleges and
universities have whole courses on deductive (or symbolic) logic. Very sophisticated techniques are developed for determining
validity. We will not spend time reviewing this material because as interesting (and just plain fun) as it is, one almost never finds
deductive arguments being put forward outside of academic philosophy and mathematics.

A second way of connecting premises to conclusions relies on the technical fields of mathematics and statistics. We cannot as
conveniently ignore these arguments, since they play huge roles in contemporary science. Our approach to them, however, will be
a little indirect. Rather than going through the basics of probability theory and then developing statistical tests for making sense
of numerical data, we will treat these arguments as special cases of inductive arguments. This latter jargon simply means that
the argument claims that the conclusion follows from the premises but not deductively—that is, it is possible for the premises
to be true, yet the conclusion turns out to be false. Now, of course, it should be relatively rare that in good inductive arguments,
the premises would be true and the conclusion false; otherwise these arguments will not be very useful. It is a matter of great
controversy in logic, philosophy, and even the sciences as to how we describe this relationship between evidence and theories.
The rest of this book is devoted to showing you one way of characterizing this relationship.

Inference to the Best Explanation

Consider the three short examples mentioned previously. We had purported evidence that Dick was unfaithful—the leering, the
excuse about being sick, the car outside the bar, and the missed phone calls. We had purported evidence about the copied take-
home exam—the word-for-word identical submissions, Charlie’s chronic absences, and his failures as a writer. Finally, we had the
evidence about the expanding universe—the red-shifted light from distant galaxies. In each of these cases, the suggested theory
explains significant parts of our evidence. Charlie being a cheater doesn’t explain his bad writing, but it sure helps us understand
how the two exams ended up being the same. Dick’s cheating (in a very different way) would explain why he was at the bar when
he said he was sick. And an expanding universe explains the Doppler shift we observe in the light from galaxies.

This suggests a generalization. Suppose we treat the theory being defended in an inductive argument as an explanation of the
data (at least some of the data) contained in the evidence. We get the following very symmetrical picture of an argument:
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Evidence e,. Premise Data
e,. Premise
e,. Premise

e.. Premise

Theory t,. Premise Explanation

Figure 1.2.1

Inference to the best explanation assumes this general picture of inductive arguments. The relationship of support or following
from becomes one of good explanation. Evidence for a theory is strong, or good or sound, if and only if, the theory best explains
the relevant data that is being offered as evidence. This definition of good evidence gives us a very useful device for testing the
quality of purported evidence.

In the next chapter, I intend to lay out a kind of practical test for answering questions about the strength of arguments, about
the quality of evidence. Does Connie have good evidence that her boyfriend was smooching Mary Jane during his absence at the
record hop? Is there a strong argument that Charlie copied the take-home exam? Do astronomers really know that the physical

universe is expanding? We can only begin to answer these questions when we are in absolute agreement about what the argument
is in the first place.

A Couple of Arguments from Sherlock Holmes

Let’s look at a couple of examples of evidence that lead to some conclusions for Sherlock Holmes.
Here are the missing links of the very simple chain: 1. You had chalk between your left finger and thumb when you
returned from the club last night. 2. You put chalk there when you play billiards, to steady the cue. 3. You never play
billiards except with Thurston. 4. You told me, four weeks ago, that Thurston had an option on some South African
property which would expire in a month, and which he desired you to share with him. 5. Your check book is locked in
my drawer, and you have not asked for the key. 6. You do not propose to invest your money in this manner.2
The beginning of The Adventure of the Dancing Men begins with a little case study in Sherlock Holmes's “deductive” method.
Holmes’s method, of course, is not deductive in the formal logician’s sense but inductive, or better, abductive. It is an inference
to the best explanation. Holmes possesses a fair amount of data.
e1. Watson had chalk between his left finger and thumb.
e2. He uses the chalk when he plays billiards.
e3. He only plays billiards with Thurston.
e4. He told Holmes four weeks ago that Thurston had an option on some South African property, which would expire in a month.
es. Watson’s checkbook is locked in Holmes'’s drawer.

eg. Watson has not asked for the key.

Holmes explains all this with the hypothesis that Watson has decided against the investment. Holmes goes on to explicate his
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reasoning with the metaphor of a chain.
You see, my dear Watson . . . it is not really difficult to construct a series of inferences, each dependent on its
predecessor and each simple in itself. If, after doing so, one simply knocks out all the central inferences and
presents one’s audience with the starting-point and the conclusion, one may produce a startling, though possibly a
meretricious, effect. Now, it was not really difficult, by an inspection of the groove between your left forefinger and
thumb, to feel sure that you did not propose to invest your small capital in the gold fields.3

Although I think it is clear that Holmes exaggerates when he claims that the inferences follow in sequential lockstep, the insight
that explanatory reasoning often proceeds in steps is important. Here is how I would schematize Holmes'’s inference.

e1. Watson had chalk between his left finger and thumb.
es. He uses the chalk when he plays billiards.

e3. He only plays billiards with Thurston.

t'9. Watson played billiards with Thurston last night.
e4. He told Holmes four weeks ago that Thurston had an option on some South African property, which would expire in a month.
es. Watson’s checkbook is locked in Holmes’s drawer.

eg. Watson has not asked for the key.

1"g. Watson has decided against the investment.

Each of these inferences is to an “alleged” best explanation. t'g explains the chalk on his hand and is consistent with Holmes’s
background knowledge of Watson’s preferences in playing partners. t"g explains the lack of a request for the key and is consistent
with Holmes’s knowledge of what Watson told him four weeks ago and the location of the checkbook.

But The Adventure of the Dancing Men is not really about chalk and South African investments; it's ultimately about murder and
a couple of other mysteries that lead to the murder and its solution.

r - .
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Figure 1.2.2: Dancing men cypher

Retrieved from Sir Arthur Conan Doyle, The Return of Sherlock Holmes, http.//www.gutenberg.org/ebooks/108 (accessed June
26, 2018).
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You'll enjoy the story, and it would be great practice if you paused here for a while and tried your hand at schematizing Holmes's
argument for what happened at Ridling Thorpe Manor.

Consider, first, the mystery that gives the story its name. Holmes shows Watson a piece of paper with the above pencil markings.4
This is our first piece of evidence.

e1. The dancing men document

Watson immediately offers an account: “Why, Holmes, it is a child’s drawing.” Holmes thinks otherwise. The dancing men drawings
“have a meaning,” but they might be “arbitrary” (think “one if by land and two if by sea”) or they might be “systematic” (a cipher).
Holmes bets on the latter. His client, Mr. Cubitt, has provided more data:

e2. Mr. Cubitt’s wife, Elsie, received a letter from America that very much upset her.

e3. Other dancing men inscriptions, on both paper and chalk applied to buildings, have turned up at Ridling Thorpe Manor.

e4. Holmes has knowledge of the relative frequency of letters in the English language.

t's. The dancing men figures stand for letters. And the messages are in English.
Holmes breaks the code. He is now able to translate the different messages that have turned up.

This leads to the second mystery: Why is Elsie so reticent to tell her husband about her past? Why is she so upset and frightened
by the dancing men messages? Why did she stop her husband from confronting the stranger they caught in the act of scrawling
one of the messages? Holmes is in a position to answer many of these questions simply by decoding the messages he has. In
addition, Holmes explains Elsie’s reticence and fear in terms of some connection to criminal activities in her past, and he knows
that the correspondent is named Abe Slaney. A cable to a colleague in the States confirms that Slaney is “the most dangerous
crook in Chicago.” Slaney is imploring Elsie to return to him and finally threatening her. Holmes and Watson have plenty of
evidence that necessitates hurrying to the Norfolk countryside.

es. The contents of the messages
e6. Slaney is the most dangerous crook in Chicago.

e7. Slaney’s threat to Elsie

t"g. Elsie, and perhaps Mr. Cubitt’s, lives are in danger.
Sadly, they are too late. Immediately upon their arrival at the train station, they learn of the tragedy.

“It's a terrible business,” said the stationmaster. “They are shot, both Mr. Hilton Cubitt and his wife. She shot him and
then herself—so the servants say. He’s dead and her life is despaired of.”5

The stationmaster has, of course, not only introduced crucial new evidence but also offered an explanation. Holmes proceeds to
the murder scene, interviews two servants, and examines the room where the bodies have been found.

eg. Cubitt is shot dead, and Elsie is gravely wounded with a gunshot to the head.
e9. A revolver is found, still containing four bullets.
e19. The servants report several things:

e o Both were awakened by the sound of a loud gunshot.

e o A short while later, they heard a second shot.

e o The victims were downstairs in the study.
e o A strong smell of gun smoke in the study.
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e o The study window was shut and fastened.
e o The house was locked from the inside, and no one could have left.
e o They were both conscious of the smell of powder from the time they awakened upstairs.

There are still several pages to go in The Adventures of the Dancing Men, but Holmes has now basically solved the case. His
reasoning is classic inference to the best explanation (IBE). How and why did Mr. Cubitt and Elsie come to be shot? Why were the
servants conscious of the smell of powder while upstairs? And what about the mysterious Slaney?

Holmes is particularly fascinated by the powder aroma upstairs—*“I commend that fact very carefully to your attention.”6 Holmes's
provisional hypothesis is that the window must have been open and the draft carried the smell. Careful examination of the study
produces one last crucial bit of evidence.

e11. A third bullet is discovered in the window sash.
A third bullet! Someone else is involved! They examine outside the window and discover important new data.
e12. Trampled flowers, large masculine footprints, and a spent cartridge

But why only the sound of two gunshots? The first one was extremely loud. Might it “have been two shots fired almost at the same
instant”?7 Holmes concludes “it was undoubtedly so.”8

Holmes proceeds to entrap Slaney, and he confirms that he was one of the authors of the dancing men messages and that he and
Mr. Cubitt exchanged gunshots through the window. The story never tells us precisely what happened to Elsie, but we know, just
as Holmes knew.

tg. Slaney sought to win Elsie back and was refused. He came to the manor and exchanged almost simultaneous gunshots with
Cubitt. Elsie closed the window and either heartbroken at the death of her husband, guilt-ridden and feeling partial responsibility,
or misguidedly seeking to preserve her husband’s good name, shot herself in the head.

Schematizing the Argument

Let me state something explicitly. The single hardest part of argument analysis or the IBE recipe may often be simply identifying
what the argument is in the first place. There are a number of reasons for this. First and foremost, people aren’t always as clear
as the might be when they state their arguments. But there are other complicating factors as well. My guess is that Conan Doyle
would have said he wasn't presenting an argument at all but simply telling a story. Still, I think it's clear that the story is about
Holmes's following the evidence and coming to a conclusion about what happened. Add to all that some arguments touch on
deeply divisive moral and political issues and few of us read them and set our personal politics to the side. These unavoidable
biases that we all carry with us will often tempt us to simply misread what the argument is. Finally, as we get a hint of in this
short story but becomes daunting when an argument is developed over the course of a whole book, the sheer number of words,
thoughts, and sentences makes it extremely challenging to keep the structure of the argument clearly in mind.

Granted all this, the first step in the IBE procedure that we will develop in the next chapter is not only the most difficult; it is the
most important. If we misrepresent what the argument is, then all our work in analyzing it will be a waste of time. Who cares if
you show “the argument” to be a spectacular success or a dismal failure if it wasn’t the real argument in the first place?

Useful schematization requires three virtues, all of which defy simple characterization. First and foremost, as we have just
emphasized, you should strive for copy fidelity. Your task is to characterize “the other person’s argument,” a representation of
his or her evidence. You may think of better ways to make the argument, or you may even think that the evidence points in a
different direction. That'’s all fine and good and will be useful in later steps. Right now, however, your job is to faithfully represent
the argument as it was stated. You want to also strive for brevity. We just saw how an argument might take up several pages of a
short story but just imagine when we look in a later chapter at Darwin’s “abstract” of his theory in On the Origin of Species9 and
try to keep straight all the evidence presented in more than four hundred pages. In order for your schematization to be useful
to you, you will need to keep your representation of the evidence down to, say, no more than a page. Finally, and most difficult
of all, you should strive for charity in your schematized arguments. You want to present the argument in the strongest form you
can. This is not because you are being nice or discounting the previous virtue of copy fidelity. It is because you want to avoid
at all costs weakening the evidence in the way you choose to schematize it. This is particularly important when you are dealing
with arguments with which you disagree. If you come to the judgment that the evidence is weak, you need to make darn sure that
you've given the evidence its best shot.
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Start at the Bottom (Find the Conclusion)

We've already discussed the fact that conclusions may come anywhere in a statement of an argument. Still, in the schematic form
I am urging on you, they always come at the bottom; they are always are identified as tg (“®” to start a sequence of explanations
and o as a reminder that this explanation is the original one), and they are always explanations of the data, not simply statements
of the data. I strongly suggest that you begin your schematizing of the argument by trying to identify its conclusion.

Oftentimes, you will find hints in the statement that will guide you to the argument’s conclusion. There are many words and
phrases that are commonly used to alert readers or listeners that an inference is being drawn. Some of the classics you will find
in any introductory logic book are as follows: “therefore,” “hence,” “so,” “it follows that,” and many others. But at other times,
you are simply expected to pick out what the theory is that is supposed to be supported by the evidence. The best advice in
these latter cases is simply to ask yourself something very general and vague such as “What’s the point of all this?” or, as
suggested previously, “What the heck is going on?” Once you have a candidate, now see whether it explains some of the data in
the argument. If it doesn’t seem to, you might want to look for another candidate as the argument’s conclusion.

Two other general comments are appropriate here. First, don’t get discouraged. This is hard stuff. It will get easier and more
natural as you get more experience using the recipe. And second, there will be times when you fail to discover a conclusion to
begin your schematization because the passage of prose in front of you is not an argument in the first place. We obviously use
language do lots of things—make simple assertions, push people’s buttons, or simply vent—stating an argument is only one use
of language.

Find the Relevant Evidence

In The Adventure of the Dancing Men, we learned a lot of stuff. Holmes enjoyed playing with Watson’s head. Mr. Cubitt was “a
tall, ruddy, clean shaven gentleman.” And that Inspector Martin was a “dapper little man, with a quick, alert manner and a waxed
moustache.” This is just good literary technique. There’s also the important information at the end of the story when Slaney is
arrested and confesses. But these data are only tangential to solving the murder. The data in e1 through e1y, however, are crucial
to understanding what happened, and all of it should be included in a complete schematization of the argument.

Another Brokenhearted Teenager

Here's a sad story.

Lyrics to “It's My Party” can be found here: https://genius.com/Lesley-gore-its-my-party-lyrics, and Lesley Gore performing her
song can be found here: https://youtu.be/acRMALrg1t4.

Lesley is in tears, and she assures us we would be too if something similar happened to us. So what the heck happened? She
doesn’t spell it out, but she knows and so do we. Take some time, now, and schematize Lesley's argument. What is her evidence
that Johnny is no longer hers and has taken up with Judy?

EXERCISES

1. 1. What is an argument? What are the three components of any argument?

2. 2. How can you have a big argument, with lots of name-calling, without either party presenting an argument for why they feel
aggrieved?

3. 3. What do you think of the quality of Holmes's evidence for his theory that Watson had decided not to go ahead with the
investment? Why?

QUIZ FOUR

The following article comes from the New York Times. Your task is to schematize the argument for the conclusion that William
Henry Harrison died from enteric fever. The article “What Really Killed William Henry Harrison?” by Jan McHugh and Philip
A. Mackowiak, March 31, 2014, is available here: https:/www.nytimes.com/2014/04/01/science/what-really-killed-william-henry-
harrison.html
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1.3: Deductive and Inductive Arguments

As we noted earlier, there are different logics—different approaches to distinguishing good arguments from bad ones. One of the
reasons we need different logics is that there are different kinds of arguments. In this section, we distinguish two types: deductive
and inductive arguments.

Deductive Arguments

First, deductive arguments. These are distinguished by their aim: a deductive argument attempts to provide premises that
guarantee, necessitate its conclusion. Success for a deductive argument, then, does not come in degrees: either the premises
do in fact guarantee the conclusion, in which case the argument is a good, successful one, or they don't, in which case it fails.
Evaluation of deductive arguments is a black-and-white, yes-or-no affair; there is no middle ground.

We have a special term for a successful deductive argument: we call it valid. Validity is a central concept in the study of logic. It's
so important, we're going to define it three times. Each of these three definitions is equivalent to the others; they are just three
different ways of saying the same thing:

An argument is valid just in case...

(i) its premises guarantee its conclusion; i.e.,

(ii) IF its premises are true, then its conclusion must also be true; i.e., (iii) it is impossible for its premises to be true and its
conclusion false.

Here’s an example of a valid deductive argument:

All humans are mortal.
Socrates is a human.
Therefore, Socrates is mortal.

This argument is valid because the premises do in fact guarantee the conclusion: if they're true (as a matter of fact, they are),
then the conclusion must be true; it's impossible for the premises to be true and the conclusion false.

Here’s a surprising fact about validity: what makes a deductive argument valid has nothing to do with its content; rather, validity is
determined by the argument’s form. That is to say, what makes our Socrates argument valid is not that it says a bunch of accurate
things about Socrates, humanity, and mortality. The content doesn’t make a difference. Instead, it's the form that matters—the
pattern that the argument exhibits.

Later, when undertake a more detailed study of deductive logic, we will give a precise definition of logical form.[6] (Definitions,
actually. We'll study two different deductive logics, each with its own definition of form.) For now, we’ll use this rough gloss: the
form of an argument is what'’s left over when you strip away all the non-logical terms and replace them with blanks. [7] (What
counts as a “logical term,” you're wondering? Unhelpful answer: it depends on the logic; different logics count different terms as
logical. Again, this is just a rough gloss. We don’t need precision just yet, but we'll get it eventually.)

Here’s what that looks like for our Socrates argument:
AlL A are B.
x is A.

Therefore, x is B.

The letter are the blanks: they're placeholders, variables. As a matter of convention, we're using capital letters to stand for groups
of things (humans, mortals) and lower case letters to stand for individual things (Socrates).

The Socrates argument is a good, valid argument because it exhibits this good, valid form. Our third way of wording the definition
of validity helps us see why this is a valid form: it's impossible for the premises to be true and the conclusion false, in that it's
impossible to plug in terms for A, B, and x in such a way that the premises come out true and the conclusion comes out false.

A consequence of the fact that validity is determined entirely by an argument’s form is that, given a valid form, every single
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argument that has that form will be valid. So any argument that has the same form as our Socrates argument will be valid; that is,
we can pick things at random to stick in for A, B, and x, and we're guaranteed to get a valid argument. Here’s a silly example:

All apples are bananas.
Donald Trump is an apple.
Therefore, Donald Trump is a banana.

This argument has the same form as the Socrates argument: we simply replaced A with ‘apples’, B with ‘bananas’, and x with
‘Donald Trump'. That means it’s a valid argument. That’s a strange thing to say, since the argument is just silly—but it's the form
that matters, not the content. Our second way of wording the definition of validity can help us here. The standard for validity is
this: IF the premises are true, then the conclusion must be. That's a big ‘IF'. In this case, as a matter of fact, the premises are
not true (they're silly, plainly false). However, IF they were true—if in fact apples were a type of banana and Donald Trump were an
apple—then the conclusion would be unavoidable: Trump would have to be a banana. The premises aren’t true, but if they were,
the conclusion would have to be—that’s validity.

So it turns out that the actual truth or falsehood of the propositions in a valid argument are completely irrelevant to its validity.
The Socrates argument has all true propositions and it's valid; the Donald Trump argument has all false propositions, but it's valid,
too. They're both valid because they have a valid form; the truth/falsity of their propositions don’'t make any difference. This means
that a valid argument can have propositions with almost any combination of truth- values: some true premises, some false ones,
a true or false conclusion. One can fiddle around with the Socrates’ argument’s form, plugging different things in for A, B, and X,
and see that this is so. For example, plug in ‘ants’ for A, ‘bugs’ for B, and Beyoncé for x: you get one true premise (All ants are
bugs), one false one (Beyoncé is an ant), and a false conclusion (Beyoncé is a bug). Plug in other things and you can get any other
combination of truth-values.

Any combination, that is, but one: you'll never get true premises and a false conclusion. That's because the Socrates’ argument’s
form is a valid one; by definition, it's impossible to generate true premises and a false conclusion in that case.

This irrelevance of truth-value to judgments about validity means that those judgments are immune to revision. That is, once we
decide whether an argument is valid or not, that decision cannot be changed by the discovery of new information. New information
might change our judgment about whether a particular proposition in our argument is true or false, but that can’'t change our
judgment about validity. Validity is determined by the argument’s form, and new information can’t change the form of an argument.
The Socrates argument is valid because it has a valid form. Suppose we discovered, say, that as a matter of fact Socrates wasn’t a
human being at all, but rather an alien from outer space who got a kick out of harassing random people on the streets of ancient
Athens.That information would change the argument’s second premise—Socrates is human—from a truth to a falsehood. But it
wouldn’t make the argument invalid. The form is still the same, and it's a valid one.

It's time to face up to an awkward consequence of our definition of validity. Remember, logic is about evaluating
arguments—saying whether they're good or bad. We've said that for deductive arguments, the standard for goodness is validity:
the good deductive arguments are the valid ones. Here's where the awkwardness comes in: because validity is determined by
form, it's possible to generate valid arguments that are nevertheless completely ridiculous-sounding on their face. Remember, the
Donald Trump argument—where we concluded that he’s a banana—is valid. In other words, we're saying that the Trump argument
is good; it's valid, so it gets the logical thumbs-up. But that’s nuts! The Trump argument is obviously bad, in some sense of ‘bad’,
right? It's a collection of silly, nonsensical claims.

We need a new concept to specify what’s wrong with the Trump argument. That concept is soundness. This is a higher standard
of argument-goodness than validity; in order to meet it, an argument must satisfy two conditions.

An argument is sound just in case (i) it's valid, AND (ii) its premises are in fact true. [8] (What about the conclusion? Does
it have to be true? Yes: remember, for valid arguments, if the premises are true, the conclusion has to be. Sound arguments
are valid, so it goes without saying that the conclusion is true, provided that the premises are.)

The Trump argument, while valid, is not sound, because it fails to satisfy the second condition: its premises are both false. The
Socrates argument, however, which is valid and contains nothing but truths (Socrates was not in fact an alien), is sound.

The question now naturally arises: if soundness is a higher standard of argument-goodness than validity, why didn't we say that
in the first place? Why so much emphasis on validity? The answer is this: we're doing logic here, and as logicians, we have no
special insight into the soundness of arguments. Or rather, we should say that as logicians, we have only partial expertise on
the question of soundness. Logic can tell us whether or not an argument is valid, but it cannot tell us whether or not it is sound.
Logic has no special insight into the second condition for soundness, the actual truth-values of premises. To take an example
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from the silly Trump argument, suppose you weren't sure about the truth of the first premise, which claims that all apples are
bananas (you have very little experience with fruit, apparently). How would you go about determining whether that claim was true
or false? Whom would you ask? Well, this is a pretty easy one, so you could ask pretty much anybody, but the point is this: if you
weren't sure about the relationship between apples and bananas, you wouldn’t think to yourself, “I better go find a logician to help
me figure this out.” Propositions make claims about how things are in the world. To figure out whether they're true or false, you
need to consult experts in the relevant subject-matter. Most claims aren’t about logic, so logic is very little help in determining
truth-values. Since logic can only provide insight into the validity half of the soundness question, we focus on validity and leave
soundness to one side.

Returning to validity, then, we're now in a position to do some actual logic. Given what we know,we can demonstrate invalidity;
that is, we can prove that an invalid argument is invalid, and therefore bad (it can't be sound, either; the first condition for
soundness is validity, so if the argument’s invalid, the question of actual truth-values doesn’t even come up). Here's how:

To demonstrate the invalidity of an argument, one must write down a new argument with the same form as the original, whose
premises are in fact true and whose conclusion is in fact false. This new argument is called a counterexample.

Let’s look at an example. The following argument is invalid:

Some mammals are swimmers.
All whales are swimmers.
Therefore, all whales are mammals.

Now, it's not really obvious that the argument is invalid. It does have one thing going for it: all the claims it makes are true. But
we know that doesn’t make any difference, since validity is determined by the argument’s form, not its content. If this argument is
invalid, it’s invalid because it has a bad, invalid form. This is the form:

Some A are B.
All C are B.
Therefore, all C are A.

To prove that the original whale argument is invalid, we have to show that this form is invalid. For a valid form, we learned, it's
impossible to plug things into the blanks and get true premises and a false conclusion; so for an invalid form, it's possible to plug
things into the blanks and get that result. That's how we generate our counterexample: we plug things in for A, B, and C so that
the premises turn out true and the conclusion turns out false. There’s no real method here; you just use your imagination to come
up with an A, B, and C that give the desired result. [9] (Possibly helpful hint: universal generalizations (All ___ are ____) are rarely
true, so if you have to make one true, as in this example, it might be good to start there; likewise, particular claims (Some ___ are
___) are rarely false, so if you have to make one false—you don't in this particular example, but if you had one as a conclusion, you
would—that would be a good place to start.) Here's a counterexample:

Some lawyers are American citizens.
All members of Congress are American citizens.
Therefore, all members of Congress are lawyers.

For A, we inserted ‘lawyers’, for B we chose ‘American citizens’, and for C, ‘members of Congress’. The first premise is clearly true.
The second premise is true: non-citizens aren't eligible to be in Congress. And the conclusion is false: there are lots of people in
Congress who are non- lawyers—doctors, businesspeople, etc.

That's all we need to do to prove that the original whale-argument is invalid: come up with one counterexample, one way of filling
in the blanks in its form to get true premises and a false conclusion. We only have to prove that it's possible to get true premises
and a false conclusion, and for that, you only need one example.

What's far more difficult is to prove that a particular argument is valid. To do that, we’d have to show that its form is such that
it's impossible to generate a counterexample, to fill in the blanks to get true premises and a false conclusion. Proving that it's
possible is easy; you only need one counterexample. Proving that it's impossible is hard; in fact, at first glance, it looks impossibly
hard! What do you do? Check all the possible ways of plugging things into the blanks, and make sure that none of them turn
out to have true premises and a false conclusion? That's nuts! There are, literally, infinitely many ways to fill in the blanks in an
argument’s form. Nobody has the time to check infinitely many potential counterexamples.

Well, take heart; it's still early. For now, we're able to do a little bit of deductive logic: given an invalid argument, we can
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demonstrate that it is in fact invalid. We're not yet in the position we'd like to be in, namely of being able to determine, for any
argument whatsoever, whether it's valid or not. Proving validity looks too hard based on what we know so far. But we’'ll know more
later: in chapters 3 and 4 we will study two deductive logics, and each one will give us a method of deciding whether or not any
given argument is valid. But that'll have to wait. Baby steps.

Inductive Reasoning

That's all we'll say for now about deductive arguments. On to the other type of argument we're introducing in this section:
inductive arguments. These are distinguished from their deductive cousins by their relative lack of ambition. Whereas deductive
arguments aim to give premises that guarantee/necessitate the conclusion, inductive arguments are more modest: they aim
merely to provide premises that make the conclusion more probable than it otherwise would be; they aim to support the
conclusion, but without making it unavoidable.

Here is an example of an inductive argument:

I'm telling you, you're not going die taking a plane to visit us. Airplane crashes happen far less frequently than car crashes, for
example; so you're taking a bigger risk if you drive. In fact, plane crashes are so rare, you're far more likely to die from slipping in
the bathtub. You're not going to stop taking showers, are you?

The speaker is trying to convince her visitor that he won’t die in a plane crash on the way to visit her. That's the conclusion:
you won't die. This claim is supported by the others—which emphasize how rare plane crashes are—but it is not guaranteed by
them. After all, plane crashes sometimes do happen. Instead, the premises give reasons to believe that the conclusion—you won't
die—is very probable.

Since inductive arguments have a different, more modest goal than their deductive cousins, it would be unreasonable for us to
apply the same evaluative standards to both kinds of argument. That is, we can’t use the terms ‘valid’ and ‘invalid’ to apply to
inductive arguments. Remember, for an argument to be valid, its premises must guarantee its conclusion. But inductive arguments
don't even try to provide a guarantee of the conclusion; technically, then, they're all invalid. But that won't do. We need a different
evaluative vocabulary to apply to inductive arguments. We will say of inductive arguments that they are (relatively) strong or weak,
depending on how probable their conclusions are in light of their premises. One inductive argument is stronger than another
when its conclusion is more probable than the other, given their respective premises.

One consequence of this difference in evaluative standards for inductive and deductive arguments is that for the former, unlike
the latter, our evaluations are subject to revision in light of new evidence. Recall that since the validity or invalidity of a deductive
argument is determined entirely by its form, as opposed to its content, the discovery of new information could not affect our
evaluation of those arguments. The Socrates argument remained valid, even if we discovered that Socrates was in fact an
alien. Our evaluations of inductive arguments, though, are not immune to revision in this way. New information might make the
conclusion of an inductive argument more or less probable, and so we would have to revise our judgment accordingly, saying that
the argument is stronger or weaker. Returning to the example above about plane crashes, suppose we were to discover that the
FBI in the visitor's hometown had recently being hearing lots of “chatter” from terrorist groups active in the area, with strong
indications that they were planning to blow up a passenger plane. Yikes! This would affect our estimation of the probability of
the conclusion of the argument—that the visitor wasn’t going to die in a crash. The probability of not dying goes down (as the
probability of dying goes up). This new information would trigger a re-evaluation of the argument, and we would say it's now
weaker. If, on the other hand, we were to learn that the airline that flies between the visitor's and the speaker’s towns had recently
upgraded its entire fleet, getting rid of all of its older planes, replacing them with newer, more reliable model, while in addition
instituting a new, more thorough and rigorous program of pre- and post-flight safety and maintenance inspections—well, then we
might revise our judgment in the other direction. Given this information, we might judge that things are even safer for the visitor
as it regards plane travel; that is, the proposition that the visitor won't die is now even more probable than it was before. This new
information would strengthen the argument to that conclusion.

Reasonable follow-up question: how much is the argument strengthened or weakened by the new information imagined in these
scenarios? Answer: how should I know? Sorry, that's not very helpful. But here’s the point: we're talking about probabilities here;
sometimes it's hard to know what the probability of something happening really is. Sometimes it's not: if I flip a coin, I know
that the probability of it coming up tails is 8.5. But how probable is it that a particular plane from Airline X will crash with our
hypothetical visitor on board? I don’t know. And how much more probable is a disaster on the assumption of increased terrorist
chatter? Again, I have no idea. All I know is that the probability of dying on the plane goes up in that case. And in the scenario
in which Airline X has lots of new planes and security measures, the probability of a crash goes down. Sometimes, with inductive
arguments, all we can do is make relative judgments about strength and weakness: in light of these new facts, the conclusion is
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more or less probable than it was before we learned of the new facts. Sometimes, however, we can be precise about probabilities
and make absolute judgments about strength and weakness: we can say precisely how probable a conclusion is in light of the
premises supporting it. But this is a more advanced topic. We will discuss inductive logic in chapters 5 and 6, and will go into
more depth then. Until then, patience. Baby steps.

Exercises

1. Determine whether the following statements are true or false.

(a) Not all valid arguments are sound.

(b) An argument with a false conclusion cannot be sound.

(c) An argument with true premises and a true conclusion is valid. (d) An argument with a false conclusion cannot be valid.
2. Demonstrate that the following arguments are invalid.

(a) Some politicians are Democrats.

Hillary Clinton is a politician.

Hillary Clinton is a Democrat.

The argument’s form is:

Some A are B.xis A
Therefore, x is B.

[where ‘A’ and ‘B’ stand for groups of things and ‘x’ stands for an individual]
(b) All dinosaurs are animals.

Some animals are extinct.

Therefore, all dinosaurs are extinct.

The argument’s form is:

All A are B.

Some B are C.

Therefore, all A are C.

[where ‘A’, ‘B’, and ‘C’ stand for groups of things]

3. Consider the following inductive argument (about a made-up person):

Sally Johansson does all her grocery shopping at an organic food co-op. She’s a huge fan of tofu. She’s really into those week-long
juice cleanse thingies. And she’s an active member of PETA. I conclude that she’s a vegetarian.

(a) Make up a new piece of information about Sally that weakens the argument.
(b) Make up a new piece of information about Sally that strengthens the argument.

This page titled 1.3: Deductive and Inductive Arguments is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by
Matthew Knachel via source content that was edited to the style and standards of the LibreTexts platform.

e 1.4: Deductive and Inductive Arguments by Matthew Knachel is licensed CC BY 4.0. Original source: https://dc.uwm.edu/phil_facbooks/1.
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2.1: THE RATIONALISTS

Is all of our knowledge based on the evidence of the senses, or is some of it justified by other means? This epistemological
question about the foundations of knowledge is what separates Rationalism and Empiricism. According to Rationalism at least
some knowledge can be had through reason alone. For rationalists, the paradigm example of knowledge acquired independent
of sense experience is mathematics. Once we have the concepts required to understand mathematical propositions (like 2+2=4),
no experience is required to be justified in accepting their truth. They seem to be adequately known “through the light of
reason.” Empiricism, on the other hand, takes all of our knowledge to be ultimately grounded in sense experience. Descartes
was the first significant rationalist philosopher of the modern classical period. He rejects sense experience as a trustworthy
source of knowledge early in his Meditations. Following Descartes, a number of other European philosophers develop rationalist
philosophical systems. Leibniz and Spinoza are the most notable. Meanwhile, an empiricist tradition gets started in Great Britain.
The three major empiricist philosophers are John Locke, Berkeley and David Hume. In this chapter we will focus on Descartes,
Spinoza, and Liebniz, and we will take up the empiricists in the next chapter.

2.1.1: Descartes
2.1.2: Spinoza
2.1.3: Leibniz

2.1.4: Review and Discussion Questions

This page titled 2.1: The Rationalists is shared under a CC BY-NC 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by W. Russ Payne.

e 4: The Rationalists by W. Russ Payne is licensed CC BY-NC 4.0. Original source: https://commons.bellevuecollege.edu/wrussellpayne/an-
introduction-to-philosophy/.
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2.1.1: Descartes

Rene Descartes (1596 - 1650) lived during an intellectually vibrant time. European scholars had supplemented Catholic doctrine
with a tradition of Aristotle scholarship, and early scientists like Galileo and Copernicus had challenged the orthodox views of the
Scholastics. Surrounded by conflicting yet seemingly authoritative views on many issues, Descartes wants to find a firm foundation
on which certain knowledge can be built and doubts can be put to rest. So he proposes to question any belief he has that could
possibly turn out to be false and then to methodically reason from the remaining certain foundation of beliefs with the hope of
reconstructing a secure structure of knowledge where the truth of each belief is ultimately guaranteed by careful inferences from
his foundation of certain beliefs.

When faith and dogma dominate the intellectual scene, “How do we know?” is something of a forbidden question. Descartes
dared to ask this question while the influence of Catholic faith was still quite strong. He was apparently a sincere Catholic believer,
and he thought his reason-based philosophy supported the main tenants of Catholicism. Still he roused the suspicion of religious
leaders by granting reason authority in the justification of our beliefs.

Descartes is considered by many to be the founder of modern philosophy. He was also an important mathematician and he
made significant contributions to the science of optics. You might have heard of Cartesian coordinates. Thank Descartes. Very
few contemporary philosophers hold the philosophical views Descartes held. His significance lays in the way he broke with prior
tradition and the questions he raised in doing so. Descartes frames some of the big issues philosophers continue to work on
today. Notable among these are the foundations of knowledge, the nature of mind, and the question of free will. We'll look briefly
at these three areas of influence before taking up a closer examination of Descartes’ philosophy through his Meditations of First
Philosophy.

To ask “How do we know?” is to ask for reasons that justify our belief in the things we think we know. Descartes’ Meditations
provide a classic example of the epistemological project of providing systematic justification for the things we take ourselves to
know, and this remains a central endeavor in epistemology. This project carries with it the significant risk of finding that we lack
justification for things we think we know. This is the problem of skepticism. Skepticism is the view that we can’t know. Skepticism
comes in many forms depending on just what we doubt we can know. While Descartes hoped to provide solid justification for
many of his beliefs, his project of providing a rational reconstruction of knowledge fails at a key point early on. The unintended
result of his epistemological project is known as the problem of Cartesian skepticism. We will explain this problem a bit later in
this chapter.

Another area where Descartes has been influential is in the philosophy of mind. Descartes defends a metaphysical view known as
dualism that remains popular among many religious believers. According to this view, the world is made up of two fundamentally
different kinds of substance, matter and spirit (or mind). Material stuff occupies space and time and is subject to strictly
deterministic laws of nature. But spiritual things, minds, are immaterial, exist eternally, and have free will. If dualism reminds you
of Plato’s theory of the Forms, this would not be accidental. Descartes thinks his rationalist philosophy validates Catholic doctrine
and this in turn was highly influenced by Plato through St. Augustine.

The intractable problem for Descartes’ dualism is that if mind and matter are so different in nature, then it is hard to see how they
could interact at all. And yet when I look out the window, an image of trees and sky affects my mind. When I will to go for a walk,
my material body does so under the influence of my mind. This problem of mind-body interaction was famously and forcefully
raised by one of the all too rare female philosophers of the time, princess Elisabeth of Bohemia.

A whole branch of philosophy, the philosophy of mind, is launched in the wake of problems for substance dualism. Today, the
philosophy of mind is merging with neuroscience, cognitive psychology, and information science to create a new science of
mind. We are rapidly learning how material brains realize the processes of thought. Once again, Descartes has failed in a most
fruitful way. We also see how undeserved philosophy’s reputation for failing to answer its questions is. While many distinctively
philosophical issues concerning the mind remain, the credit for progress will go largely to the newly minted science of mind.
The history of philosophy nicely illustrates how parenthood can be such worthwhile but thankless work. As soon as you produce
something of real value, it takes credit for itself. Later in a chapter on the philosophy of mind we will examine some developments
in this area since Descartes and get acquainted with a few of its contemporary issues including the nature of consciousness.

The final big issue that Descartes brought enduring attention to is the problem of free will. We all have the subjective sense

that when we choose something we have acted freely or autonomously. We think that we made a choice and we could have
made a different choice. The matter was entirely up to us and independent of outside considerations. Advertisers count on us
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taking complete credit and responsibility for our choices even as they very effectively go about influencing our choices. Is this
freedom we have a subjective sense of genuine or illusory? How could we live in a world of causes and effects and yet will and act
independent of these? And what are the ramifications for personal responsibility? This is difficult nest of problems that continues
to interest contemporary philosophers.

Descartes' is also a scientific revolution figure. He flourished after Galileo and Copernicus and just a generation before Newton.
The idea of the physical world operating like a clockwork mechanism according to strict physical laws is coming into vogue.
Determinism is the view that all physical events are fully determined by prior causal factors in accordance with strict mechanistic
natural laws. Part of Descartes’ motivation for taking mind and matter to be fundamentally different substances is to grant the
pervasive presence of causation in the material realm while preserving a place for free will in the realm of mind or spirit. This
compromise ultimately doesn’t work out so well. If every event in the material realm is causally determined by prior events and
the laws of nature, this would include the motions of our physical bodies. But if these are causally determined, then there doesn’t
appear to be any entering wedge for our mental free will to have any influence over out bodily movements.

Now we will turn to Descartes’ Meditations and examine how he comes to the positions just outlined. Here is a link to several of
Descartes’ writings including Meditations on First Philosophy: http://www.earlymoderntexts.com/authors/descartes.html

The Meditations

Descartes project in his meditations is to carry out a rational reconstruction of knowledge. Descartes is living during an
intellectually vibrant time and he is troubled by the lack of certainty. With the Protestant Reformation challenging the doctrines
of the Catholic Church, and scientific thinkers like Galileo and Copernicus applying the empirical methods Aristotle recommends
to the end of challenging the scientific views handed down from Aristotle, the credibility of authority was challenged on multiple
fronts. So Descartes sets out to determine what can be known with certainty without relying on any authority, and then to see what
knowledge can be securely justified based on that foundation.

In the first meditation we are introduced to Descartes’ method of doubt. According to this method, Descartes goes through all
of his beliefs, not individually but by categories, and asks whether there is any possible way that beliefs of this or that type can
be mistaken. If so, they must be set aside as doubtable. Many of these beliefs may ultimately be redeemed as knowledge, but
they cannot serve as part of the secure foundation of indubitable beliefs from which his rational reconstruction of knowledge
proceeds. Empirical beliefs, things that we believe based on the evidence of our senses, are set aside first. Our senses sometimes
deceive us, as when an oar appears bent in water or a stranger in a crowd appears to be a friend. It won't do to say that we can
reliably diagnose these cases and correct for mistaken appearances though because we also have experiences just like seemingly
reliable sense experiences that are anything but in the case of dreams. How can we be certain that any of our seeming sense
experiences of the external world aren’t in fact dreams? How can we be certain that our whole life isn't a dream?

So sense experience is set to the side as uncertain and insufficient for justifying knowledge. Descartes then considers things we
might know for certain by the light of reason, like mathematical claims. I seem to be about as certain in my belief that 2+2=4 as
I can be about anything. Is there any possible way I could be mistaken? Descartes here imagines a powerful demon that could
deceive me into always thinking that 2+2=4 when in fact this is not true. Is this a genuine possibility? Descartes allows that it is
and considers all such knowledge had through reason doubtable as well.

Does anything remain? Are there any beliefs that can’t be doubted, even given the hypothesis of a powerful evil deceiver?
Descartes does find at least one. Even an evil deceiver could not deceive Descartes about his belief that he thinks. At least this
belief is completely immune from doubt, because Descartes would have to be thinking in order for the evil deceiver to deceive
him. In fact there is a larger class of beliefs about the content of one’s own mind that can be defended as indubitable even in
the face of the evil deceiver hypothesis. When I look at the grey wall behind my desk I form a belief about the external world;
that I am facing a grey wall. I might be wrong about this. I might be dreaming or deceived by an evil deceiver. But I also form
another belief about the content of my experience. I form the belief that I am having a visual experience of greyness. This belief
about the content of my sense experience may yet be indubitable. For how could the evil deceiver trick me into thinking that I am
having such an experience without in fact giving me that experience? So perhaps we can identify a broader class of beliefs that
are genuinely indubitable. These are our beliefs about the contents of our own mind. We couldn’t be wrong about these because
we have immediate access to them and not even an evil deceiver could misdirect us.

The problem Descartes faces at this point is how to justify his beliefs about the external world based on the very narrow foundation
of his indubitable beliefs about the contents of his own mind. And this brings us to one of the more famous arguments in
philosophy: Descartes’ “Cogito Ergo Sum” or “I think, therefore I exist.” Descartes argues that if he knows with certainty that he
thinks, then he can know with certainty that he exists as a thinking being. Many philosophers since then have worried about the
validity of this inference. Perhaps all we are entitled to infer is that there is thinking going on and we move beyond our indubitable
foundation when we attribute that thinking to an existing subject (the “I" in “I exist”). There are issues to explore here. But bigger
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problems await Descartes, so we will just note this one and let it pass.

So far Descartes has only adequately justified his beliefs about the contents of his own mind and his own existence as a thinking
being. Knowledge about any external reality or even truths of reason like 2+2=4 remain in need of justification. To overcome
skepticism about these matters, Descartes sets out to prove that God exists and is not an evil deceiver. Once the evil deceiver
hypothesis is in check, Truths of reason and perhaps others may be yet be knowable. Not any argument for God’s existence and
good nature will do, though. The trick for Descartes’ project of a rational reconstruction of knowledge is to prove the existence of
a good God by reasoning only from those beliefs that he has identified as indubitable and foundational.

Descartes argument for the existence of a good God goes roughly as follows:

I find in my mind the idea of a perfect being.

The cause of my idea of a perfect being must have at least as much perfection and reality as I find in the idea.
I am not that perfect.

Nothing other than a good and perfect God could be the cause of my idea of a perfect being.

So, a good and perfect God must exist.

e

This argument simplifies the rather involved reasoning Descartes goes through in the Meditations. But it will do for diagnosing
the fatal flaw in Descartes’ reasoning. Let us grant the validity of the argument and consider the truth of its premises. Keep in
mind that to accord with the method Descartes has set for himself in carrying out a rational reconstruction of well grounded
certain knowledge, all of the premises of this argument must be indubitable and foundational. Being a belief about the contents
of his own mind, we can grant the certain truth of premise one. Though it is not as clear, premise three might arguably count
as a foundational belief about the contents of Descartes’ own mind. An evil deceiver, being evil, would lack perfection found in
Descartes’ idea of a perfect being. So as powerful as such a being could be, the cause of Descartes’ idea of a perfect being must
be more perfect than any evil deceiver. Perhaps any being so perfect would have to be a good God.

But the fatal flaw for Descartes’ rational reconstruction of knowledge is the second premise. What are our grounds for thinking
that the cause of something must have at least as much perfection as its effect? The idea of degrees of perfection and the notion
that the less perfect can only be explained in terms of the more perfect is an idea that we find in Plato’s theory of forms. It will
strike many of us as implausible or even incomprehensible. Just what is perfection supposed to mean here? And even once we've
spelled this out, why think causes must be more perfect? It seems not at all uncommon for less perfect things to give rise to more
perfect things (just consider my son, for instance). In any case, whether the second premise can be explained and defended at all,
the fatal flaw for Descartes’ project is that it is not foundational. It is not an indubitable belief about the contents of Descartes’
own mind, but rather a substantive belief about how things are beyond the bounds of Descartes’ own mind. So Descartes’ attempt
to provide a rational justification for a substantive body of knowledge leaves us with an enduring skeptical problem. All we have
immediate intellectual access to is the contents of our own minds. How can we ever have knowledge of anything beyond the
contents of our own mind based on this? This is the problem of Cartesian skepticism.

Having diagnosed the fatal flaw in Descartes’ project, we should briefly consider how his rational reconstruction of knowledge
was to go from there. Given knowledge of God’s existence and good nature, we would appeal to this to assure the reliability of
knowledge had through reason and later also through the senses. God being the most perfect and good being would rule out the
possibility of interference by an evil deceiver. We might still make mistakes in reasoning or be misinformed by the senses. But
this would be due to our failure to use these faculties correctly. A good God, however, would not equip us with faculties that could
not be trusted to justify our beliefs if used properly. This is a very cursory summary of the later stages of Descartes’ attempted
rational reconstruction of knowledge in his Meditations. But it will suffice for our purposes.

The mind-body problem

Descartes is a substance dualist. This is the metaphysical view that the world is made up of two fundamentally different kinds
of substance: matter and spirit (or mind). In the Second Meditation Descartes motivates this view by arguing that there are
distinguishing differences between the mind and the body. In particular, I can doubt the existence of my body but I can’t doubt
the existence of my mind. Is this a difference that justifies denying that the mind is in some sense identifiable with the body? If
something is true of one thing and not of another, then we have conclusive grounds for thinking they are not one and the same
thing. So if my favorite bike is red but the bike in my office is yellow, then the bike in my office is not identical to my favorite bike.
Does this straightforward line of reasoning apply to the case of the mind and the body? The existence of my body is dubitable,
but the existence of my mind is indubitable. Descartes would count this as a reason for denying that my mind is identical with my
body. But consider this analogous argument:

1. Mark Twain is such that Joe thinks he is the author of Huckleberry Finn.
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2. Samuel Clemens is not such that Joe thinks he is the author of Huckleberry Finn.
3. So, Mark Twain is not identical to Samuel Clemens.

Clearly the conclusion that Mark Twain and Samuel Clemens are not one and the same person does not follow in this case. As the
Mark Twain argument looks like it is closely analogous to Descartes’ argument for the non-identity of the mind and the body, it
looks like Descartes’argument is not valid. The problem here is that the premises of both arguments concern someone’s mental
states about something. In Descartes’ argument we have premises about what he can or can’t doubt. In the Mark Twain argument
we have premises about what Joe does or doesn’t believe. But people can fail to recognize true identity claims. Joe doesn’t know
that Mark Twain just is Samuel Clemens. Because of this, Joe can believe one thing about Mark Twain and something different
about Samuel Clemens. But this doesn’t show that Mark Twain and Samuel Clemens aren’t identical. Likewise, it may be that the
mind is identical with the body or some part of it, but since Descartes doesn’t know this, he can believe one thing about the body
(that its existence is doubtable) and something else about the mind (that its existence is not doubtable).

So far we have just offered a critical evaluation of one of Descartes’ arguments for mind/body dualism. Now we will consider a
serious problem for the view. When Descartes’ considers how the substance of mind and body differ, he offers a view that should
sound familiar from popular religious belief. On this view, the body is a physical object that exists in space and time and is subject
to the laws of nature. The mind, being spiritual in nature, exists eternally in an abstract realm rather than existing in the physical
realm of space and time. Further, the mind is not bound by mechanistic laws of nature, but it has free will that allows it to will
or not will to do one thing or another. Descartes was both a believer in Catholicism and an active participant in the scientific
revolution. He was among those who were developing a view of the natural world in which events occur in accordance with strict
law-like regularities. A view of the natural world as functioning like a predictable clockwork mechanism was on the rise. And yet
Descartes’Christian theology held that as a person created in the image of a divine being, he had free will through which he might
choose to do one thing or another, perhaps most notably, to choose to accept the Catholic faith as true and be saved or not. His
philosophical view is an attempt to reconcile these conflicting scientific and theological perspectives.

An unfortunate fact of history is that women in Descartes’ time were rarely given a thorough education or allowed to participate
fully in intellectual life. A notable exception is the case of the Princess Elisabeth of Bohemia. And she was among the first
to notice serious difficulties in the substance dualism that Descartes advocated. The central problem has to do with mind-
body interaction. Clearly things going on in the physical realm have an influence on the mind. Light reflecting off clouds and
trees cause me to have the mental perception of a sunset. And likewise, mental phenomenon cause things to happen in the
physical world. When I mentally will to preserve the image of the sunset in a picture, my body causes things to happen in the
law governed physical realm. I reach for my camera. But how can a non-physical soul be affected by or effect events in the
physical realm? If events in the physical realm are all transfers of physical energy happening at specific places and times, how
can it be that the non-physical mind has any role to play in this? The problem gets all the more difficult when we take the
physical world to be deterministic, governed by laws where each event is determined to happen by prior events in conjunction
with mechanistic laws. Determinism in the physical realm would appear to leave no room for the non-physical mind to influence
events at all. Contemporary philosophers who study the nature of the mind generally take these problems to be intractable and
to constitute decisive objections to Descartes’ substance dualism. More recent philosophy of mind has been mainly taken the
mind to be physical. And philosophers, along with neuroscientists and cognitive psychologists, are making tremendous progress
in understanding how mental phenomenon can be understood in biological, physical terms. When we take a closer look at more
recent developments in the philosophy of mind, however, we will find some arguments for denying that some mental properties,
consciousness in particular, can ever be identified with purely physical properties or processes.

Study Questions for Meditations 1-3

1. Explain Descartes’ method of doubt. What is Descartes’ purpose in exercising this method?

2. Why can't Descartes be certain about beliefs he acquires through the evidence of the senses?

3. Why can’t Descartes be certain about mathematical beliefs, like the belief that 2+2=4?

4. What belief(s) does Descartes ultimately identify as indubitable?

5. Why can'’t an evil deceiver deceive Descartes about his belief that he thinks?

6. How does Descartes build up from the foundation of indubitable beliefs?

7. How does Descartes argue for the existence of God?

8. Given the existence of God, how does Descartes justify his beliefs based on reason and on the senses?
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2.1.2: Spinoza

Spinoza was the most rigorous and systematic of the major rationalist philosophers. Where Descartes was confident that reason
would vindicate the main tenets of his Catholic faith, Spinoza dared to follow reason into religiously more treacherous territory.
Spinoza is alternately described as the “God intoxicated Jew” and as a heretical atheist. Spinoza’s family had fled the Inquisition
in Portugal for the relative religious tolerance of Amsterdam. At the age of 23, however, Spinoza was excommunicated from his
Jewish synagogue for holding heretical beliefs. Spinoza knew religious persecution both as a member of a community of faith, and
then as an individual cast out of a community of faith. Perhaps not surprisingly then, he becomes an early advocate for freedom
of conscience and religious belief in his political writings.

Spinoza supported himself as a lens grinder until his early death at the age of 46. While he demonstrated immense courage in
the face of excommunication and in philosophically challenging religious doctrines, he led a fairly quiet and reclusive life devoted
to study and work in a state of relative poverty. His views were widely considered so threatening to established religion that his
considerable influence went largely unacknowledged for a century or two after his death. Still, the next most significant thinker of
this period after Descartes, Liebniz, is now seen by some as devising his philosophical system as an attempt to protect religious
belief from the intellectual threat of Spinozism.

Descartes’ method of doubt sets him on the project of finding epistemological foundations for knowledge. Descartes seeks to
identify some knowledge as foundational in the sense of being able to justify the rest of our knowledge. By contrast, we might best
understand Spinoza as seeking metaphysical foundations. Suppose the world is intelligible, that its nature can be understood
rationally. Assuming this, what must the world be like? We might worry that this approach simply sidesteps epistemological
worries about how we can know. But suppose that in exploring the assumption that the world is intelligible we find that all but
one view about the nature of the world gets us mired in contradictions or intractable problems. We would then have grounds to
accept the one coherent metaphysical account of the nature of the world as an instance of inference to the best (or perhaps, the
only) explanation. Seeking coherent systematic explanation can, ultimately, yield justifying reasons.

This is just a suggestion for how to understand what Spinoza is up to in his masterpiece The Ethics. This strategy is not made
explicit in the work itself. Rather, Spinoza’s Ethics is written in a geometric style. He begins with a few definitions and axioms and
the work proceeds by deductively proving an impressive array of further propositions. The propositions derived from his initial
definitions give an account of God, the natural world (these turn out to be the same thing), the self, the nature of human freedom,
the nature of the emotions, and the nature of the good life in-so-far as it is attainable for beings like ourselves. We might say
of the entire system that it is elegantly consistent. But why accept its starting points? His initial definitions and axioms might
strike us as arbitrary or even implausible (though his contemporaries would have found them pretty reasonable). The case for
the system as a whole is that it is elegant and consistent while the alternatives are not. The axioms and definitions are not just
arbitrarily preferred starting places; they are the starting places that allow us to give a clear coherent picture of God, the world,
and the human condition.

It would help to see how Spinoza might make this case by understanding how his view of the world is offered in response to
an alternative, Descartes’, which did seem to lead to intractable problems. Recall Descartes’ dualism, his view that the world
contained two fundamentally different kinds of substance: matter and mind. The difficult problem for this view was to give some
account of how mind and matter could interact in spite of being so different. But however that problem is to be solved, there is
something further to be noticed. Any kind of mind body interaction will perforce involve mutual limitations on each. If through a
mental act of will I cause some change in the material realm, then the material realm is limited in that it can’t be other than I
have willed it. Likewise, if the material world has some effect on my mind, then my mind is similarly limited.

Now consider the idea of God. Spinoza defines God as a being that is infinite, where being infinite entails being unlimited. The
only way that any substance could be absolutely unlimited is for there to be no other substances that could possibly limit it. So,
argues Spinoza, there is only one substance and it is both God and nature. Every facet of the world is a mere part of this one
substance, God/nature. And everything we do and experience is a limited manifestation of the essence of God. Every aspect
of our lives, everything we think and do, is an expression of God/nature’s essence which is uncaused and necessary. For this
reason, nothing we do or experience could possibly be any different. This settles the matter of free will, though not quite it the
way Descartes would hope.

Our perception of the world as including many distinct things and minds other than our own is a confusion of ours, or, as Spinoza

would put it, an “inadequate idea.” The true nature of the world is singular. There is only one thing in existence, and it is both God
and all of nature. God/nature being the one existing substance is self-sufficient. Since it depends on nothing and is affected by
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nothing, everything about God/nature is necessary. God/nature, being infinite and perfect in all respects, has an infinite number
of aspects, or attributes. Our existence as human beings presents us with only two of these, the attribute of thought and the
attribution of extension (physical spatio-temporal existence).

While thought and extension, which we experience as mind and body, are attributes of God, our idea that there is some interaction
between the two is a further confusion according to Spinoza. The mind and the body are really one and the same. We are limited
modification of God/nature. One of the ways we are limited is in only being aware of two of the infinite attributes of God, thought
and extension. The idea that the mind and the body are different and interact is a confusion of ours that we suffer due to thinking
of ourselves sometimes under one attribute, thought, and at other times under another, extension. In thinking about ourselves,
we are in position much like Joe who thought of a particular individual in one way, as Mark Twain, and also in a different way, as
Samuel Clemens. Spinoza's view is that mind and body are one and the same limited modification of God, understood on one
hand through the attribute of thought and on the other through the attribute of extension. A better way to put this might be to just
say that the mind is the idea of the body.

We are finite an imperfect “modes” of the attributes of thought and extension. As such limited and imperfect beings, we see
ourselves as separate from many other things. Being ignorant of the causes of things, including the determination of our own wills,
we imagine that things might have been otherwise. But everything happens of necessity. So Spinoza’s answer to the problem of
free will and determinism is to deny that we have free will. This doesn’t mean, however, that there is nothing to say about how to
live well. Living well, according to Spinoza, involves coming to terms with our limitations and the way things must be as a matter
of necessity. And the way to do this is through better understanding ourselves, the world (God/nature) and our position in the
world. The good life, for Spinoza, is one organized around the intellectual love of God/nature.

There is one kind of freedom that we might aspire to in all of this, and it is the kind of freedom that can be had through the
intellectual love of God/nature. The freedom we can have is freedom from the tyranny of our passions, our emotions. Our hopes
and fears are passions that make us anxious and insecure when we fail to understand their causes and our own place in nature.
A better understanding of the necessity of all things, which for Spinoza is just the intellectual love of God/nature, is the one
therapy open to us in addressing the insecurity and anxiety that comes with human vulnerability and mortality. Knowledge of how
to live one’s life is established after the manner of a proving a theorem of geometry in Spinoza’s Ethics. Coming to understand
his demonstration of how to live well will itself be an exercise in living well.
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2.1.3: Leibniz

Among quite a few other things, Leibniz was an important mathematician. He and Newton vied for credit for discovering the
calculus of infinitesimals. He was also politically active as an advisor to assorted rulers and aristocrats. Like Descartes, Leibniz
was, at least publicly, religious. His grandest political ambition was to see the Christian church re-unified (recall that Protestants
had broken off from Catholics over the prior few centuries). Leibniz was arguably the first to have imagined anything like
information technology. Among his grand ambitions was to formulate a universal symbolic language for science and philosophy
that would be rigorously rule driven and free of all ambiguity. He even got as far as constructing a calculating machine, though
not a very reliable one.

Leibniz’ metaphysical views seem pretty exotic at first glance. Leibniz took the world to consist of monads. Each monad is simple
and indivisible. But monads are not merely physical, like atoms. Each monad would include both a physical aspect and a mental
aspect. Physical objects are made up of monads that are also minds, just particularly dim-witted ones. Monads appear to interact
with each other. We seem to influence each other and make things happen in the physical world. But according to Leibniz there
is no actual interaction between monads. Instead, monads exist in a harmony that is pre-established by God. As a result, like an
element in a spectral image or a droplet in a cloud, each monad carries in it a reflection all of creation.

If this seems to be a rather exotic picture of the world, let's review the problems Leibniz is trying to negotiate in the wake of
Descartes and Spinoza. The problem of mind/body interaction looms large after Descartes. If mind and body are distinct kinds of
substances, then it is very hard to see how either can have any influence on the other. Leibniz metaphysics handles this problem
neatly by making his substances, monads, have mind as an integral part. We needn’t worry about mind- body interaction if mind
and body are already unified. Next, bear in mind the theologically challenging aspects of Spinoza’s monism. In taking there to
be just one substance, Spinoza identifies God with all of nature and denies that people have any existence distinct from God/
nature. God is not personal on this view. God/nature is really nothing like us at all. Spinoza’'s God is so unlike the traditional God
of Christianity that Spinoza is widely deemed to be an atheist. Worse, in taking humans to be mere parts of a self-caused and
hence necessary God, we lack free will entirely on Spinoza’s view. Leibniz is eager to provide a philosophical route to avoiding
Spinoza’s atheism and denial of free will. To avoid atheism, and in particular a variety of atheism where people are mere parts
of an impersonal God/nature, Liebniz needs to posit a plurality of substances. Monads fit the bill. In order to preserve free will,
which is also central to Christian theology, Leibniz needs for the substances that are mind not to be causally determined by
other substances. The pre-established harmony of monads is his means of achieving this. But while Leibniz thereby avoids causal
determinism, he seems to be saddled with a kind of theological determinism instead. Everything that happens, including every
choice you make, will have been determined by God.

Leibniz was both intrigued and repelled by Spinoza’s thought. The two met for a few days while Leibniz was ostensibly on a
diplomatic mission in Amsterdam. As much as Leibniz abhorred Spinoza’s views, he couldn’t dismiss Spinoza’s carefully reasoned
and systematic response to Descartes’ thought. As a result, Leibniz devotes a considerable amount of creative intellectual energy
to finding some way to avoid Spinoza’s heretical conclusions. Such was the influence of the outcast Jew of Amsterdam.
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2.1.4: Review and Discussion Questions

1. Explain Descartes’ method of doubt. What is Descartes’ purpose in exercising this method?

2. Why can't Descartes be certain about beliefs he acquires through the evidence of the senses?

3. Why can’t Descartes be certain about mathematical beliefs like the belief that 2+2=4?

4. What belief(s) does Descartes ultimately identify as indubitable?

5. Why can’t an evil deceiver deceive Descartes about his belief that he thinks?

6. How does Descartes build up from the foundation of indubitable beliefs?

7. How does Descartes argue for the existence of a good God?

8. How does Descartes’ argument for God fail?

9. Given the existence of a good God, how does Descartes justify his beliefs based on reason and on the senses?
10. How does Descartes argue for the distinction between mind and body? How does this argument fail?

11. Explain Spinoza’s Monism.
12. How does Spinoza’'s view of God differ from more traditional theological perspectives?
13. How does Spinoza handle the mind/body problem?
14. How does Spinoza handle the matter of free will?
15. What sort of freedom can humans aspire to on Spinoza’s view?
16. What are monads and how does Leibniz hope monad will help him avoid Spinoza’s theologically controversial views?
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2.2: THE EMPRICISTS

Empiricism, you might recall, is the view that all of our knowledge is ultimately acquired through by sense experience. The
empiricist philosophical tradition comes to fruition in Great Britain over the course of the 17th and 18th centuries. We will discuss
three major empiricist thinkers: John Locke, George Berkeley, and David Hume. We'll consider the first two briefly and focus more
closely on Hume.

2.2.1: John Locke
2.2.2: George Berkeley
2.2.3: David Hume

2.2.4: Review and Discussion Questions
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2.2.1: John Locke

John Locke (1632 -1704) is better known now for his political thought than his Empiricism. Locke spent time in Holland as a young
man and his political thought was probably influenced significantly by Spinoza who had died only recently. Locke argued against
the divine right of kings to rule and instead defended a liberal egalitarian political philosophy on which people have equal and
natural rights to liberty. Liberty, in Locke’s thought, should be understood as being free from domination by others. Liberty is not
in Locke’s view being free to do whatever one pleases. For starters, if everyone is to be free from domination, then it follows that
nobody is free to dominate. Locke also offers the classic justification for property rights as an extension of our self-ownership. So
property rights are seen as natural extensions of our human liberty. The point of government is just to secure our natural liberties
to the highest degree possible on Locke’s view. So government is legitimate only when it is limited to this role. This view should
sound familiar. Locke’s political philosophy was influential with the founding fathers of the U.S. Thomas Jefferson in particular was
a close student of Locke’s political thought. We will return to Locke at the end of the course when we take up political philosophy.
But for now, we'll say a little about his epistemology.

Locke develops his empiricist epistemology in his Essay Concerning Human Understanding. Locke’s approach is to examine the
origins of the contents of the mind. Early in this work he argues against innate ideas. The mind starts off as a tablula rasa, a blank
slate. All of our ideas have their origin in experience. Simple ideas, say of solidity and figure, are acquired through the senses,
and from these we form complex ideas, say the idea of a dog, through the capacities of the understanding. The details of this
account raise a number of challenging questions. We might think of Locke as launching a research program for developing an
empiricist account of the mind rather than spelling out a fully developed view.

Locke thinks that some of the impressions we get from sense experience are genuinely similar to how things are objectively in
the world. Our sense experience of the shape of things, for instance, reflects the ways things really are according to Locke. Locke
refers to the qualities where there is a resemblance between our experience and the way things are as primary qualities. Shape,
motion or rest, and number are a few of the primary qualities. Other aspects of our sense experience don’t resemble the qualities
in their objects. The taste of an apple, for instance, is not really in the apple. What is in the apple is just a power to produce the
experience of a certain flavor. But we have no grounds for thinking that this power as it exists in the apple resembles in any way
the sense experience we have of its taste. Locke calls qualities where our sense experience doesn’t resemble the qualities that
give rise to our experience secondary qualities. Our knowledge of the external world, then, is based entirely on our experience
of the primary qualities. Empiricism, as we will see in the case of later empiricists, especially Hume, tends to place sharp limits
on what is knowable.

While all experience depends on having simple ideas had through sense experience, Locke does not take experience to be limited
to these. We also have experience of the operations of the mind in building up complex ideas out of simple ideas. Once you have
some simple ideas through sense experience, you also have an experience of yourself and of your mental operations on those
simple ideas. So given simple ideas through experience, the operations of the mind become a source for further ideas. Locke
thinks knowledge of the self, God, mathematics, and ethics can be derived from this additional internal source of experience.
Hume, as we shall see, is not so optimistic.

This page titled 2.2.1: John Locke is shared under a CC BY-NC 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by W. Russ Payne.

e 5.1: John Locke by W. Russ Payne is licensed CC BY-NC 4.0. Original source: https://commons.bellevuecollege.edu/wrussellpayne/an-
introduction-to-philosophy/.

©@®S 60 (2.2.1.1)


https://human.libretexts.org/Courses/Folsom_Lake_College/PHIL_300%3A_Introduction_to_Philosophy_(Bauer)/02%3A_Epistemology/2.02%3A_The_Empricists/2.2.01%3A_John_Locke
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
https://www.bellevuecollege.edu/philosophy/staff/russ-payne/
https://human.libretexts.org/Bookshelves/Philosophy/Introduction_to_Philosophy/An_Introduction_to_Philosophy_(Payne)/05%3A_The_Empricists/5.01%3A_John_Locke
https://www.bellevuecollege.edu/philosophy/staff/russ-payne/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
https://commons.bellevuecollege.edu/wrussellpayne/an-introduction-to-philosophy/
https://commons.bellevuecollege.edu/wrussellpayne/an-introduction-to-philosophy/

LibreTexts"

2.2.2: George Berkeley

George Berkeley (1685-1753) is best known for arguing for Idealism on empiricist grounds. In metaphysics, Idealism is the view
that there is no physical substance underlying our sense impressions of the world. Rather, the world consists entirely of ideas. Your
mind is just a bundle of impressions, and there is nothing in the world except for so many minds having their various perceptions.
Berkeley defends this as the view that best accords with common sense in Three Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous.

Berkeley’s argument attacks Locke’s distinction between primary and secondary qualities and argues that all of our sense
impressions are mere appearances and that we have no grounds for thinking that any of them bear any resemblance to the way
things are. Since we lack any empirical experience of the underlying substances in which qualities inhere, we have no empirical
reason to suppose underlying substances even exist. All we have access to are our sense impressions, and these are mental
things, ideas. So all we can claim knowledge of are our ideas beginning with our sense impressions, the most basic ideas.

Berkeley also argues that positing underlying substances do no significant explanatory work. So, the common sense empiricist
view ought to be that we live in a world of ideas that lacks any underlying physical substance. This startling view might make
us wonder what happens to my desk when I leave the room and cease to perceive it. Does it pop out of existence when I leave
and then pop back into existence just as it was when I return to my work? This would be most peculiar. Berkeley argues that the
objects of our everyday life do have an enduring existence when we are absent. They continue to exist as ideas in the mind of
God. Given this appeal to the mind of God to explain the continued existence of things we aren’t actively observing, we might
argue that positing underlying substances does some explanatory work after all and charge that Berkeley has only substituted
one unobservable theoretical posit, God, for another, underlying substances.
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2.2.3: David Hume

Of the philosophers discussed here, David Hume (1711-1776) has probably had the greatest influence on contemporary analytic
philosophy. The twentieth century begins with a movement known as Logical Positivism that tests the limits of Empiricism. The
Empiricism of the Logical Positivists is heavily indebted to Hume.

Hume’s empiricist epistemology is grounded in his philosophy of mind. Hume starts by asking what we have in the mind and
where these things come from. He divides our mental representations into two categories, the relatively vivid impressions, these
include sensations and feelings, and the less vivid ideas which include memories and ideas produced by the imagination.

What distinguishes impressions from ideas in our experience is just their vividness. The picture of the mind Hume offers is
one where all of our beliefs and representations are cooked up out of basic ingredients provided by experience. Our experience
gives us only impressions through sense experience and internal impressions like feelings. From this we generate less vivid
ideas. Memories are merely faint copies of impressions. Through the imagination we can generate further ideas by recombining
elements of ideas we already have. So through impressions we get the idea of a lizard and the idea of a bird. We can then generate
the idea of a dragon by imaginatively combining elements of each. In cooking up new ideas from old ideas, the imagination is
guided by associating relations like resemblance, contiguity (next-to-ness) and cause and effect. So, for example, an impression
of a grapefruit might lead me to think of an orange due to their similarity. The thought of my bicycle might lead me to think of
the table saw it is parked next to in the basement. Through the association of cause and effect, my idea of a struck match leads
me to the idea of a flame. The last of these principles of association, cause and effect, turns out to be faulty for reasons we will
examine shortly.

The imagination is not merely a source of fancy and fiction. The imagination also includes our ability to understand things when
we reason well in formulating new ideas from old ones. A priori reasoning, which is reasoning independent of experience, can
produce understanding of relations of ideas. Mathematical and logical reasoning is like this. When I recognize the validity of an
argument or the logic behind a mathematical proof, the understanding I attain is just a matter of grasping relations between
ideas. But a priori reasoning only reveals logical relations between ideas. It tells us nothing about matters of fact. Our ability to
understand matters of fact, say truths about the external world, depends entirely on a posteriori reasoning, or reasoning based on
experience. As we will see, our ability to reason about matters of fact doesn’t get us very far.

Often our philosophical confusion is the result of having added more than we are entitled to add to our experience when we are
striving to understand it. Hume aims to correct many of these errors and, in doing so, he aims to delineate the limits of human
knowledge and understanding. As it turns out, we don’t know as much as we commonly suppose, in Hume's opinion. The result of
Hume's rigorous Empiricism is skepticism about a great many things. Some of Hume’s skeptical results are not so surprising given
his Empiricism. Hume is skeptical about objective moral truths, for instance. We don’t get to observe rightness and wrongness
in the way we can see colors and shapes, for instance. The idea that there are objective moral truths, according to Hume, is a
mistaken projection of our subjective moral sentiments.

Hume is not worried that his subjectivism about morality will lead to moral anarchy. Note that the opinion that it's OK to do
whatever you want is itself a moral opinion. So, for the subjectivist, “anything goes” is no more rationally justified than any other
moral opinion. While Hume does think that morality is concerned with subjective sentiments, not objective facts, the lack of
objective moral truths won’t corrupt us or undermine the social order because we all have pretty much the same sorts of moral
sentiments and we can base a sensible social order on these. While we may feel differently about specific practices or principles,
Hume thinks we have a basis for negotiating our moral differences in our more general and more or less universally shared moral
sentiments of self-love, love for others, and concern for happiness.

Hume's skepticism about objective moral truths now strikes many people as common sense. But the empiricist epistemology that
leads him to subjectivism about morality also leads him to skepticism about causation, the external world, inductive reasoning,
about God, and even about the self. We'll examine these further skeptical conclusions starting with causation.

Causation

When we examine our everyday idea of causation, Hume says we find four component ideas:

e the idea of a constant conjunction of cause and effect (whenever the cause occurs, the effect follows).
e the idea of the temporal priority of the cause (the cause happens first, then the effect).
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o the idea of causes and effects being contiguous (next to each other) in space and time.
o the idea of a necessary connection between the cause and the effect.

So, for instance, the idea that striking a match causes it to light is made up of the idea that whenever similar matches are struck
(under the right conditions), they light, plus the idea of the striking happening first, and the idea of the striking and the lighting
happen right next to each other in time and space, and, finally, the idea that the striking somehow necessitates or makes the
match light. Now let’s consider these component ideas and ask whether they all have an empirical basis in corresponding sense
impressions. We do have sense impressions of the first three: the constant conjunction of cause and effect, the temporal priority
of the cause, and the contiguity of cause and effect. But Hume argues that we lack any corresponding empirical impression of
necessary connections between causes and effects. We don’t observe anything like the cause making the effect occur. As Hume
puts the point,

When we look about us towards external objects, and consider the operation of causes, we are never able, in a single
instance, to discover any power or necessary connexion; any quality, which binds the effect to the cause, and renders the
one an infallible consequence of the other. We only find, that the one does actually, in fact, follow the other. (An Enquiry
Concerning Human Understanding, Section VII)

The idea of causes necessitating their effects, according to Hume’s analysis, is a confused projection of the imagination for
which we find no basis in experience. For this reason, Hume denies that we have rational grounds for thinking that causes do
necessitate their effects.

The External World

All of our reasoning about the external world is based on the idea of causation. So the skepticism that follows from Hume’'s
skepticism about causation is quite far reaching. Our beliefs about the external world, for instance, are based on the idea that
things going on in the external world cause our sense impressions. We have no rational grounds for thinking so, says Hume.

More generally, our evidence for what we can know begins with our impressions, the mental representations of sense experience.
We assume that our impressions are a reliable guide to the way things are, but this is an assumption we can'’t rationally justify.
We have no experience beyond our impressions that could rationally certify that our impressions correspond in any way to an
external reality. Our assumption that our impressions do correspond to an external reality is a rationally unsupportable product of
our imagination.

Induction

Closely related to Hume's skepticism about causation is Hume’s skepticism about inductive reasoning. Inductive argument, in its
standard form, draws a conclusion about what is generally the case, or what will prove to be the case in some as yet unobserved
instance, from some limited number of specific observations. The following is an example of a typical inductive argument:

1. Every observed sample of water heated to well over 180 C has boiled.
2. Therefore, whenever water is heated to well over 100 C, it boils.

Unless every instance of water heated to over 180C in the history of the universe is among the observed instances, we can’t be
sure that the conclusion is true given the truth of the premises. It follows that strong inductive arguments like the one above are
not deductively valid. But then what justifies the inference from the premise to the conclusion of an inductive argument?

Hume considers the suggestion that every inductive argument has a principle of induction as a suppressed premise, and it is this
principle of induction that renders the inference from premises to conclusion rational. This principle of induction tells us roughly
that unobserved instances follow the pattern of observed instances. So inductive arguments really go something like this:

1. Every observed sample of water heated to over 1800 C has boiled.
2. (Unobserved cases tend to follow the pattern of observed cases)
3. So, whenever water is heated to over 100 C, it boils.

Of course the argument still isn’t valid, but that’s not what we are aiming for in induction. Given the hidden second premise -
our principle of induction - we can reasonably hold that the premises taken together give us good grounds to accept that the
conclusion is probably true. However, if this principle of induction (2 above) is to render inductive inferences rational, then we
need some grounds for thinking that it is true. In considering how this principle of induction is to be justified, Hume presents a
dilemma. Since there is no contradiction in denying the principle of induction, it cannot be justified a-priori (independent of our
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experience as can be done with logical truths). And any empirical argument would be inductive and therefore beg the question by
appealing to the very principle of induction that requires support. So, Hume concludes, we have no rational grounds for accepting
inductive inferences.

Think about the ramifications of Hume's skepticism about induction. If inductive argument is not rational, then we have no reason
at all to think the sun will rise tomorrow. Here we aren’t worried about improbably possibilities like the sun getting blown to bits by
aliens before tomorrow morning. Hume's argument against the rationality of inductive reasoning implies that all of our experience
of the sun regularly rising gives us no reason to think its rising tomorrow is even likely to happen. If this sounds crazy, then we
have a problem because it is not easy to find a defect in Hume’s reasoning. This is why philosophers speak of this topic as the
Problem of Induction. Very few are prepared to accept Hume’s skepticism about induction. But in the two and a half centuries
that have passed since Hume died, we have yet to settle on a satisfactory solution to the problem of induction. We’'ll take a closer
look at this problem when we take up the Philosophy of Science in the next chapter.

God

Unlike Locke and Berkeley, Hume’'s rigorous Empiricism leads him to skepticism about religious matters. To avoid censorship
or persecution, critics of religious belief in the 18th century exercised caution in various ways. Hume's earliest challenge to
religious belief, an essay on miracles, was removed from his early work, his Treatise of Human Nature, and published only in his
later Enquiries Concerning Human Understanding. In this essay, Hume argues that the belief in miracles can never be rational.
A miracle is understood to be a violation of the laws of nature resulting from Divine will. But, argues Hume, the weight of the
evidence of our experience overall will always give us stronger reason to mistrust our senses in the case of a seemingly miraculous
experience than to doubt the otherwise consistently regular course of events in our experience. Testimony by others of miracles
is on even shakier ground.

No testimony is sufficient to establish a miracle, unless the testimony be of such a kind, that its falsehood would be more
miraculous than the fact which it endeavors to establish. (Enquiries Concerning Human Understanding, Section 10)

Among educated people in the 18th century, religious belief was thought to be supported not just by Divine revelation, but by
our experience of the natural world as well. When we look to the natural world we find impressive harmony in the natural order
of things. The various species all seem well suited to their environments and ecological stability is maintained by the various
roles organism play in their environments. To the discerning mind in search of an explanation, the order and harmony we find
in the world looks very much like the deliberate work of a Divine creator. This line of thought is known as the Argument from
Design. Hume's last work, his posthumously published Dialogues of Natural Religion, aimed to undermine many arguments for
the existence of God, including the Design Argument.

According to Hume, the Design Argument is a weak argument by analogy. We have reason to think that machines are the product
of human design because we are familiar with their means of production. But we have no analogue in the case of the universe.
We have not observed its creation. The alleged similarity of the universe to machines designed by humans is also suspect. We do
find regularities in nature, but only in the small corner of nature we are familiar with. The regularity, order, and harmony we do find
don't provide enough of the appearance of design to warrant positing an intelligent designer, according to Hume. But suppose
we do think the natural world bears the marks of a designer’s craftsmanship. The only sorts of designers we are familiar with are
people like us. But that doesn’t tell us much about what sorts of being could be designers of complex harmonious systems. So
even assuming we find the appearance of design in nature, we have little grounds to think that it is the product of a personal god
or any sort of entity we can relate to.

Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution by natural selection provides a naturalistic account of the appearance of design in life forms.
Thanks to providing a developed naturalistic alternative to the hypothesis of design by a Divine creator, Darwin probably had the
greater impact in undermining the design argument for the existence of God. Darwin cites Hume as among his major influences,
and there are a number of passages in Hume's writing that foreshadow insights that Darwin developed.

The Self

Descartes didn’t hesitate to infer the existence of himself from the certainty of his thinking. And it seems obvious to most of us
that having thoughts implies the existence of a subject that thinks. Hume is more cautious on this point.

For my part, when I enter most intimately into what I call, I always stumble on some particular perception or other, of heat

or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never can catch myself at any time without a perception, and never
can observe anything but the perception.” (Treatise, 1.4.6.3)
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The contents of our immediate experience are just particular impressions and ideas. But we have no experience of any single
unified self that is the subject of those experiences. The idea of a self, including the idea of the self as a soul, is a fanciful
projection from our experiences. All we can say in an empirically grounded way of ourselves, according to Hume, is that we are
just a bundle of experiences.

We've given just given the briefest sketch of how Hume reaches his assorted skeptical conclusions. There are many further
arguments and objections to consider, but hopefully we've covered enough to give you an appreciation for how carefully a strict
and carefully reasoned Empiricism leads to a variety of skeptical conclusions. Hume's skepticism about causation and induction
may be the most surprising. We often hold up science as the paradigm of human intellectual achievement, and we tend think
of science as pretty empirical. Yet Hume’s strict Empiricism seems to undercut science on the key notions of causation and
induction. Perhaps scientific inquiry is not as strictly empirical as Hume's epistemology. Or perhaps, as some have argued,
science can get along fine without induction or causation. Still, if we are not comfortable with Hume’s skepticism about causation
and induction, this might be cause to reconsider his Empiricism. And perhaps also the skepticism about morality it seems to
invite.
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2.2.4: Review and Discussion Questions

—_

Explain Locke’s distinction between primary and secondary qualities.

While Locke thinks that having any thoughts depends on sense experience, he doesn’t think sense experience is the only
source of our ideas. Explain.

3. Explain Berkeley’s Idealism.

4. How is Berkeley's Idealism a response to Locke’s epistemology?

5. Explain Hume’s view of the contents of the mind.

6. What are ideas and impressions? How does Hume distinguish these?

7

8

9

N

How does the imagination form new ideas, according to Hume?
How is Hume’s Empiricism grounded in his philosophy of the mind?
. Explain Hume's skepticism about morality. How does he argue for this view?
10. How does Hume analyze our notion of the cause-effect relation? Explain Hume's skepticism about causation.
11. Why does Hume deny that we can have knowledge of an external world?
12. Why is Hume skeptical about the rationality of inductive argument?
13. Why does Hume doubt we could ever have reason to believe in miracles?
14. What is the Design Argument for the existence of God?
15. Explain Hume’s objections to the Design Argument.
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2.3: The Republic, Book VII - The Allegory of the Cave

4 The Republic, Book VII: The Allegory of the Cave

5
The Allegory of the Cave
(The following discussion takes place between Socrates and Glaucon)
And now, I said, let me show in a figure how far our nature is enlightened or unenlightened: --Behold! human beings living in
a underground den, which has a mouth open towards the light and reaching all along the den; here they have been from their
childhood, and have their legs and necks chained so that they cannot move, and can only see before them, being prevented by
the chains from turning round their heads. Above and behind them a fire is blazing at a distance, and between the fire and the
prisoners there is a raised way; and you will see, if you look, a low wall built along the way, like the screen which marionette players
have in front of them, over which they show the puppets.

I see.

And do you see, I said, men passing along the wall carrying all sorts of vessels, and statues and figures of animals made of wood
and stone and various materials, which appear over the wall? Some of them are talking, others silent.

You have shown me a strange image, and they are strange prisoners.

Like ourselves, I replied; and they see only their own shadows, or the shadows of one another, which the fire throws on the
opposite wall of the cave?

True, he said; how could they see anything but the shadows if they were never allowed to move their heads?

And of the objects which are being carried in like manner they would only see the shadows?

Yes, he said.

And if they were able to converse with one another, would they not suppose that they were naming what was actually before them?
Very true.

And suppose further that the prison had an echo which came from the other side, would they not be sure to fancy when one of the
passers-by spoke that the voice which they heard came from the passing shadow?

No question, he replied.
To them, I said, the truth would be literally nothing but the shadows of the images.
That is certain.

And now look again, and see what will naturally follow it' the prisoners are released and disabused of their error. At first, when
any of them is liberated and compelled suddenly to stand up and turn his neck round and walk and look towards the light, he
will suffer sharp pains; the glare will distress him, and he will be unable to see the realities of which in his former state he had
seen the shadows; and then conceive some one saying to him, that what he saw before was an illusion, but that now, when he is
approaching nearer to being and his eye is turned towards more real existence, he has a clearer vision, -what will be his reply?
And you may further imagine that his instructor is pointing to the objects as they pass and requiring him to name them, -will he
not be perplexed? Will he not fancy that the shadows which he formerly saw are truer than the objects which are now shown to
him?

Far truer.

And if he is compelled to look straight at the light, will he not have a pain in his eyes which will make him turn away to take and
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take in the objects of vision which he can see, and which he will conceive to be in reality clearer than the things which are now
being shown to him?

True, he now

And suppose once more, that he is reluctantly dragged up a steep and rugged ascent, and held fast until he 's forced into the
presence of the sun himself, is he not likely to be pained and irritated? When he approaches the light his eyes will be dazzled,
and he will not be able to see anything at all of what are now called realities.

Not all in a moment, he said.

He will require to grow accustomed to the sight of the upper world. And first he will see the shadows best, next the reflections of
men and other objects in the water, and then the objects themselves; then he will gaze upon the light of the moon and the stars
and the spangled heaven; and he will see the sky and the stars by night better than the sun or the light of the sun by day?

Certainly.

Last of he will be able to see the sun, and not mere reflections of him in the water, but he will see him in his own proper place,
and not in another; and he will contemplate him as he is.

Certainly.

He will then proceed to argue that this is he who gives the season and the years, and is the guardian of all that is in the visible
world, and in a certain way the cause of all things which he and his fellows have been accustomed to behold?

Clearly, he said, he would first see the sun and then reason about him.

And when he remembered his old habitation, and the wisdom of the den and his fellow-prisoners, do you not suppose that he
would felicitate himself on the change, and pity them?

Certainly, he would.

And if they were in the habit of conferring honours among themselves on those who were quickest to observe the passing shadows
and to remark which of them went before, and which followed after, and which were together; and who were therefore best able to
draw conclusions as to the future, do you think that he would care for such honours and glories, or envy the possessors of them?
Would he not say with Homer,

Better to be the poor servant of a poor master, and to endure anything, rather than think as they do and live after their manner?
Yes, he said, I think that he would rather suffer anything than entertain these false notions and live in this miserable manner.

Imagine once more, I said, such an one coming suddenly out of the sun to be replaced in his old situation; would he not be
certain to have his eyes full of darkness?

To be sure, he said.

And if there were a contest, and he had to compete in measuring the shadows with the prisoners who had never moved out of the
den, while his sight was still weak, and before his eyes had become steady (and the time which would be needed to acquire this
new habit of sight might be very considerable) would he not be ridiculous? Men would say of him that up he went and down he
came without his eyes; and that it was better not even to think of ascending; and if any one tried to loose another and lead him
up to the light, let them only catch the offender, and they would put him to death.

No question, he said.

This entire allegory, I said, you may now append, dear Glaucon, to the previous argument; the prison-house is the world of sight,
the light of the fire is the sun, and you will not misapprehend me if you interpret the journey upwards to be the ascent of the
soul into the intellectual world according to my poor belief, which, at your desire, I have expressed whether rightly or wrongly God
knows. But, whether true or false, my opinion is that in the world of knowledge the idea of good appears last of all, and is seen
only with an effort; and, when seen, is also inferred to be the universal author of all things beautiful and right, parent of light and
of the lord of light in this visible world, and the immediate source of reason and truth in the intellectual; and that this is the power
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upon which he who would act rationally, either in public or private life must have his eye fixed.
I agree, he said, as far as I am able to understand you.

Moreover, I said, you must not wonder that those who attain to this beatific vision are unwilling to descend to human affairs; for
their souls are ever hastening into the upper world where they desire to dwell; which desire of theirs is very natural, if our allegory
may be trusted.

Yes, very natural.

And is there anything surprising in one who passes from divine contemplations to the evil state of man, misbehaving himself in
a ridiculous manner; if, while his eyes are blinking and before he has become accustomed to the surrounding darkness, he is
compelled to fight in courts of law, or in other places, about the images or the shadows of images of justice, and is endeavouring
to meet the conceptions of those who have never yet seen absolute justice?

Anything but surprising, he replied.

Any one who has common sense will remember that the bewilderments of the eyes are of two kinds, and arise from two causes,
either from coming out of the light or from going into the light, which is true of the mind's eye, quite as much as of the bodily
eye; and he who remembers this when he sees any one whose vision is perplexed and weak, will not be too ready to laugh; he will
first ask whether that soul of man has come out of the brighter light, and is unable to see because unaccustomed to the dark, or
having turned from darkness to the day is dazzled by excess of light. And he will count the one happy in his condition and state
of being, and he will pity the other; or, if he have a mind to laugh at the soul which comes from below into the light, there will be
more reason in this than in the laugh which greets him who returns from above out of the light into the den.

That, he said, is a very just distinction.

But then, if I am right, certain professors of education must be wrong when they say that they can put a knowledge into the soul
which was not there before, like sight into blind eyes.

They undoubtedly say this, he replied.

Whereas, our argument shows that the power and capacity of learning exists in the soul already; and that just as the eye was
unable to turn from darkness to light without the whole body, so too the instrument of knowledge can only by the movement of
the whole soul be turned from the world of becoming into that of being, and learn by degrees to endure the sight of being, and of
the brightest and best of being, or in other words, of the good.

Very true.

And must there not be some art which will effect conversion in the easiest and quickest manner; not implanting the faculty of
sight, for that exists already, but has been turned in the wrong direction, and is looking away from the truth?

Yes, he said, such an art may be presumed.

And whereas the other so-called virtues of the soul seem to be akin to bodily qualities, for even when they are not originally innate
they can be implanted later by habit and exercise, the of wisdom more than anything else contains a divine element which always
remains, and by this conversion is rendered useful and profitable; or, on the other hand, hurtful and useless. Did you never observe
the narrow intelligence flashing from the keen eye of a clever rogue --how eager he is, how clearly his paltry soul sees the way to
his end; he is the reverse of blind, but his keen eyesight is forced into the service of evil, and he is mischievous in proportion to
his cleverness.

Very true, he said.

But what if there had been a circumcision of such natures in the days of their youth; and they had been severed from those sensual
pleasures, such as eating and drinking, which, like leaden weights, were attached to them at their birth, and which drag them
down and turn the vision of their souls upon the things that are below --if, I say, they had been released from these impediments
and turned in the opposite direction, the very same faculty in them would have seen the truth as keenly as they see what their
eyes are turned to now.

Very likely.
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Yes, I said; and there is another thing which is likely. or rather a necessary inference from what has preceded, that neither the
uneducated and uninformed of the truth, nor yet those who never make an end of their education, will be able ministers of State;
not the former, because they have no single aim of duty which is the rule of all their actions, private as well as public; nor the
latter, because they will not act at all except upon compulsion, fancying that they are already dwelling apart in the islands of the
blest.

Very true, he replied.

Then, I said, the business of us who are the founders of the State will be to compel the best minds to attain that knowledge which
we have already shown to be the greatest of all-they must continue to ascend until they arrive at the good; but when they have
ascended and seen enough we must not allow them to do as they do now.

What do you mean?

I mean that they remain in the upper world: but this must not be allowed; they must be made to descend again among the
prisoners in the den, and partake of their labours and honours, whether they are worth having or not.

But is not this unjust? he said; ought we to give them a worse life, when they might have a better?

You have again forgotten, my friend, I said, the intention of the legislator, who did not aim at making any one class in the State
happy above the rest; the happiness was to be in the whole State, and he held the citizens together by persuasion and necessity,
making them benefactors of the State, and therefore benefactors of one another; to this end he created them, not to please
themselves, but to be his instruments in binding up the State.

True, he said, I had forgotten.

Observe, Glaucon, that there will be no injustice in compelling our philosophers to have a care and providence of others; we shall
explain to them that in other States, men of their class are not obliged to share in the toils of politics: and this is reasonable, for
they grow up at their own sweet will, and the government would rather not have them. Being self-taught, they cannot be expected
to show any gratitude for a culture which they have never received. But we have brought you into the world to be rulers of the hive,
kings of yourselves and of the other citizens, and have educated you far better and more perfectly than they have been educated,
and you are better able to share in the double duty. Wherefore each of you, when his turn comes, must go down to the general
underground abode, and get the habit of seeing in the dark. When you have acquired the habit, you will see ten thousand times
better than the inhabitants of the den, and you will know what the several images are, and what they represent, because you have
seen the beautiful and just and good in their truth. And thus our State which is also yours will be a reality, and not a dream only,
and will be administered in a spirit unlike that of other States, in which men fight with one another about shadows only and are
distracted in the struggle for power, which in their eyes is a great good. Whereas the truth is that the State in which the rulers are
most reluctant to govern is always the best and most quietly governed, and the State in which they are most eager, the worst.

Quite true, he replied.

And will our pupils, when they hear this, refuse to take their turn at the toils of State, when they are allowed to spend the greater
part of their time with one another in the heavenly light?

Impossible, he answered; for they are just men, and the commands which we impose upon them are just; there can be no doubt
that every one of them will take office as a stern necessity, and not after the fashion of our present rulers of State.

Yes, my friend, I said; and there lies the point. You must contrive for your future rulers another and a better life than that of a ruler,
and then you may have a well-ordered State; for only in the State which offers this, will they rule who are truly rich, not in silver
and gold, but in virtue and wisdom, which are the true blessings of life. Whereas if they go to the administration of public affairs,
poor and hungering after the' own private advantage, thinking that hence they are to snatch the chief good, order there can never
be; for they will be fighting about office, and the civil and domestic broils which thus arise will be the ruin of the rulers themselves
and of the whole State.

Most true, he replied.

And the only life which looks down upon the life of political ambition is that of true philosophy. Do you know of any other?

Indeed, I do not, he said.
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And those who govern ought not to be lovers of the task? For, if they are, there will be rival lovers, and they will fight.

This page titled 2.3: The Republic, Book VII - The Allegory of the Cave is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or
curated by Noah Levin (NGE Far Press).

e 1.4: The Republic, Book VII - The Allegory of the Cave by Noah Levin is licensed CC BY 4.0.
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2.4: Descartes’ Meditations - Doubt

5 Descartes’ Meditations: Doubt

6
Meditations
MEDITATION 1.
OF THE THINGS OF WHICH WE MAY DOUBT.

1. SEVERAL years have now elapsed since I first became aware that I had accepted, even from my youth, many false opinions for
true, and that consequently what I afterward based on such principles was highly doubtful; and from that time I was convinced of
the necessity of undertaking once in my life to rid myself of all the opinions I had adopted, and of commencing anew the work
of building from the foundation, if I desired to establish a firm and abiding superstructure in the sciences. But as this enterprise
appeared to me to be one of great magnitude, I waited until I had attained an age so mature as to leave me no hope that at any
stage of life more advanced I should be better able to execute my design. On this account, I have delayed so long that I should
henceforth consider I was doing wrong were I still to consume in deliberation any of the time that now remains for action. To-day,
then, since I have opportunely freed my mind from all cares [and am happily disturbed by no passions], and since I am in the
secure possession of leisure in a peaceable retirement, I will at length apply myself earnestly and freely to the general overthrow
of all my former opinions.

2. But, to this end, it will not be necessary for me to show that the whole of these are false--a point, perhaps, which I shall never
reach; but as even now my reason convinces me that I ought not the less carefully to withhold belief from what is not entirely
certain and indubitable, than from what is manifestly false, it will be sufficient to justify the rejection of the whole if I shall find in
each some ground for doubt. Nor for this purpose will it be necessary even to deal with each belief individually, which would be
truly an endless labor; but, as the removal from below of the foundation necessarily involves the downfall of the whole edifice, 1
will at once approach the criticism of the principles on which all my former beliefs rested.

3. All that I have, up to this moment, accepted as possessed of the highest truth and certainty, I received either from or through
the senses. I observed, however, that these sometimes misled us; and it is the part of prudence not to place absolute confidence
in that by which we have even once been deceived.

4. But it may be said, perhaps, that, although the senses occasionally mislead us respecting minute objects, and such as are so far
removed from us as to be beyond the reach of close observation, there are yet many other of their informations (presentations),
of the truth of which it is manifestly impossible to doubt; as for example, that I am in this place, seated by the fire, clothed in
a winter dressing gown, that I hold in my hands this piece of paper, with other intimations of the same nature. But how could I
deny that I possess these hands and this body, and withal escape being classed with persons in a state of insanity, whose brains
are so disordered and clouded by dark bilious vapors as to cause them pertinaciously to assert that they are monarchs when they
are in the greatest poverty; or clothed [in gold] and purple when destitute of any covering; or that their head is made of clay, their
body of glass, or that they are gourds? I should certainly be not less insane than they, were I to regulate my procedure according
to examples so extravagant.

5. Though this be true, I must nevertheless here consider that I am a man, and that, consequently, I am in the habit of sleeping,
and representing to myself in dreams those same things, or even sometimes others less probable, which the insane think are
presented to them in their waking moments. How often have I dreamt that I was in these familiar circumstances, that I was
dressed, and occupied this place by the fire, when I was lying undressed in bed? At the present moment, however, I certainly
look upon this paper with eyes wide awake; the head which I now move is not asleep; I extend this hand consciously and with
express purpose, and I perceive it; the occurrences in sleep are not so distinct as all this. But I cannot forget that, at other times I
have been deceived in sleep by similar illusions; and, attentively considering those cases, I perceive so clearly that there exist no
certain marks by which the state of waking can ever be distinguished from sleep, that I feel greatly astonished; and in amazement
I almost persuade myself that I am now dreaming.

6. Let us suppose, then, that we are dreaming, and that all these particulars--namely, the opening of the eyes, the motion of

the head, the forth- putting of the hands--are merely illusions; and even that we really possess neither an entire body nor hands
such as we see. Nevertheless it must be admitted at least that the objects which appear to us in sleep are, as it were, painted
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representations which could not have been formed unless in the likeness of realities; and, therefore, that those general objects,
at all events, namely, eyes, a head, hands, and an entire body, are not simply imaginary, but really existent. For, in truth, painters
themselves, even when they study to represent sirens and satyrs by forms the most fantastic and extraordinary, cannot bestow
upon them natures absolutely new, but can only make a certain medley of the members of different animals; or if they chance
to imagine something so novel that nothing at all similar has ever been seen before, and such as is, therefore, purely fictitious
and absolutely false, it is at least certain that the colors of which this is composed are real. And on the same principle, although
these general objects, viz. [a body], eyes, a head, hands, and the like, be imaginary, we are nevertheless absolutely necessitated to
admit the reality at least of some other objects still more simple and universal than these, of which, just as of certain real colors,
all those images of things, whether true and real, or false and fantastic, that are found in our consciousness (cogitatio),are formed.

7. To this class of objects seem to belong corporeal nature in general and its extension; the figure of extended things, their
quantity or magnitude, and their number, as also the place in, and the time during, which they exist, and other things of the same
sort.

8. We will not, therefore, perhaps reason illegitimately if we conclude from this that Physics, Astronomy, Medicine, and all the other
sciences that have for their end the consideration of composite objects, are indeed of a doubtful character; but that Arithmetic,
Geometry, and the other sciences of the same class, which regard merely the simplest and most general objects, and scarcely
inquire whether or not these are really existent, contain somewhat that is certain and indubitable: for whether I am awake or
dreaming, it remains true that two and three make five, and that a square has but four sides; nor does it seem possible that truths
so apparent can ever fall under a suspicion of falsity [or incertitude].

9. Nevertheless, the belief that there is a God who is all powerful, and who created me, such as I am, has, for a long time, obtained
steady possession of my mind. How, then, do I know that he has not arranged that there should be neither earth, nor sky, nor any
extended thing, nor figure, nor magnitude, nor place, providing at the same time, however, for [the rise in me of the perceptions
of all these objects, and] the persuasion that these do not exist otherwise than as I perceive them ? And further, as I sometimes
think that others are in error respecting matters of which they believe themselves to possess a perfect knowledge, how do I know
that I am not also deceived each time I add together two and three, or number the sides of a square, or form some judgment still
more simple, if more simple indeed can be imagined? But perhaps Deity has not been willing that I should be thus deceived, for
he is said to be supremely good. If, however, it were repugnant to the goodness of Deity to have created me subject to constant
deception, it would seem likewise to be contrary to his goodness to allow me to be occasionally deceived; and yet it is clear that
this is permitted.

10. Some, indeed, might perhaps be found who would be disposed rather to deny the existence of a Being so powerful than to
believe that there is nothing certain. But let us for the present refrain from opposing this opinion, and grant that all which is here
said of a Deity is fabulous: nevertheless, in whatever way it be supposed that I reach the state in which I exist, whether by fate, or
chance, or by an endless series of antecedents and consequents, or by any other means, it is clear (since to be deceived and to
err is a certain defect ) that the probability of my being so imperfect as to be the constant victim of deception, will be increased
exactly in proportion as the power possessed by the cause, to which they assign my origin, is lessened. To these reasonings I
have assuredly nothing to reply, but am constrained at last to avow that there is nothing of all that I formerly believed to be true of
which it is impossible to doubt, and that not through thoughtlessness or levity, but from cogent and maturely considered reasons;
so that henceforward, if I desire to discover anything certain, I ought not the less carefully to refrain from assenting to those
same opinions than to what might be shown to be manifestly false.

11. But it is not sufficient to have made these observations; care must be taken likewise to keep them in remembrance. For those
old and customary opinions perpetually recur-- long and familiar usage giving them the right of occupying my mind, even almost
against my will, and subduing my belief; nor will I lose the habit of deferring to them and confiding in them so long as I shall
consider them to be what in truth they are, viz, opinions to some extent doubtful, as I have already shown, but still highly probable,
and such as it is much more reasonable to believe than deny. It is for this reason I am persuaded that I shall not be doing wrong,
if, taking an opposite judgment of deliberate design, I become my own deceiver, by supposing, for a time, that all those opinions
are entirely false and imaginary, until at length, having thus balanced my old by my new prejudices, my judgment shall no longer
be turned aside by perverted usage from the path that may conduct to the perception of truth. For I am assured that, meanwhile,
there will arise neither peril nor error from this course, and that I cannot for the present yield too much to distrust, since the end
I now seek is not action but knowledge.

12. I will suppose, then, not that Deity, who is sovereignly good and the fountain of truth, but that some malignant demon, who
is at once exceedingly potent and deceitful, has employed all his artifice to deceive me; I will suppose that the sky, the air, the
earth, colors, figures, sounds, and all external things, are nothing better than the illusions of dreams, by means of which this being
has laid snares for my credulity; I will consider myself as without hands, eyes, flesh, blood, or any of the senses, and as falsely
believing that I am possessed of these; I will continue resolutely fixed in this belief, and if indeed by this means it be not in my
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power to arrive at the knowledge of truth, I shall at least do what is in my power, viz, [ suspend my judgment ], and guard with
settled purpose against giving my assent to what is false, and being imposed upon by this deceiver, whatever be his power and
artifice. But this undertaking is arduous, and a certain indolence insensibly leads me back to my ordinary course of life; and just
as the captive, who, perchance, was enjoying in his dreams an imaginary liberty, when he begins to suspect that it is but a vision,
dreads awakening, and conspires with the agreeable illusions that the deception may be prolonged; so I, of my own accord, fall
back into the train of my former beliefs, and fear to arouse myself from my slumber, lest the time of laborious wakefulness that
would succeed this quiet rest, in place of bringing any light of day, should prove inadequate to dispel the darkness that will arise
from the difficulties that have now been raised.

MEDITATION II.
OF THE NATURE OF THE HUMAN MIND; AND THAT IT IS MORE EASILY KNOWN THAN THE BODY.

1. The Meditation of yesterday has filled my mind with so many doubts, that it is no longer in my power to forget them. Nor do I
see, meanwhile, any principle on which they can be resolved; and, just as if I had fallen all of a sudden into very deep water, I am
so greatly disconcerted as to be unable either to plant my feet firmly on the bottom or sustain myself by swimming on the surface.
I will, nevertheless, make an effort, and try anew the same path on which I had entered yesterday, that is, proceed by casting
aside all that admits of the slightest doubt, not less than if I had discovered it to be absolutely false; and I will continue always in
this track until I shall find something that is certain, or at least, if I can do nothing more, until I shall know with certainty that there
is nothing certain. Archimedes, that he might transport the entire globe from the place it occupied to another, demanded only a
point that was firm and immovable; so, also, I shall be entitled to entertain the highest expectations, if I am fortunate enough to
discover only one thing that is certain and indubitable.[

2. I suppose, accordingly, that all the things which I see are false (fictitious); I believe that none of those objects which my
fallacious memory represents ever existed; I suppose that I possess no senses; I believe that body, figure, extension, motion, and
place are merely fictions of my mind. What is there, then, that can be esteemed true ? Perhaps this only, that there is absolutely
nothing certain.

3. But how do I know that there is not something different altogether from the objects I have now enumerated, of which it is
impossible to entertain the slightest doubt? Is there not a God, or some being, by whatever name I may designate him, who
causes these thoughts to arise in my mind ? But why suppose such a being, for it may be I myself am capable of producing them?
Am I, then, at least not something? But I before denied that I possessed senses or a body; I hesitate, however, for what follows
from that? Am I so dependent on the body and the senses that without these I cannot exist? But I had the persuasion that there
was absolutely nothing in the world, that there was no sky and no earth, neither minds nor bodies; was I not, therefore, at the
same time, persuaded that I did not exist? Far from it; I assuredly existed, since I was persuaded. But there is I know not what
being, who is possessed at once of the highest power and the deepest cunning, who is constantly employing all his ingenuity in
deceiving me. Doubtless, then, I exist, since I am deceived; and, let him deceive me as he may, he can never bring it about that I
am nothing, so long as I shall be conscious that I am something. So that it must, in fine, be maintained, all things being maturely
and carefully considered, that this proposition (pronunciatum ) I am, I exist, is necessarily true each time it is expressed by me,
or conceived in my mind.

This page titled 2.4: Descartes’ Meditations - Doubt is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by Noah
Levin (NGE Far Press).
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2.5.1: Overview

How do we know what we claim to know? How do we find out what we know? How do we judge claims to know? These are
questions covered in this chapter. They are in the field of Philosophy known as epistemology.

The ISSUES for epistemology are all in one way or another related to knowledge:

RELIABILITY of KNOWLEDGE
e EXTENT of KNOWLEDGE

¢ KINDS of KNOWLEDGE

e SOURCES of KNOWLEDGE

e TRUTH

e SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE

The sections of this chapter will cover the following:

1. RATIONALISM

2. EMPIRICISM

3. SKEPTICISM

4. TRANSCENDENTAL IDEALISM
5. SCIENCE

Theories of Truth

1. CORRESPONDENCE THEORY

2. COHERENCE THEORY

3. PRAGMATIC THEORY

4, SCIENTIFIC METHOD and TRUTH
The following sections will look into these matters and attempt to answer some of these questions.

Those who think about knowledge realize that there are several basic types of knowledge.

The first kind might be thought of as_Personal Knowledge or knowledge by acquaintance. This is the sort of knowledge that
people claim when they express claims such as "I know John Doe. " Or "I know that building"

People also claim to know how to do things. People claim to ahve the skill or experience to do things such as speak or drive or
bake a cake or many other things. This is sometimes described as Prodecural Knowledge.

What philosophers are mainly concerned with are a third sort of knowledge where people claim to know things. Those sorts of
claims are often thought to be about "facts". This form of knowledge is termed Propositional Knowledge. This will be the concern
of this chapter.

Before we look into the various theories about how we know what we do know when we make propositional claims and how to
determine if claims are true or not it would be helpful to make a number of important points or distinctions about language and
how we use it. Not all uses of language involve a claim that can be described as claims of knowledge. There are a variety of forms
of expressions or sentences in any language. Not all sentences are functioning for the speaker in the same way.

VIEW: Types of Claims

Here are four of the different uses for language:

Expressive (Thus use includes sentences that are neither true nor false.)

"Holy Cow!" "ouch" "Hurray!"

They express the feelings of the speaker/writer.

@IOIC]O] 76 (2.5.1.1)


http://youtu.be/D0tLd_jsiV8

LibreTexts"

Directive (Thus use includes sentences that are neither true nor false.)

1. "Please close the door."
2. "What time is it?"
3. "How much does that cost?"

This use offers instructions or requests information.
Performative (Thus use includes sentences that are neither true nor false.)

1. "I bid five dollars."
2. "I promise that I will do that."
3. "I now pronounce you ..."

This use actually performs some operation. It presents no information and makes no requests.
Evaluative (Thus use includes sentences that are neither true nor false.)

1. "That is a good car."
2. "She is a good person."
3. Chocolate is the best flavor for ice cream.

This use expresses how people think about some object, activity, person, condition, or situation. As the standard for making such
evaluations is not such as to be derived from a source that is recognized as existing apart from humans and uninfluenced by
culture there is no commonly agreed upon method for determining if such evaluations are true or not true.

Sentences expressing evaluations are not taken as making claims about what is known so much as making claims about how the
evaluator thinks.

Cognitive (This use includes sentences that are either true or false, or potentially true or false.)

There are three sides to a triangle. The sum of their angles is 180 degrees.
There is a computer in front of you right now.

23 +11=34

A bachelor is an unmarried male.

If a is more than b, and b is more than c, then a is more than c.

There are 1.8376 x 10 73rd grains of sand on planet Earth.

OarWON

It is the cognitive use of language that concerns us with the issue of knowledge. This is the use involved with Propositional
Knowledge. It is the cognitive use that makes claims that should be capable of being determined to be either true or false.
Cognitive use of language expressing that which is claimed as knowledge exists in a variety of forms: logical, semantic, systemic
and empirical. We will examine them in a subsequent section. What they have in common is that claims are made that can be
determined to be true or false in some manner or other.

For the remainder of this chapter it should be understood that it is the cognitive use of language that is of concern in so far as
the issues of knowledge or truth.

For a look into What is knowledge?

READ: Dallas Roark How Do We Know? What do we know

VIEW: Jan Willem Lindemans Epistemology or the theory of knowledge
On Knowledge:

WIKIPEDIA:

INTERNET ENCYCLOPEDIA of PHILOSOPHY:

STANFORD ENCYCLOPEDIA of PHILOSOPHY:
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2.5.2: Rationalism

There are several theories of how we come to know something. These lectures will cover several of them.

(NOTE: You must read only those linked materials that are preceded by the capitalized word READ.)

Theories of Knowledge

1. RATIONALISM

2. EMPIRICISM

3. SKEPTICISM

4. TRANSCENDENTAL IDEALISM
5. SCIENCE

Rationalism -in Epistemology

Rationalism is a reliance on reason {Lat. ratio} as the only reliable source of human knowledge. In the most general application,
rationalism offers a naturalistic alternative to appeals to religious accounts of human nature and conduct.

A psychological characterization of rationalism would describe it as an overly deductive way of thinking and to the molding of
reality to fit one's theoretical understanding.

More specifically, rationalism is the epistemological theory that significant knowledge of the world can best be achieved by a
priori means; it therefore stands in contrast to empiricism.

The first philosophers who are today referred to as having been rationalists include Descartes (1596-1650), Leibniz (1646-1716),
and Spinoza (1632-1677). These thinkers thought they were defending a form of rational thought in the form of a science against
the older school of thought known as scholasticism. The defense of science offered by Descartes included a form of dualism that
carried over elements of tradition of the scholastics in a form of thinking that is technical, deductive, and abstract. In Spinoza's

Ethics the method is again deductive and modeled on the geometric system of Euclid's Elements. Rationalism is a method of
thinking that is marked by being a deductive and abstract way of reasoning.

In ordinary usage rationalism is a basic sense of respect for reason or to refer to the idea that reason should play a large role in
human life (in contrast, say, to mysticism).

READ : on rationalism

READ: rationalism

So with RATIONALISM it is possible to have knowledge without having sensory experiences. There is knowledge of logic and its
laws or rules that are based upon reasoning and not sensory experience. There is a knowledge that is innate or born inside of us,

that is to say that there are forms of knowledge that exists within our minds from the time we are born.

Links to Rationalism sites

Descartes’ Epistemology READ: the first five sections

Suggested Reading: Descartes’ Meditations part I

For Descartes knowledge involves CERTAINTY and certainty exists in the form of clear and distinct ideas, which are ideas that are
indubitable (not capable of being doubted). These would be innate ideas that all rational beings are born with such as knowledge
of self, God, and the world. But all knowledge is the result of acts of reasoning.

Links related to Descartes:
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View: Dr. Richard Brown Descartes 1: The Method of Doubt

Dr. Richard Brown Descartes 2: A Priori Knowledge

Leibniz

Distinguished the truths of reasoning which were necessary truths as in the rule of contradictions, and excluded middle
(statements are either true or false) from the truths of fact which are not necessary but are contingent upon experience and
sufficient reason needed to accept what the senses report.

Links to Leibniz sites:

Problems: While the rationalist can explain knowledge of Mathematics and Logic , how are the rationalists to explain knowledge
of the external world?

On Rationalism see also
Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy,
Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy,
Encyclopedia Brittanica,

The Ism Book: a Field Guide to Philosophy

This page titled 2.5.2: Rationalism is shared under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.
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2.5.3: Empiricism

Reliance on experience as the source of ideas and knowledge. More specifically, empiricism is the epistemological theory that
genuine information about the world must be acquired by a posteriori means, so that nothing can be thought without first being
sensed. Prominent modern empiricists include Bacon, Locke, Berkeley, Hume, and Mill. In the twentieth century, empiricism
principles were extended and applied by the pragmatists and the logical positivists.

READ all sources on empiricism:

1. Encyclopedia
2. Skeptics Dictionary

John Locke : For Locke the mind is a blank slate at birth tabla rasa and all knowledge results from experiences that enter the
mind from the experiences of the body. Knowledge of ideas is possible because ideas are representations of things experienced.
But if representations are copies of our experiences, just how accurate are they?

Locke distinguished the primary and secondary qualities of an object of an experience and opened a door to a major problem in
determining just how accurate sense knowledge could ever be. Locke distinguished the properties that where in or with the object
and those that existed within the mind of the subject of the experience. The object has a texture but the idea of “smoothness” is
in the subject. The object had a degree of heat but “hot” and “cold” are ideas in the knower.

Read the overview of Locke in a lecture by Dr. Tom Kerns:

VIDEO Locke argument against innate ideas

View: Dr. Richard Brown on Locke and Berkeley and Empiricism http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=R9GuSA9HHgA

Suggested Reading: Locke Essay Concerning Human Understanding Bk 1 ch 1

George Berkeley: (subjective idealism) Berkeley would treat both the primary and the secondary qualities as being the result
of the subject, the knower. There would be no proof of the existence of any thing outside of the mind. All evidence and experiences
are within the mind. God would be the MIND that thought of all other minds and thought of them in such a way that they think of
themselves as being in a world with others at the same time.

Read the overview of Berkeley in a lecture by Dr. Tom Kerns http://philosophycourse.info/lecsite/lec-berke.html

David Hume: Hume was a skeptic. He agreed with Locke that we are born with a blank slate, tabla rasa and that all our knowledge
comes through the senses (empiricism) but he did not think that we could know all that much for certain.( skepticism). He held

that are perceptions are or make impressions which are our thought, that we have no ideas without sense impressions, that
reasoning (a priori) does not lead to knowledge, that sense impressions are not proof of an external independent reality.

Read the overview of Hume in a lecture by Dr. Tom Kerns
VIEW: Dr. Richard Brown on

Hume 1: Empiricism and the A Priori

Hume 2: Induction

See also

Encyclopedia of Philosophy,

Encyclopedia Brittanica,

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy,
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The Ism Book,

Catholic Encyclopedia.

PROBLEMS: The empiricists could not overcome problems with accounting for forms of knowledge that did not relate to the
senses, e.g., in Mathematics and in Logic. And they could not account for how it could be that humans can have knowledge for

which there is no direct experience, for example of the universe as a whole or of sub atomic events or quanta of energy, entities
for which there can be no direct experience.

This page titled 2.5.3: Empiricism is shared under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.
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2.5.4: Transcendentalism

(NOTE: You must read only those linked materials that are preceded by the capitalized word READ.)

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804)

Figure 2.5.4.1

Images of Kant:
Introduction to Kant and his Epistemology by Tom Kerns
READ Detailed overview of Kant by reading all sections until you reach Kant's Ethics

e Kant Links:
¢ Kant on the Web:

For Kant there is :
e unity of consciousness
e unity of being

e unifying act of the mind

To account for this and our relation to being, Kant postulates that there must exist rules for thoughts, which he calls CATEGORIES
that are innate and necessary for UNDERSTANDING. Without such rules operating there is no way to account for our knowledge
of such ideas as:

substance/space/time/unity/plurality /cause and effect/ possibility/necessity/reality
Knowledge has both form and content.
Form or structure of Knowledge of reality- reason -CATEGORIES- part of the way in which the mind operates
Content of the knowledge of reality - provided through the senses
So, IDEAS CONSTITUTE OUR EXPERIENCE
But, there is a fundamental distinction to be made of two types of KNOWLEDGE

1. KNOWLEDGE of the thing as it appears through our senses as filtered by the brain-phenomena

This is possible and what we generally call knowledge of the world

2. KNOWLEDGE of the thing as it is in itself noumena
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This is not possible for humans can never get beyond or away from the categories of the understanding which shape
and influence all that the human experiences because humans can never think without using the mind -brain and thus
involving its structure and manner of operating.

For Kant humans will never know things as they are in themselves because humans can never think without their brains and the
brains are so structured as to provide for arrangements and ordering and connecting elements for human thought to occur. It
is as if the humans must always see things through colored glasses because they cannot remove them. Therefore the universe
will always appear through the tinting of those glasses. Humans will never know how the universe actually looks. Humans may get
close but can not experience the thing itself directly.

How do we acquire ideas?

Kant combines ideas of the rationalists and the empiricists.

Rationalism Empiricism
innate empirical
a priori from experience

How is knowledge organized in the mind?

Mind introduces new principles of order into experience and arranges and stores and tests arrangements and tests the efficacy
of those ideas and arrangements.

Transcendental Idealism

Kant

all propositions are a priori empirical

analytic synthetic

I. Analytic a priori: e.g. math, definitions

I1. Analytic empirical don't exist

II1. Synthetic a priori: categories, rules, principles

part of perception

part of thought

IV. Synthetic empirical: all physical claims- this includes all of the sciences.

Suggested Reading: Kant: Kritik der reinen Vernunft or the Critique of Pure Reasont
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Figure 2.5.4.2

View: Dr. Richard Brown on Kant and the Synthetic a priori
Transcendental Idealism noumena and phenomena

Kant's contributions of the distinction of types of knowledge and of the role played by the order of the brain remain a dominating
influence over thinking about epistemological issues to this day.

Immanuel Kant is considered to be one of the world's greatest philosophers. In his account of epistemological theory
of knowledge, called transcendental idealism, he claimed that “the mind of the knower makes an active contribution
to experience of objects before us”. He meant that whatever we already know through our experience makes it easier
for us to acquire new means of knowledge. Accordingly, Kant specified two sources of our knowledge, which are the
mind'’s receptive capacity (sensibility), and the mind’s conceptual capacity (understanding). He thought that it would
be impossible for people to have any experience of objects, which are not placed in space and time. These conditions
of sensibility are due to our consciousness, which must “apprehend objects as occupying a region of space and
persisting for some duration of time”. However, sensibility by itself doesn’t make judging objects possible. It takes
also understanding, which provides the concepts, the rules for determining what is “common or universal in different
representations”. He said, “without sensibility no object would be given to us; and without understanding no object
would be thought. Thoughts without content are empty; intuitions without concepts are blind”. He meant that in order
to think about some object it takes understanding, which assigns concepts, based on the object’s sensation input, to
identify what is common and general about it.

Nevertheless, empirical derivation discussed above is not sufficient to explain all of the concepts that arise in the
human life, such as causation, substance, self, identity, space, time, etc. It’s due to the fact that these concepts
are products of our experience, which is constituted by ideas. Therefore, “Kant postulates that there must exist
rules for thoughts, which he calls Categories that are innate and necessary for understanding” all of the concepts.
In addition to mind’s conceptual contribution to experience only that special set of concepts organized into these
fundamental categories of thought make empirical concepts and judgments possible. Although these concepts cannot
be experienced directly, they are present when particular judgments of objects take place. Plus, “since objects can only
be experienced spatio-temporally, the only application of concepts that yields knowledge is to the empirical..world”.
Kant rejects any kind of knowledge that goes beyond the bounds of sensation because there can be no objects for the
understanding to judge, rightly or wrongly. While Kant is a transcendental idealist he believes the nature of objects as
they are in themselves is unknowable to us. However, the knowledge of appearance is...possible. Therefore, knowledge
of the things can never get beyond the categories of understanding, which shape and influence all that the human
experiences. Accordingly, human will never know how the universe actually looks because they aren’t able to think
without any arrangement and order of elements. Kant’s theory of knowledge combines rationalism and the empiricism
in his account to distinct types of knowledge and the principles of mind‘s order. Andrzej Lagodzinski (QCC, 2001)

This page titled 2.5.4: Transcendentalism is shared under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.
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2.5.5: Skepticism

(NOTE: You must read only those linked materials that are preceded by the capitalized word READ.)

Skepticism is the belief that some or all human knowledge is impossible. Since even our best methods for learning about the
world sometimes fall short of perfect certainty, skeptics argue, it is better to suspend belief than to rely on the dubitable products
of reason. Classical skeptics include Pyrrho and Sextus Empiricus. In the modern era, Montaigne, Bayle, and Hume all advocated
some form of skeptical philosophy. Fallibilism is a more moderate response to the lack of certainty.

READ Wikipedia on Skepticism
David Hume, the jovial skeptic

Suggested Reading: Hume: An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding

Philosophy Encyclopedia on Skepticism

Ancient Skepticism

READ Encyclopedia of Philosophy

Contemporary Skepticism

A degree of skepticism is quite healthy as a counterpoint to being too credulous and being taken in by poor reasoning and
illusions and deliberate attempts to mislead and deceive. Skepticism that holds that it is not possible to have knowledge is self
defeating and not productive. There should be a skeptical inquiry that is used before humans reach conclusions and decide which
beliefs they will hold. There is a sort of positive skepticism that urges caution and all deliberate care and critique before drawing

conclusions or setting beliefs but does not reject the possibility of either achieving knowledge or gaining closer proximity to
knowledge and truth.

This page titled 2.5.5: Skepticism is shared under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.
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2.5.6: Types of Knowledge

Although philosophers may differ on how many different types of knowledge there are they agree that with_Propositional
Knowledge we claim to have knowledge of different things. What they may have in common that make them knowledge then
becomes the issue.

Here is one schema for different types of Propositional Knowledge .
e LOGICAL
e SEMANTIC
e SYSTEMIC
e EMPIRICAL

What are these about ? Why make these distinctions?

Consider that you probably would claim to know the following things.

Examples:

1. There are three sides to a triangle. The sum of their angles is 180 degrees.
2. There is a computer in front of you right now.

3. 23+11=34

4. A bachelor is an unmarried male.

5. If ais more than b, and b is more than c, then a is more than c.

These sentences all make claims that can be determined to be either true or false. They are sentences that express propositions.
They are claims about which you can come to a judgment as to whether or not they are true. You probably know that they are true.
Now how is it that you come to know these things? Obviously you come by this knowledge in different ways. This relates to the
idea of the different types of knowledge.

LOGICAL ( example 5)

There is a knowledge that is the result of the understanding of the relationship of ideas to one another. There are the rules or
laws of logic that permit claims to knowledge that are further statements of ideas consistent with the rules and the ideas already
accepted.

Here is another example where you do not need to know what I am talking about because you know the relationships involved.
A. All gazintz are gazatz

B. All gazatz are garingers

C. Therfore, all gazintz are garingers.

You can claim to know that : If A and B are true, then C is true as well. This you know by LOGIC.

SEMANTIC ( example 4 )

There is knowledge that is the result of learning the meaning of words. Knowledge of words is knowledge of definitions. Such
definitions are set in dictionaries. So bachelors are unmarried males. You know this. People acknowledge this. You can look it up.
bachelor you have there Ms Jones!" ?)

SYSTEMIC ( examples1and 3)

There is knowledge of Mathematics and Geometry, which is the result of learning a system of words, or symbols and how they
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relate to one another and the rules of operating in that system and then any claims made that are consistent with those definitions
and rules is called knowledge.

EMPIRICAL ( example 2 )

There is a knowledge that comes through our senses. This knowledge is empirical knowledge. Science is the best example
of a method for ascertaining the accuracy of such knowledge. Scientific knowledge is a result of the practice of the method :
Observation, abduction of a hypothesis, careful observation, refinement of hypothesis, deduction of test for hypothesis, testing

and experimentation, confirmation or falsification of the hypothesis.

What do these four types of knowledge have in common? One of the most popular theories of knowledge of the twentieth century
holds that KNOWLEDGE does imply a Belief.

Belief does not Imply Knowledge. Wherever people claim to know that something is true they believe that it is so. When people
claim to believe that something is so they don’t always claim to know that it is so.

What kind of a belief is KNOWLEDGE.?
To begin with it must be true. You can not know something that is false, that is not so.

It must be true and you must claim to know it and it be true not by accident or coincidence but because there is evidence to
support and enough to warrant or justify the claim to know.

So, KNOWLEDGE = JUSTIFIED TRUE BELIEF
WARRANTED TRUE BELIEF

EVIDENCE is NEEDED for JUSTIFICATION

VIEW: Knowledge as Justified True Belief http://youtu.be/tg2itM5-cdM

WARRANTED TRUE BELIEF may not be knowledge if true by ACCIDENT.
January 1, 2001 the claim is made: I know that the GIANTS are going to win the SUPERBOWL in 2001!

It turns out that several weeks later they did win. Can I claim that I knew it on January 1st or was it just a lucky guess or a well
informed guess?

How does a person gain the warrant or the justification for the belief?

Well, depending on the type of belief that it is there are different kinds of warrants.

MODES of WARRANTY

LOGICAL

Warrants found in the rules of Logic. Follow them and the claim is warranted.

SEMANTIC

Warrants are found in the dictionaries. Use them, be consistent with them and the claim is warranted.
SYSTEMIC

Warrants are found within the system (Math or Geometry) follow the rules be consistent with the definitions and rules and the
claim is warranted.

EMPIRICAL
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Warrants are found with evidence. How is the evidence to be gathered, examined and evaluated? Ther will be more on this under
the topic of TRUTH

There are four types of beliefs when considering truth and warrants:

warranted true beliefs : This type is called KNOWLEDGE

warranted false beliefs: This type cannot exist at all.

unwarranted true beliefs These are lucky guesses or coincidences and not knowledge.
unwarranted false beliefs These are just wild unsupported claims or wishes that are not true .

HPOON

Why Knowledge is Justified True Belief; JTB.
Justification , Warranty comes in degrees!
How much evidence is needed in order to determine whether or not someone knows something or not?

How much evidence is needed in order to determine whether or not someone has sufficient warrant to make a claim to know
something or not?

How much is needed depends on what is riding on the outcome of the claim. For simple matters of little consequence humans
appear to accept fairly small amounts of evidence. For important matters much more evidence is needed.

EXAMPLE:

How old is someone? If someone claims to know how old John Smith or Mary Doe is we probably accept the claim on their word
if it is just gossip. However, if there were a $10 bet on it we would ask for evidence. We might go to the person and ask them to
confirm the claim. If it were $100 we might want a driver’s license. If it were $1000 we might want a birth certificate. For $10,
000 we might want to go to the official registry and check the official documents ourselves.

The highest consequences on claims to know: Human Life. At a criminal trial, a capital homicide case, what is the standard
of proof? It is evidence that is convincing beyond a reasonable doubt. NOT beyond all doubts. But beyond reasonable doubts,
meaning beyond all doubting or questioning of the evidence that we have reason to doubt or question.

Scientists have their reputation riding on their claims to know things. The standard for the warrant in Science sis that heir claims
be supported by evidence that other scientists can examine, experiments that others can repeat and get the same result and
equations that others can examine to check against errors.

So, claims to know may be accepted depending on amounts of support that may vary in the type and amount depending on the
type of claim that it is. However, to know something that which you claim to know must be TRUE and truth does not have degrees:

because a statement p is either true or it isn't

TRUTH will be examined in the next section.

This page titled 2.5.6: Types of Knowledge is shared under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.

RIOIRIO) 89 (2.5.6.3)


https://human.libretexts.org/Courses/Folsom_Lake_College/PHIL_300%3A_Introduction_to_Philosophy_(Bauer)/02%3A_Epistemology/2.05%3A_Epistemology/2.5.06%3A_Types_of_Knowledge
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

LibreTexts"

2.5.7: Truth

NOTE: You must read only those linked materials that are preceded by the capitalized word READ.)

There are several different theories of what truth is. It turns out that as with most questions in Philosophy, the question “What is
Truth?” does not have a simple answer.

truth {Gk. alhqgeia [alétheia]; Lat. veritas; Ger. Wahrheit}

The conformity of a proposition to the way things are. Precise analysis of the nature of truth is the subject of the correspondence,
coherence, pragmatic, redundancy, and semantic theories of truth.

Theories of Truth

Several theories are explained including the Pragmatic Theory and Correspondence theory

READ: Dallas Roark When Can We Say We Know?

On Truth
WIKIPEDIA on TRUTH:
INTERNET ENCYCLOPEDIA of PHILOSOPHY on TRUTH:

STANFORD ENCYCLOPEDIA of PHILOSOPHY on TRUTH

I. CORRESPONDENCE THEORY ( Bertrand Russell )

This is the theory most people are brought up to believe but it has too many problems with it to be the complete answer. A claim
is made about the universe. We go and check out the claim with observations and physical measuring devices. This is understood
by many people in the simplest way. A claim is made about the physical universe and people want to go and check it out. Peep
that! Is that so for all claims?

The theory is based on the belief that a proposition is true when it conforms with some fact or state of affairs. While this theory
properly emphasizes the notion that propositions are true when they correspond to reality, its proponents often have difficulty
explaining what facts are and how propositions are related to them.

There exists an independent realm of facts: reality

Truth is the correspondence of belief with fact

BELIEF corresponds to Facts = truth

BELIEF does not correspond to Facts = false

Problems:

Verification involves subjective experiences as to both observations and require interpretations.

Example 1 :

Claims are made about things that are very large such as galaxies and the entire universe, as to its shape and size and duration
that are beyond the ability of any human to have a direct experience of it.

Example 2 :

Claims are made about things that are very small such as sub atomic particle and small quanta of energy, bosons, gluons,
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neutrinos, charm particles and the like which no human can have a direct experience of.

Example 3:

A simple claim:

There is a container of milk in the refrigerator.

To determine whether or not this is true all one needs to do is to go to the refrigerator and check. Would the claim be true if:
There is a bottle of milk there?

There is a wax container of milk there.

There is a wax container of powdered milk there?
There is a wax container of Parmalat there?

00w

Some answer yes it would be true in all 4 cases . Some think it is only true in case b. It all depends on what you mean by
"container" ! For some it means a wax container. For others it may mean any object that holds any sort of contents.

Example 4 :
Is the following claim true or not?
Bill Clinton: “I did not have sexual relations with that woman, Monica Lewinski.”

It all depends on what you mean by "sex". For some it means any act involving the sexual organs being stimulated to the point of
orgasm. For others it might mean only the penetration of the penis into a vagina and only for beings of the same species.

II. COHERENCE THEORY ( Bland Blanshard )

This explains how scientists can make claims about the very large and small objects using a system of claims already accepted
to be true.

The theory is the belief that a proposition is true to the extent that it agrees with other true propositions. In contrast with the
correspondence theory's emphasis on an independent reality, this view supposes that reliable beliefs constitute an inter-related

system, each element of which entails every other. Thus, such idealists as Bradley, Bosanquet, and Blanshard all defended versions
the coherence theory.

READ: Theory, its variations and criticisms of it.
TRUTH is a property of a related group of consistent statements
e.g., Mathematics Science
Truth is systemic coherence of propositions interconnectedness of beliefs
Problems:
1. what if other judgments (statements) are false? Consistent error is possible?

2. coherence theory in the last analysis seems to involve a correspondence for the first judgments must be verified directly.
How?

III. PRAGMATIC THEORY C.S. Peirce James Dewey )

Read and focus on the pragmatic test for truth: Dallas Roark When Can We Say We Know?

Further on PRAGMATISM by Dallas Roark

The theory is the belief that a proposition is true when acting upon it yields satisfactory practical results. As formulated by William
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James, the pragmatic theory promises (in the long term) a convergence of human opinions upon a stable body of scientific
propositions that have been shown in experience to be successful principles for human action.

Examines how beliefs work in practice, the practical difference.

Truth of a belief is determined by evaluating how well the belief satisfies the whole of human nature over a long period of time:
how well does it WORK?

What are its consequences?

This makes TRUTH something that is PSYCHOLOGICAL.

What difference do the beliefs make if they are true?

TRUTH is whatever has met a society's criteria for justification.

For pragmatists like Richard Rorty there is no objective truth at all. All claims need only satisfy the group’s expectations for
verification. Science is just one of many groups with its own rules and criteria. As there are multiple groups with different criteria
there can be multiple truths.

Rorty 's neopragmatism, ( antifoundationalism), argues against any quest for ultimate reality or Platonic absolutes such as "Truth,"
"Goodness," . Rorty advocates turning away from these impossible standards, instead embracing a pragmatic and contingent
view of truth in all human endeavors". Thus he's called an antifoundationalist because he rejects the existence of any real or
objective foundations for human knowledge, i.e., the Western philosophical attempt to build theory from "the ground up," on firm
foundational "first principles". (See Rorty's book, Consequences of Pragmatism.)

Rorty thus is emphasizing the nature of all human knowledge as "made" rather than "found." Rorty is mostly content to point out
the fallacy of trying to pursue objective reality.

READ: Richard Rorty the Public Philosopher by Michael Albert
On Rorty: Conversational Constraints: Richard Rorty and Contemporary Critical Theory" Prepared for the Midwinter Meeting of
the English and American Literature Section, ACRL, January 1996 By Richard Fyffe, Humanities Bibliographer, University of

Connecticut Libraries, Storrs

Consequences of Pragmatism

Problems:

1. What is justified for one community to believe may not be true!!!!

2. How to explain errors? Falsehoods?

3. It makes truth RELATIVE. ( NO ABSOLUTE TRUTH; NO OBJECTIVE TRUTH; MANY TRUTHS AT ONCE!!!!)

4. Self Refuting basic Claims: The pragmatic theory makes the claims that a. there is no objective knowledge/ b. there is no

absolute knowledge/ c. there is no objective truth/ d. there is no absolute truth
If these claims are true then they would refute themselves. If all claims are true only within a community that accepts them as
true then the claims above (a to d) are only true within the communities that accept them as being true by whatever criteria they
use and think has been satisfied. So within the community of pragmatists the claims would be true but for others they would not
be true and thus there is being affirmed a series of contradictions.
Pragmatists would by their principles and theories accept that claims above (a to d) are true and not true at the same time!
Pragmatists overlook a number of things.

There are different types of claims and it is only the empirical, aesthetic and ethical claims that appear to be troublesome.

The empirical claims can be resolved as to their accuracy. This is so because there is a difference between truth and justified
belief which pragmatism overlooks.

C.S. Peirce’s solution was to postulate an ideal community of inquirers who would come to agreement concerning what is known
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and what is true in the infinite long run of time. C. S. Peirce held that there was but one reality.

Truth= what an ideal community would believe in the long run of time

This is particularly true for empirical claims.

However there are many post modernist pragmatists who have abandoned the idea of an objective truth and objective knowledge.
The Case of Two Islands: A Test for No Objective Truth or Reality and Relativism

On Island A the people there are quite happy with the belief that they have souls that will survive the death of their bodies. They
think that they have experiences that support that belief and they are satisfied with what the belief provides for them.

On Island B the people there are quite happy with the belief that they do not have souls that will survive the death of their bodies.
They think that they have experiences that support that belief and they are satisfied with what the belief provides for them.

Now according to the postmodern relativist position if the people on each island are satisfied and happy with their beliefs, then
what they believe is true and what they think are real are real. The result would be that on Island A people have souls and on
Island B people do not have souls.

Is this belief that at the same time people have souls and do not have souls a belief that you can accept? Can you hold that at
the same time some people have souls and some people do not have souls?

DOES TRUTH MATTER ?
If objectivity is rejected, every groups claims would be equal !! So the claims of the following ideologies would be true: racism,
sexism, Nazism, etc... According to this post modern theory of truth all claims are ideologies. Must all claims be accepted as true

at once?

With empirical claims how can it be that there would not be some basis for truth that would rule out inconsistent and contradictory
claims from all being true at once? How could it be true that the earth would be flat and spherical at the same time?

Even with claims about non-physical entities, how could it be that there are more than one truth as when:
Group A thinks it is true that people have souls

Group B thinks that there are no souls

How can the claims to truth for both group A and group B be true at the same time?

MULTIPLE TRUTHS

There are those influenced by the postmodern relativist position who think or believe or want to believe that there can be more
than one truth at the same time. They believe that there can be multiple simultaneous truths. Is this possible? But is that really
possible? Is it possible to have multiple truths for all types of claims.

Let us consider carefully what this might mean.

SEMANTIC CLAIMS

CLAIM S : The meaning of the word ‘table ‘ in the following sentence is that of a type of furniture according to standard
dictionaries of the English Language : “At dinner time they placed the dishes and glasses on the table.”

Claim 1: Claim S is true
Claim 2 : Claim S is not true
Is it possible that Claim 1 and Claim 2 are both true at the same time?

CLAIM Se: The meaning of the word ‘table ‘ in the following sentence is that of a type of hat according to standard dictionaries
of the English Language : “At dinner time they placed the dishes and glasses on the table.”
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Is it possible that Claim S and Claim Se are both true at the same time?
SYSTEMIC CLAIMS

ClaimT:2+5=7

Claim 3: Claim T is true

Claim 4 : Claim T is not true

Is it possible that Claim 3 and Claim 4 are both true at the same time?
Claim Te: 2+5=9

Is it possible that Claim T and Claim Te are both true at the same time?

LOGICAL CLAIMS

Claim L: If A is more than B and B is more than C, then A is more than C
Claim 5 : Claim L is true

Claim 6 : Claim L is not true

Is it possible that Claim 5 and Claim 6 are both true at the same time?
CLAIM Le: If A is more than B and B is more than C, then A is less than C
Is it possible that Claim L and Claim Le are both true at the same time?

EMPIRICAL CLAIMS

CLAIM E: The planet Earth has the shape of an oblate spheroid.

Claim 7: Claim E is true.

Claim 8: Claim E is not true.

Is it possible that Claim 7 and Claim 8 are both true at the same time?
CLAIM Ee The planet Earth has the shape of a flat saucer.

Is it possible that Claim E and Claim Ee are both true at the same time?
Logical Empiricism

For the logical empiricist movement the truth of a proposition rests on how well it is verified. For them what makes a proposition
true or false would be how well it checks out through a process of verification.

As Dallas Roark puts it:

a3

' Or, "in other words, it is a way of asking how propositions are validate How is this done? Ayer answers:

The answer is that we test the validity of an empirical hypothesis by seeing whether it actually fulfills the function which
it is designed to fulfill. And we have seen that the function of an empirical hypothesis is to enable us to anticipate
experience. Accordingly, if an observation to which a given proposition is relevant conforms to our expectations, the

truth of that proposition is confirmed."A.J. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, New York: Dover Publications, 1936,

Ayer admits that there is no certainty in this operation. If the experiment comes off according to expectations then
creditability has been enhanced. There is no question that it will be repeated. If it does not, then questions about the
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experiment may be raised; if it is successful again, greater probability of being true is attached to the statement.--
Dallas Roark, Introduction to Philosophy.

Thus the best that is offered is that at the present time a proposition would have a certain amount of support and of verification.
For some material on WHY TRUTH MATTERS just read here WHY TRUTH MATTERS
TRUTH, CONFLICTS and POWER

Must we tolerate and respect all groups even those with conflicting claims? How is it to be resolved when there are conflicts?
For the pragmatists all the criteria for resolution are criteria that groups have developed. It will then always come down to which
group has the most power.

Instead of KNOWLEDGE is POWER.
For pragmatists and postmodern thinkers: POWER IS KNOWLEDGE

There is a cynicism with pragmatists such as Rorty and other post modernists who would deny that thee is "truth" as objective.
They claim that truth is only and whatever those in power have persuaded people to believe. They accept that truth is whatever
experts happen to agree upon but not that it relates to anything that is "objective". They make truth something based on the
consent or agreement of the folks who wish to claim that truth. Such cynics make truth depend on nothing "objective" and deny
that there is anything that is "objective". The resolution of conflicting claims concerning what is true lies not in any reference to
an objective reality or to an objective truth but to whatever criteria the group holds for the resolution of claims. If two groups have
two different sets of criteria then the group with the most power will determine what truth is by its criteria and impose it upon the
others who will go on thinking that their original ideas were true anyway. There will be two truths at once over the same situation.
This will apply to claims as to what is real as well as to what is true.

One group may use scientific method and hold to the criteria of science and another group may use consultation with a shaman
and the shaman mystical experiences as the basis for truth and the results of each approach are thought to be the truth by each
group and for the pragmatists both are correct at the same time. A large rock in the American Museum of Natural History can be
a meteorite for the group using science and a messenger from the sky god for the original peoples at the same time.

It can be true for one group that (Jews, Blacks, Women...) are inferior to (Christians, Whites, Men) and for another group the
opposite can be true at the same time according to this theory. One of the values that pragmatists attempt to promote is tolerance
and in the name of tolerance and for the sake of tolerance people are asked to respect the right of others to hold their own views.
yet if a person holds the view that the truth is that tolerance is wrong then they can be right and tolerance can be both good and

bad at the same time. This theory results in applications of political power to resolve conflicts and has not lead to a more tolerant
set of societies in this world.

V. redundancy theory of truth

Belief that it is always logically superfluous to claim that a proposition is true, since this claim adds nothing further to a simple
affirmation of the proposition itself. "It is true that I am bald." means the same thing as "I am bald."

VI. semantic theory of truth

Belief that any claim that a proposition is true can be made only as a formal requirement regarding the language in which the
proposition itself is expressed. Thus, according to Tarski, "It rained today" is true if and only if it rained today. The distinction
between different levels of language employed by this theory is presumed to offer a convenient evasion of otherwise troublesome
semantic paradoxes.

RESolutionS ????

Can you put the theories together??? Are they complementary ? e.g. could you attempt these matches and consolidations?

1. empirical claims > correspondence theory

2. semantic claims > coherence theory
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3. ethical claims > pragmatic theory

Not really, for such an amalgamation of theories can't account for differences, can't resolve disagreements, conflicts, particularly,
social and ethical issues.

What is to be done then? How are we to learn what is true?
For many people whether one tells the truth or lies does not much matter most of the time. There are some who think anything
can be true and lying is not wrong. There are those who think if some beleif makes them happy or serves their purpose then it is

true. Is this so? Does it really matter?

For some material on WHY TRUTH MATTERS just read here WHY TRUTH MATTERS

This page titled 2.5.7: Truth is shared under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.
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2.5.8: Truth and Science

For logical, semantic and systemic claims there are methods to determine their truth. It is with regard to the empirical claims
about the universe, events and properties of it that is the main concern of the theories about Truth. Perhaps the best that humans
have been able to do with regard to getting at the truth concerning empirical claims is the development of a method for doing it.
In Science there are a number of views that are operative in its various phases.

1. Instrumentalist View - Pragmatist Theory

The scientific theory makes predictions, the predictions are verified and so it works and it satisfies the community of
inquirers (the scientists).

2. The Realist View - Correspondence Theory

The scientific theory provides true explanations because its predictions are verified through empirical testing.
3. The Conceptual Relativist - Coherence Theory

The scientific theory is coherent within a given framework, what coheres or fits in with a system of beliefs

-true theory is that which is accepted by the community of working scientists with its own CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORK

-independent checks are not possible because all observations are theory laden
So in the end perhaps the truth concerning empirical claims is that claim which :
e corresponds to fact and
« coheres with and is consistent with other established truths and

¢ has useful consequences for those concerned.

Perhaps what is the most useful consequence of a belief concerning an empirical claim is to correspond to reality (facts) and to
cohere (be consistent) with what has already been accepted as true by the same means.

Philosophers shall continue to spend time arriving at a more certain foundation for claims of truth.
For now what do we have? What is knowledge?

To claim to know and to have that claim accepted by others as being correct is to satisfy the criteria that the claim be warranted.
What supplies the warrant is that the claim be justified and true. how is that accomplished or established? Well that depends on
the type of claim that it is:

Semantic claim: Supported by references to dictionaries or lexicons
Systemic claim: supported by the rules of the system in which the claim is being made
Logical claim: supported by and consistent with the rules of logic
Empirical claim: supported by a process of verification that establishes that the empirical claim
e corresponds to fact and
« coheres with and is consistent with other established truths and
« has useful consequences for those concerned.
This may be the best explanation that humans have for what and how they know what they claim to know. It is not totally satisfying

to all critical inquirers but it is more well founded within human experience than the position that there is no knowledge at all or
that there is no knowledge that is objective or that there is no knowledge that is certain. There are types or forms of knowledge
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and within each there are the means to establish the justification for making and accepting claims.
ON SCIENTIFIC METHOD

Wikipedia

philosophy pages

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy

Encyclopedia Britannica

The Scientific Method by Donald E. Simanek

scientific method in physics
What is scientific Method by Austin Cline
Scientific Method in Biology

Diagrams on Scientific Method

ON SCIENTIFIC METHOD by Percy W. Bridgman (From: Reflections of a Physicist,
1955)

Socratic Method and Scientific Method

Myth-of-scientific-method

This page titled 2.5.8: Truth and Science is shared under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.
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2.5.9: Conclusion

What is truth? How do we know? These are two good questions which are part of the long tradition of Philosophy. They are called
perennial issues because they keep returning.

Philosophy has yet to arrive at answers to these questions that have been universally accepted and gone without a challenge
through time. Philosophers keeping working at it and have come to realize a good deal about what appear to be simple matters
to most people who do not stop to ponder the issues that arise when one would reflect on the assumptions being made in the
simple positions being taken in an uncritical manner. One thing that now appears to be fairly certain is that the post modern ideas
supporting relativism on these topics are proving insufficient to the needs of the human community and so the critical thinking
and philosophical reflection on these matters will continue. And lest it be dismissed or forgotten there is a case to be made that
truth does really matter see WHY TRUTH MATTERS

Suggested:

On Knowledge:

WIKIPEDIA: http://en.Wikipedia.org/wiki/Knowledge

INTERNET ENCYCLOPEDIA of PHILOSOPHY: http://www.iep.utm.edu/knowledg/

STANFORD ENCYCLOPEDIA of PHILOSOPHY: http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/knowledge-analysis/

On Truth

On Truth

WIKIPEDIA on TRUTH:

INTERNET ENCYCLOPEDIA of PHILOSOPHY on TRUTH:

STANFORD ENCYCLOPEDIA of PHILOSOPHY on TRUTH

VIEW: lecture by Dr. Peter Millican at the University of Oxford. 60 minutes

Introduction to Knowledge 10:31
The Traditional Analysis of Knowledge 16:30
Gettier and Other Complications 14:48

Scepticism, Externalism and the Ethics of Belief 12:32

This page titled 2.5.9: Conclusion is shared under a CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.
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2.6: 8-Bit Philosophy (Wisecrack)

Video: “What is Real?”

YouTube Video

View this YouTube Video online

This interactive element is not available in this format. Visit the link or scan the QR code to access it online.
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Video: “Can We Be Certain of Anything?”

YouTube Video

View this YouTube Video online

This interactive element is not available in this format. Visit the link or scan the QR code to access it online.

This page titled 2.6: 8-Bit Philosophy (Wisecrack) is shared under a license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.
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3.1: Descartes’ Meditations - Cartesian Dualism

11
Meditations

MEDITATION VI- OF THE EXISTENCE OF MATERIAL THINGS, AND OF THE REAL DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE MIND AND
BODY OF MAN.

1. THERE now only remains the inquiry as to whether material things exist. With regard to this question, I at least know with
certainty that such things may exist, in as far as they constitute the object of the pure mathematics, since, regarding them in
this aspect, I can conceive them clearly and distinctly. For there can be no doubt that God possesses the power of producing
all the objects I am able distinctly to conceive, and I never considered anything impossible to him, unless when I experienced a
contradiction in the attempt to conceive it aright. Further, the faculty of imagination which I possess, and of which I am conscious
that I make use when I apply myself to the consideration of material things, is sufficient to persuade me of their existence: for,
when I attentively consider what imagination is, I find that it is simply a certain application of the cognitive faculty ( facultas
cognoscitiva) to a body which is immediately present to it, and which therefore exists.

2. And to render this quite clear, I remark, in the first place, the difference that subsists between imagination and pure intellection
[or conception ]. For example, when I imagine a triangle I not only conceive (intelligo) that it is a figure comprehended by three
lines, but at the same time also I look upon (intueor) these three lines as present by the power and internal application of my
mind (acie mentis), and this is what I call imagining. But if I desire to think of a chiliogon, I indeed rightly conceive that it is a
figure composed of a thousand sides, as easily as I conceive that a triangle is a figure composed of only three sides; but I cannot
imagine the thousand sides of a chiliogon as I do the three sides of a triangle, nor, so to speak, view them as present [with the
eyes of my mind ]. And although, in accordance with the habit I have of always imagining something when I think of corporeal
things, it may happen that, in conceiving a chiliogon, I confusedly represent some figure to myself, yet it is quite evident that
this is not a chiliogon, since it in no wise differs from that which I would represent to myself, if I were to think of a myriogon,
or any other figure of many sides; nor would this representation be of any use in discovering and unfolding the properties that
constitute the difference between a chiliogon and other polygons. But if the question turns on a pentagon, it is quite true that I
can conceive its figure, as well as that of a chiliogon, without the aid of imagination; but I can likewise imagine it by applying the
attention of my mind to its five sides, and at the same time to the area which they contain. Thus I observe that a special effort
of mind is necessary to the act of imagination, which is not required to conceiving or understanding (ad intelligendum); and this
special exertion of mind clearly shows the difference between imagination and pure intellection (imaginatio et intellectio pura).

3. I remark, besides, that this power of imagination which I possess, in as far as it differs from the power of conceiving, is in
no way necessary to my [nature or] essence, that is, to the essence of my mind; for although I did not possess it, I should still
remain the same that I now am, from which it seems we may conclude that it depends on something different from the mind. And
I easily understand that, if some body exists, with which my mind is so conjoined and united as to be able, as it were, to consider
it when it chooses, it may thus imagine corporeal objects; so that this mode of thinking differs from pure intellection only in this
respect, that the mind in conceiving turns in some way upon itself, and considers some one of the ideas it possesses within
itself; but in imagining it turns toward the body, and contemplates in it some object conformed to the idea which it either of itself
conceived or apprehended by sense. I easily understand, I say, that imagination may be thus formed, if it is true that there are
bodies; and because I find no other obvious mode of explaining it, I thence, with probability, conjecture that they exist, but only
with probability; and although I carefully examine all things, nevertheless I do not find that, from the distinct idea of corporeal
nature I have in my imagination, I can necessarily infer the existence of any body.

4. But I am accustomed to imagine many other objects besides that corporeal nature which is the object of the pure mathematics,
as, for example, colors, sounds, tastes, pain, and the like, although with less distinctness; and, inasmuch as I perceive these
objects much better by the senses, through the medium of which and of memory, they seem to have reached the imagination,
I believe that, in order the more advantageously to examine them, it is proper I should at the same time examine what sense-
perception is, and inquire whether from those ideas that are apprehended by this mode of thinking ( consciousness), I cannot
obtain a certain proof of the existence of corporeal objects.

5. And, in the first place, I will recall to my mind the things I have hitherto held as true, because perceived by the senses, and the

foundations upon which my belief in their truth rested; I will, in the second place, examine the reasons that afterward constrained
me to doubt of them; and, finally, I will consider what of them I ought now to believe.
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6. Firstly, then, I perceived that I had a head, hands, feet and other members composing that body which I considered as part,
or perhaps even as the whole, of myself. I perceived further, that that body was placed among many others, by which it was
capable of being affected in diverse ways, both beneficial and hurtful; and what was beneficial I remarked by a certain sensation
of pleasure, and what was hurtful by a sensation of pain. And besides this pleasure and pain, I was likewise conscious of hunger,
thirst, and other appetites, as well as certain corporeal inclinations toward joy, sadness, anger, and similar passions. And, out of
myself, besides the extension, figure, and motions of bodies, I likewise perceived in them hardness, heat, and the other tactile
qualities, and, in addition, light, colors, odors, tastes, and sounds, the variety of which gave me the means of distinguishing the
sky, the earth, the sea, and generally all the other bodies, from one another. And certainly, considering the ideas of all these
qualities, which were presented to my mind, and which alone I properly and immediately perceived, it was not without reason that
I thought I perceived certain objects wholly different from my thought, namely, bodies from which those ideas proceeded; for I
was conscious that the ideas were presented to me without my consent being required, so that I could not perceive any object,
however desirous I might be, unless it were present to the organ of sense; and it was wholly out of my power not to perceive it
when it was thus present. And because the ideas I perceived by the senses were much more lively and clear, and even, in their
own way, more distinct than any of those I could of myself frame by meditation, or which I found impressed on my memory, it
seemed that they could not have proceeded from myself, and must therefore have been caused in me by some other objects; and
as of those objects I had no knowledge beyond what the ideas themselves gave me, nothing was so likely to occur to my mind as
the supposition that the objects were similar to the ideas which they caused. And because I recollected also that I had formerly
trusted to the senses, rather than to reason, and that the ideas which I myself formed were not so clear as those I perceived by
sense, and that they were even for the most part composed of parts of the latter, I was readily persuaded that I had no idea in
my intellect which had not formerly passed through the senses. Nor was I altogether wrong in likewise believing that that body
which, by a special right, I called my own, pertained to me more properly and strictly than any of the others; for in truth, I could
never be separated from it as from other bodies; I felt in it and on account of it all my appetites and affections, and in fine I was
affected in its parts by pain and the titillation of pleasure, and not in the parts of the other bodies that were separated from it. But
when I inquired into the reason why, from this I know not what sensation of pain, sadness of mind should follow, and why from
the sensation of pleasure, joy should arise, or why this indescribable twitching of the stomach, which I call hunger, should put me
in mind of taking food, and the parchedness of the throat of drink, and so in other cases, I was unable to give any explanation,
unless that I was so taught by nature; for there is assuredly no affinity, at least none that I am able to comprehend, between this
irritation of the stomach and the desire of food, any more than between the perception of an object that causes pain and the
consciousness of sadness which springs from the perception. And in the same way it seemed to me that all the other judgments
I had formed regarding the objects of sense, were dictates of nature; because I remarked that those judgments were formed in
me, before I had leisure to weigh and consider the reasons that might constrain me to form them.

7. But, afterward, a wide experience by degrees sapped the faith I had reposed in my senses; for I frequently observed that towers,
which at a distance seemed round, appeared square, when more closely viewed, and that colossal figures, raised on the summits
of these towers, looked like small statues, when viewed from the bottom of them; and, in other instances without number, I also
discovered error in judgments founded on the external senses; and not only in those founded on the external, but even in those
that rested on the internal senses; for is there aught more internal than pain ? And yet I have sometimes been informed by parties
whose arm or leg had been amputated, that they still occasionally seemed to feel pain in that part of the body which they had
lost, --a circumstance that led me to think that I could not be quite certain even that any one of my members was affected when
I felt pain in it. And to these grounds of doubt I shortly afterward also added two others of very wide generality: the first of them
was that I believed I never perceived anything when awake which I could not occasionally think I also perceived when asleep,
and as I do not believe that the ideas I seem to perceive in my sleep proceed from objects external to me, I did not any more
observe any ground for believing this of such as I seem to perceive when awake; the second was that since I was as yet ignorant
of the author of my being or at least supposed myself to be so, I saw nothing to prevent my having been so constituted by nature
as that I should be deceived even in matters that appeared to me to possess the greatest truth. And, with respect to the grounds
on which I had before been persuaded of the existence of sensible objects, I had no great difficulty in finding suitable answers
to them; for as nature seemed to incline me to many things from which reason made me averse, I thought that I ought not to
confide much in its teachings. And although the perceptions of the senses were not dependent on my will, I did not think that I
ought on that ground to conclude that they proceeded from things different from myself, since perhaps there might be found in
me some faculty, though hitherto unknown to me, which produced them.

8. But now that I begin to know myself better, and to discover more clearly the author of my being, I do not, indeed, think that
I ought rashly to admit all which the senses seem to teach, nor, on the other hand, is it my conviction that I ought to doubt in
general of their teachings.

9. And, firstly, because I know that all which I clearly and distinctly conceive can be produced by God exactly as I conceive it, it

is sufficient that I am able clearly and distinctly to conceive one thing apart from another, in order to be certain that the one is
different from the other, seeing they may at least be made to exist separately, by the omnipotence of God; and it matters not by
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what power this separation is made, in order to be compelled to judge them different; and, therefore, merely because I know with
certitude that I exist, and because, in the meantime, I do not observe that aught necessarily belongs to my nature or essence
beyond my being a thinking thing, I rightly conclude that my essence consists only in my being a thinking thing [or a substance
whose whole essence or nature is merely thinking]. And although I may, or rather, as I will shortly say, although I certainly do
possess a body with which I am very closely conjoined; nevertheless, because, on the one hand, I have a clear and distinct idea
of myself, in as far as I am only a thinking and unextended thing, and as, on the other hand, I possess a distinct idea of body, in
as far as it is only an extended and unthinking thing, it is certain that I, [that is, my mind, by which I am what I am], is entirely and
truly distinct from my body, and may exist without it.

This page titled 3.1: Descartes’ Meditations - Cartesian Dualism is shared under a CC BY 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated
by Noah Levin (NGE Far Press).

e 2.6: Descartes’ Meditations - Cartesian Dualism by Noah Levin is licensed CC BY 4.0.

©® 105 (3.1.3)


https://human.libretexts.org/Courses/Folsom_Lake_College/PHIL_300%3A_Introduction_to_Philosophy_(Bauer)/03%3A_Personal_Identity/3.01%3A_Descartes_Meditations_-_Cartesian_Dualism
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://philpeople.org/profiles/noah-levin
https://www.ngefarpress.com/
https://human.libretexts.org/Bookshelves/Philosophy/Introduction_to_Philosophy/Introduction_to_Philosophy_Reader_(Levin_et_al.)/02%3A_Personal_Identity_and_the_Mind-Body_Problem/2.06%3A_Descartes_Meditations_-_Cartesian_Dualism
https://philpeople.org/profiles/noah-levin
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

LibreTexts"

3.2: The Brain with David Eagleman (PBS)

“What Makes Me?"”

YouTube Video

This interactive element is not available in this format. Visit the link or scan the QR code to access it online.

View this YouTube Video online

R

“Who Will We Be?”

YouTube Video

This interactive element is not available in this format. Visit the link or scan the QR code to access it online.

View this YouTube Video online

e
ot .é:
e

&1

S

50

[=1

This page titled 3.2: The Brain with David Eagleman (PBS) is shared under a license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.

106 (3.2.1)


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bM8_NhxdTP8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QJqH6jbcJLM
https://human.libretexts.org/Courses/Folsom_Lake_College/PHIL_300%3A_Introduction_to_Philosophy_(Bauer)/03%3A_Personal_Identity/3.02%3A_The_Brain_with_David_Eagleman_(PBS)

LibreTextS“

3.3: PHILOSOPHY OF MIND

Open Educational Source:

e An Introduction to Philosophy by W. Russ Payne Bellevue College, Chap 7: Philosophy of Mind, http://solr.bccampus.ca:8001/
bcc/file/24d4160c¢c-c8b2-4f3b-9d5¢-7203¢c92b790b/1/IntroductionToPhilosophy.pdf

3.3.1: Introduction
3.3.2: Empiricism leads to Logical Behaviorism
3.3.3: The Brain State Identity Theory

3.3.4: Functionalism

3.3.5: Consciousness and Property Dualism

This page titled 3.3: Philosophy of Mind is shared under a license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.

107 (3.3.1)


http://solr.bccampus.ca:8001/bcc/file/24d4160c-c8b2-4f3b-9d5c-7203c92b790b/1/IntroductionToPhilosophy.pdf
http://solr.bccampus.ca:8001/bcc/file/24d4160c-c8b2-4f3b-9d5c-7203c92b790b/1/IntroductionToPhilosophy.pdf
https://human.libretexts.org/Courses/Folsom_Lake_College/PHIL_300%3A_Introduction_to_Philosophy_(Bauer)/03%3A_Personal_Identity/3.03%3A_Philosophy_of_Mind

LibreTexts"

3.3.1: Introduction

Some of the main questions for the philosophy of mind are metaphysical questions about the nature of minds and mental states.
“What is the mind?” quickly proves to be too big a question. We might say that for a being to have a mind is just for it to
have mental states like beliefs, desires, perceptions, memories, emotions, and so forth. And this leads us towards somewhat
more tractable questions like “What is a belief (desire, memory, perception. . .)?” The philosophy of mind has seen tremendous
progress since Descartes proposed his dualist view of mind and body. Contemporary philosophical analyses of mental states and
processes are among the key components of a rapidly emerging new science of mind. Philosophers of mind, along with cognitive
psychologists, information scientists, and neuro-scientists have begun to work out detailed explanations of how our physical
brains realize and carry out the functions of many mental states. In this chapter we will cover some of the progress philosophy
of mind has contributed over the past century. As we will see by the end, some hard philosophical questions about the nature of
mind persist.

Descartes’ Dualism

As with many topics, modern philosophy of mind begins with Descartes and soon moves on. Descartes’ dualism holds that the
mind is composed of a fundamentally different kind of substance than the body. Bodies are composed of matter that exists in
space and time, and behaves in accordance with laws of nature. Minds, however, are spiritual in nature according to Descartes.
Their existence is not spatio-temporally bound, and unlike physical stuff, minds have free will. The critical faults in Descartes’
view were quickly spotted by Princess Elisabeth of Bohemia. The central problem lies in accounting for how the mind and the
body can have any influence on each other. Clearly the physical world has effects on the mind, as when I perceive things. And
it seems equally obvious that the mind has effects in the physical world, as when I act on my will. But if mind and body are so
completely different, it is hard to see how this can happen at all. How does something that exists outside of space and time have
any influence over the body that exists in space and time? How can the behavior of my causally determined body be influenced
by a freely willing mind? The problem of mind/body interaction is a major stumbling block for Cartesian dualism about the mind
and the body.

The full original text of Descartes’ correspondence with Elisabeth includes some ornate literary flirtation in the first couple letters.
By today’s standards, Descartes could be accused of sexual harassment for much of his flattery of Elisabeth. But the patronizing
flattery pretty much disappears in later letters as Descartes comes to appreciate the seriousness of the Elisabeth’s incisively
argued challenge. Elisabeth provides a brilliant illustration of how to deal most effectively with patronizing behavior whether it is
of sexist variety or some other kind: just be competent and this will show that you deserve to be taken seriously.
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3.3.2: Empiricism leads to Logical Behaviorism

Following Hume in the 18th century, the philosophy of science takes a sharp empirical turn in the latter 19th and early 20th
century. During this time, what is scientifically knowable is taken to be limited to what can be defined in observable terms.
This puts the mind and psychological phenomena generally on epistemically shaky ground. Mental states like beliefs, desires,
perceptions, and anxieties are not the sorts of things we can examine under a microscope. If all things knowable are supposed
to be knowable through sense experience, then it begins to appear that minds and mental states are not knowable.

The philosophical behaviorism of Gilbert Ryle is an attempt to salvage talk of minds and mental states and make such talk
empirically acceptable. Mental terms like belief or fear can often be associated with observable behavior. Anger and fear, for
instance, often seem to be observable. Suppose we identified the mental state of being angry with displaying angry behavior.
On this proposal, anger just is stomping around, cursing a lot or generally throwing a fit. The obvious problem here is that some
people can be angry without displaying it and some people, good actors for instance, can engage in convincingly angry behavior
even though they aren't really angry. Or to take another example, my desire for chocolate ice cream might be observable in
my rummaging around in the freezer, or it might not be observable at all because the usual behaviors are checked by my (also
unobservable) desire to shed a few pounds. So mental states like anger or many beliefs and desires sometimes show in terms of
behaviors, but perhaps only under the rights sorts of conditions. To make mental states empirically respectable and yet avoid the
obvious problems we've seen in identifying mental states with observable behaviors, Ryle proposed to analyze mental states as
dispositions to behave.

We are disposed in one way or another when we would behave a certain way given certain conditions. The behavior is not the
disposition itself, but a manifestation of the disposition. The disposition can be identified in terms of a certain kind of “if. . .then.
.." statement. To help get clear on the idea, consider simpler physical dispositions like solubility or flexibility. To say that a spring
is flexible is not to say that it is currently flexed. It is rather to say that if you were to stress it in the right way, then it would
absorb the force placed on it and bend. To say that sugar is soluble is not to say that it is dissolved. But it is to say that if you
were to submerge it in water (under the right conditions), then it would go into solution. So dispositions are described in terms of
stimulating conditions and responses or manifestations. Ryle's idea is that talk of mental states, like beliefs, desires, perceptions,
or emotions can be fully explained as talk of very complex dispositions where the stimulating conditions and the manifestations
are observable conditions and behaviors. So, my desire for chocolate ice cream might be understood as a complex disposition to
exhibit behaviors like rummaging around in the freezer if I think I'll find chocolate ice cream there, and I'm not too worried about
my weight, and . . . . If this project works out, then we can understand talk of mental states in terms of empirically respectable
stimulus-response dispositions.

The project of defining talk of mental states in terms of observable environmental stimuli and behavioral responses faces a
number of difficult challenges though. We normally understand simple physical dispositions as being grounded in some further
physical basis. Sugar is soluble in water because of its molecular structure, for instance. So we associate the disposition of
solubility with a physical state of the sugar. In his eagerness to avoid positing unobservable mental states, Ryle wanted us to
understand talk of dispositions merely as defining mental terms in terms of empirically respectable stimulus response “if. . then.
.."” claims. He wanted to avoid positing any unobservable states of the brain, for instance, as the basis of mental dispositions. So
Ryle’s talk of dispositions is limited to mere “if .. then ...” without any appeal to underlying states of minds.

A second problem is that while we might be able to formulate plausible stimulus response conditionals for some mental state
terms like fear or anger, in many cases the subtle links between stimulus and response that we might associate with a belief or
a desire are simply too complex to allow for an analysis of the mental state talk in terms of observably defined disposition talk.
What “if . . then ...” claim, for instance, analyzes talk of my belief that my brother lives in Arizona?

A distinct problem, one that will continue to dog subsequent theories in the philosophy of mind, is the problem of conscious
experience. However Ryle’s project worked out, we could imagine some kind of mindless robot that satisfies all of the relevant
stimulus-response dispositions we associate with beliefs, desires, and emotions. And yet, by hypothesis, the mindless robot lacks
any subjective conscious experience. When we think of our own case at least, our subjective conscious experience seems to be
quite central to having a mind. This is an issue we will return to after a brief look at a few other 20th century approaches to
understanding the mind.
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3.3.3: The Brain State Identity Theory

Ryle’s behaviorism attempts to make talk of mental states empirically respectable by defining mental terms in terms of observable
conditions and behaviors. One concern raised about this approach was that mental state terms are to be understood entirely in
terms of observable things going on outside the person. This seems to take the mind out of the person. There is no place in
behaviorism for any account of our inner lives or even the notion that my beliefs and desires are in some sense in me or part
of me. The Brain State Identity Theory, most ably advanced by J. J. C. Smart, goes some ways towards remedying this apparent
defect (though Ryle would not have counted it as a defect). The Brain State Identity Theory proposes that mental states are
identical with brain states. Contrary to Descartes’ dualism, the Identity Theory takes mind to be a physical thing. Namely, it takes
the mind to be identical with the brain. For this reason, we count the Identity Theory as a physicalist view of the mind.

According to the Identity theory, the belief that Obama was president of the USA in 2002 just is a certain neuro-chemical state
of the brain. Note that a great many people share this belief. When we speak of the belief as a view about what is true, one that
might be shared by many people, we are speaking of a belief type. My belief that Obama was the American president in 2002
is just one token of that shared belief type. This distinction between types and tokens is important to understanding what the
identity theory says. The Identity Theory originally proposed that mental state types are identical with brain state types. So for
you to have the mental property of believing that Obama was president of the USA in 2002 is just for your brain to have a certain
specific neuro-chemical property. The identity theory holds that for anyone to have the belief that Obama was president in 2002
is just for them to have that same specific neuro-chemical property. A popular and plausible example of such mental state/brain
state type identity was that pain just is C-fibers, a certain kind of neuron, firing.

We have scientific evidence that very roughly points in the direction for something like the Identity Theory. Cases of localized
brain injuries indicate that different parts of the brain carry out different functions. People who suffer lesions in specific areas
of the brain tend to find specific mental functions impaired while other functions are left perfectly intact. It is through analyzing
such cases that we began to map areas of the brain according to the functions they perform.

In the Identity Theory we witness a significant point of intersection between the philosophy of mind and the science of mind.
Philosophical speculation has given rise to a great many scientific hypotheses. Here we have an example of how this can happen.
We have a theory about the metaphysical nature of mental states that turns out to be empirically testable. The Identity Theory
says that mental state types are identical with brain state types. Types are properties, so this view tells us that all of your mental
properties are physical properties of your brain. We have learned a great deal about how brains store and process information
since this hypothesis was popular. The science of mind is not yet mature, but well past its infancy and the broad outlines of how
brains work are more or less in place. What the science tells us is that different brains store and process the same information in
very different ways. That is, the Identity Theory is wrong. My belief that Obama was president in 2002 involves many properties
of my brain. But your belief that Obama was president in 2002 involves your brain having different properties.
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3.3.4: Functionalism

Belief is the spring of action. We explain people’s actions in terms of their mental states. People do what they do because of what
they believe, desire, fear, hope for, and so forth. The behaviorists were on to something in thinking about mental states in terms
of dispositions. But recall that the behaviorists were looking for a way to analyze talk about mental states entirely in terms of
observable things like behavior. They wanted to avoid positing unobservable things going on in the head. Talk of dispositions for
the behaviorists was not talk of underlying and possibly unobservable brain states that give rise to behavior. Rather it was merely
talk of tendencies that might allow us to understand mental state terms as synonymous with complex “if. . . then. . .” conditional
statements. The behaviorists sought a way to avoid understand mental terms as referring to unobservable things going on in the
head. To many, taking the mental out of the head seemed a problematic feature of behaviorism. But this is just what behaviorists
set out to do, understand talk of the mental in public, observable terms.

The functionalists would understand talk of mental dispositions differently. To have a mental disposition is not, by definition, just
to satisfy a certain “if . . ., then...” claim. Rather, to be in a mental state is to be in some underlying state, perhaps unobservable,
that fulfills a certain functional role. The molecular structure that makes the spring flexible might not be observable to us. But
for the spring to be flexible, for it to have this disposition, is for it to be in some underlying state that makes the spring such
that if we exert a force on it, it will bend and absorb that energy. We can call that underlying state that accounts for something
having a disposition the causal basis of the disposition. With this idea in hand, we can mark a difference in how a behaviorist and
a functionalist would understand the idea of a disposition. For the behaviorist, talking of mental states as dispositions does not
involve the attribution of any causal basis, it only gives us a way of translating talk of the mental into talk of observable behavior
by means of complicated “if ... ., then...” statements. For functionalism, on the other hand, talking of mental states as dispositions
does involve attributing underlying causal base properties. To be in a mental state is to have some underlying causal basis for
behaving in this way if these conditions are met, or behaving in that way if those conditions are met, etc.

Given this differing treatment of talk of mental dispositions, the functionalist avoids a problem we raised for behaviorism. We
seem to understand what it means to believe that Obama was president in 2002. But if this mental state attribution is really just
a shorthand way of expressing a complex behavioral disposition, then we ought to be able to fill in the associated “if . . then
..." claim. But we can't. So talk of mental states can’t simply be regarded as synonymous with talk of behavioral dispositions.
Unlike the behaviorist, the functionalist is not trying to define away talk of the mental in terms of talk of observable behavior.
The functionalist is happy to leave the mental in the head. Talk of behavioral dispositions don’t define mental terms for the
functionalist, they rather provide a means for specifying what it is for an underlying brain state to realize, or be a causal basis for,
a mental state type.

We were lead to functionalism by the idea that a given mental state might be realized by various different states in different
brains. This suggests a physicalist interpretation of functionalism, a view that insists that mental states are realized by physical
states. But note that functionalism needn’t be restricted in this way. Any state, physical or otherwise, can realize a mental state
so long as it fulfills the appropriate role. Being guided by spirits in the appropriate way might, in principle, be the causal basis
for having a certain mental disposition. So, strictly speaking, unlike the brain state identity theory, functionalism is not committed
to physicalism, the view that the mental is ultimately physical. One could be a functionalist about mental states and a Cartesian
dualist.

Here is a link to further reading on functionalism: http://www.iep.utm.edu/functism/
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3.3.5: Consciousness and Property Dualism

While one could, in principle, be a functionalist and a Cartesian dualist, the intractable problem of mind/body interaction has
lead scientists of the mind to reject Descartes’ substance dualism. The difficulty of understanding consciousness, however, has
led some leading contemporary thinkers, notably David Chalmers, to another kind of dualism: property dualism. On this view,
though the world consists of just one kind of stuff, matter, that stuff has fundamentally different kinds of properties including
those we can regard as purely physical, like mass, charge and so forth, and other kinds of properties, like consciousness, that
are irreducibly mental. Let’s start by thinking about how consciousness is special and especially difficult to analyze in terms of
physical properties.

Functionalism gives us a promising approach for understanding some kinds of mental states in terms of physical states fulfilling
functional roles describable in terms of complex dispositions. According to functionalism, for me to believe that my cat is
sleeping on the sofa only requires that my brain be in some state that plays an appropriate function role. I can't specify the
functional role completely, but it might include walking softly when I go to refill my tea, not playing loud music on the stereo,
saying “no” if my wife asks me if the cat is outside, etc. The state of my brain that fulfills this mental functional role might
be one that can be entirely specified in physical terms. It is just the state of having certain connections between networks
of neurons activated in certain ways. With enough neurophysiology, we could completely describe this brain state in terms of
physical chemical and electrical properties. A great many kinds of mental phenomena might yield completely to such functional
explanation in purely physical terms. Scientists of the mind have already made tremendous progress at understanding memory,
shape recognition, belief, and desire in terms of functional roles that could have purely physical bases. But then there is
our subjective conscious experience, what it is like for me to perceive something, for instance, or how I experience desiring
something, believing something, remembering something.

Consciousness does not yield to functional analysis in the same way. An interesting kind of thought experiment suggests that
consciousness can’t be understood in purely functional terms or in terms of physical properties and processes at all. First we need
to talk about zombies. The zombies we are familiar with from horror stories are easily recognizable. They walk in menacing dull
witted ways in spite of broken legs and open wounds. They are the reanimated dead. This is not at all like philosophical zombies,
the beings that populate philosophical zombie thought experiments in the philosophy of mind. The idea of a philosophical zombie
is the idea of being that functions exactly like a conscious person in every observable respect. The only difference between
a philosophical zombie and a normal person is that the philosophical zombie lacks conscious experience. Imagine a physical
duplicate of yourself, a doppelganger that is molecule for molecule exactly like you and fully operational. It functions just like you,
so it would give the same replies you would give to questions and the same responses to stimuli. It is just as subtly expressive as
you in every conceivable way because it is functionally just like you. Your mother or your lover could never tell the difference. The
only difference there is, is that the zombie lacks the conscious experiences that you have.

There is philosophical debate about whether such a being is metaphysically possible. There don't appear to be any logical
contradictions involved, but that may not settle the issue. However, if such a zombie is possible, this possibility would demonstrate
something interesting. Since your zombie doppleganger is exactly like your conscious self in every physical and functional respect
down to the atomic level, yet differs from you mentally because it lacks conscious experience, the mere possibility of such a being
would show that whatever consciousness is, it can’t be understood in terms of functioning or the kinds of physical biochemical
properties that ground your functioning (provide the causal bases for you various dispositions to behave.

Chalmers thinks philosophical zombies are possible, so consciousness can’t be understood purely in terms of physical properties
or the functional processes they ground. He instead proposes that we understand some properties of minds, like consciousness,
as fundamentally mental properties that are not reducible, even in principle, to physical properties. While no distinct kinds of
nonphysical substance is proposed, Chalmers is offering a kind of dualism we now call property dualism. Property dualism in
the philosophy of mind is the view that among the primitive most fundamental properties of our world, there are both basically
physical properties and basically mental properties.

Here is David Chalmers’ clear and accessible paper “Facing up to the Problem of Consciousness”: http://consc.net/papers/
facing.pdf

Here is the IEP reference article on consciousness: http://www.iep.utm.edu/consciou/

Here is a collection of SEP entries on Mind, largely edited by David Chalmers: http://consc.net/guide.html
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3.4.1: David Hume (1711—1776)

“Hume is our Politics, Hume is our Trade, Hume is our Philosophy, Hume is our Religion.” This statement by nineteenth century
philosopher James Hutchison Stirling reflects the unique position in intellectual thought held by Scottish philosopher David
Hume. Part of Hume's fame and importance owes to his boldly skeptical approach to a range of philosophical subjects. In
epistemology, he questioned common notions of personal identity, and argued that there is no permanent “self” that continues
over time. He dismissed standard accounts of causality and argued that our conceptions of cause-effect relations are grounded
in habits of thinking, rather than in the perception of causal forces in the external world itself. He defended the skeptical position
that human reason is inherently contradictory, and it is only through naturally-instilled beliefs that we can navigate our way
through common life. In the philosophy of religion, he argued that it is unreasonable to believe testimonies of alleged miraculous
events, and he hints, accordingly, that we should reject religions that are founded on miracle testimonies. Against the common
belief of the time that God'’s existence could be proven through a design or causal argument, Hume offered compelling criticisms
of standard theistic proofs. He also advanced theories on the origin of popular religious beliefs, grounding such notions in human
psychology rather than in rational argument or divine revelation. The larger aim of his critique was to disentangle philosophy
from religion and thus allow philosophy to pursue its own ends without rational over-extension or psychological corruption. In
moral theory, against the common view that God plays an important role in the creation and reinforcement of moral values, he
offered one of the first purely secular moral theories, which grounded morality in the pleasing and useful consequences that
result from our actions. He introduced the term “utility” into our moral vocabulary, and his theory is the immediate forerunner to
the classic utilitarian views of Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill. He is famous for the position that we cannot derive ought
from is, the view that statements of moral obligation cannot simply be deduced from statements of fact. Some see Hume as an
early proponent of the emotivist metaethical view that moral judgments principally express our feelings. He also made important
contributions to aesthetic theory with his view that there is a uniform standard of taste within human nature, in political theory
with his critique of social contractarianism, and economic theory with his anti-mercantilist views. As a philosophical historian, he
defended the conservative view that British governments are best run through a strong monarchy.
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3.4.2: Personal Identity

Regarding the issue of personal identity, (1) Hume’s skeptical claim is that we have no experience of a simple, individual
impression that we can call the self—where the “self” is the totality of a person’s conscious life. He writes, “For my part, when I
enter most intimately into what I call myself, I always stumble on some particular perception or other, of heat or cold, light or
shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never can catch myself at any time without a perception, and never can observe anything
but the perception” (Treatise, 1.4.6.3). (2) Even though my perceptions are fleeting and I am a bundle of different perceptions, I
nevertheless have some idea of personal identity, and that must be accounted for (Treatise, 1.4.6.4). Because of the associative
principles, the resemblance or causal connection within the chain of my perceptions gives rise to an idea of myself, and memory
extends this idea past my immediate perceptions (Treatise, 1.4.6.18 ff.). (3) A common abuse of the notion of personal identity
occurs when the idea of a soul or unchanging substance is added to give us a stronger or more unified concept of the self
(Treatise, 1.4.6.6).
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3.4.3: Skepticism

In all of the above discussions on epistemological topics, Hume performs a balancing act between making skeptical attacks (step
1) and offering positive theories based on natural beliefs (step 2). In the conclusion to Book 1, though, he appears to elevate
his skepticism to a higher level and exposes the inherent contradictions in even his best philosophical theories. He notes three
such contradictions. One centers on what we call induction. Our judgments based on past experience all contain elements of
doubt; we are then impelled to make a judgment about that doubt, and since this judgment is also based on past experience
it will in turn produce a new doubt. Once again, though, we are impelled to make a judgment about this second doubt, and the
cycle continues. He concludes that “no finite object can subsist under a decrease repeated in infinitum.” A second contradiction
involves a conflict between two theories of external perception, each of which our natural reasoning process leads us to. One is
our natural inclination to believe that we are directly seeing objects as they really are, and the other is the more philosophical
view that we only ever see mental images or copies of external objects. The third contradiction involves a conflict between causal
reasoning and belief in the continued existence of matter. After listing these contradictions, Hume despairs over the failure of his
metaphysical reasoning:

The intense view of these manifold contradictions and imperfections in human reason has so wrought upon me, and heated
my brain, that I am ready to reject all belief and reasoning, and can look upon no opinion even as more probable or likely
than another [Treatise, 1.4.7.8].

He then pacifies his despair by recognizing that nature forces him to set aside his philosophical speculations and return to the
normal activities of common life. He sees, though, that in time he will be drawn back into philosophical speculation in order to
attack superstition and educate the world.

Hume’s emphasis on these conceptual contradictions is a unique aspect of his skepticism, and if any part of his philosophy can
be designated “Humean skepticism” it is this. However, during the course of his writing the Treatise his view of the nature of
these contradictions changed. At first he felt that these contradictions were restricted to theories about the external world, but
theories about the mind itself would be free from them, as he explains here:

The essence and composition of external bodies are so obscure, that we must necessarily, in our reasonings, or rather
conjectures concerning them, involve ourselves in contradictions and absurdities. But as the perceptions of the mind are
perfectly known, and I have us’d all imaginable caution in forming conclusions concerning them, I have always hop’d to
keep clear of those contradictions, which have attended every other system [Treatise, 2.2.6.2].

When composing the Appendix to the Treatise a year later, he changed his mind and felt that theories about the mind would also
have contradictions:

I had entertained some hopes, that however deficient our theory of the intellectual world might be, it wou'd be free from
those contradictions, and absurdities, which seem to attend every explication, that human reason can give of the material
world. But upon a more strict review of the section concerning I find myself involv'd in such a labyrinth, that, I must confess,
I neither know how to correct my former opinions, nor how to render them consistent. If this be not a good general reason
for scepticism, 'tis at least a sufficient one (if I were not already abundantly supplied) for me to entertain a diffidence and
modesty in all my decisions [Treatise, Appendix].

Thus, in the Treatise, the skeptical bottom line is that even our best theories about both physical and mental phenomena will be
plagued with contradictions. In the concluding section of his Enquiry, Hume again addresses the topic of skepticism, but treats
the matter somewhat differently: he rejects extreme skepticism but accepts skepticism in a more moderate form. He associates
extreme Pyrrhonian skepticism with blanket attacks on all reasoning about the external world, abstract reasoning about space
and time, or causal reasoning about matters of fact. He argues, though, that we must reject such skepticism since “no durable
good can ever result from it.” Instead, he recommends a more moderate or Academic skepticism that tones down Pyrrhonism
by, first, exercising caution and modesty in our judgments, and, second, by restricting our speculations to abstract reasoning and
matters of fact.
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3.5.1: 1

It is widely held that Locke propounded a theory of personal identity in terms of consciousness and memory. By 'theory' here is
meant a set of necessary and sufficient conditions indicating what personal identity consists in. It is also held that this theory
is open to obvious and damaging objections,[1] so much so that it has to be supplemented in terms of bodily continuity, either
because memory alone is not sufficient, or because the concept of memory is itself dependent upon considerations of bodily
continuity.[2] Alternatively it has been suggested that Locke's theory could be modified by allowing that for the purposes of
personal identity 'remember' should be regarded as a transitive relation. So if A remembers the experiences of B but not those of
C, and B remembers the experiences of C, then A, B and C can be regarded as belonging to the same unit of consciousness.[3]

What will seem odd about this orthodox criticism of Locke to any reader of the Essay is that the objections about the inadequacy
of memory which are regarded as damaging to Locke are very similar to criticisms which Locke himself considers but which he
does not regard as being bother- some. One of the current criticisms of Locke's account is that memory has gaps. We remember
some of the things that we have done, but not all.[4] But if memory and consciousness are together regarded as logically
necessary and sufficient conditions of personal identity then forgetfulness ensures the loss of, or an interruption in, personal
identity, and this is surely implausible. That is, it is implausible to hold that my past identity as a person should depend on the
present vagaries of my memory.

But we find Locke himself making a similar point about forgetfulness. For instance at Essay II, xxvii, Io, he recognizes that
consciousness is often interrupted by forgetfulness, 'even the best memories losing the sight of one part whilst they are viewing
another; and we sometimes, and that the greatest part of our lives, not reflecting on our past selves, being intent on our present
thoughts, and in sound sleep having no thoughts at all'. Locke introduces the fact of forgetfulness as an objection to the view
that personal identity consists in being 'the same identical substance'. 'Consciousness being interrupted, and we losing sight of
our past selves, doubts are raised whether we are the same thinking thing, i.e. the same substance, or no'. The view Locke seems
to be combating here might be expressed as the following: personal identity consists in sameness of spiritual substance if and
only if every conscious action is directly remem- bered (i.e. remembered 'from the inside') at every subsequent moment to its
performance. Locke is easily able to show that this condition is not met. But the evidence he adduces ought also to count (as
Locke himself would say) fatally against his own view, at least in the eyes of his current inter- preters. The same point about
memory could also be made regarding the drunk-sober example later in the same chapter (section xxii). It may be that Locke is
simply careless about such matters, and that he forgets what he has written a couple of pages earlier. But if we proceed on this
assump- tion the task of interpreting Locke becomes a hopeless one. Instead I want to argue that Locke does have a theory of
personal identity and that memory does not not play quite the role in it that is widely assumed in contemporary discussions of
personal identity. So the question is, what sort of theory of personal identity must Locke have held if forgetfulness does not count
against it?

I

Locke's account of personal identity forms part of a wider discussion of identity in general, or to be more specific, a wider
discussion of the identity of particulars, including finite intelligences, bodies, and God.[5] Locke holds that an individual thing
A existing at a particular time and place is identical with B if A and B are the same kind of thing, and there is a continuous
spatiotemporal history between A and B. The principium individuationis, according to Locke, 'is existence itself, which determines
a being of any sort to a particular time and place, incommunicable to two beings of the same kind' (section iii). Reference to
kinds is necessary because Locke holds that it is possible that two things of different kinds should exist at the same place at the
same time. Further, Locke insists that finite spirits are included in this general account of identity. 'Finite spirits having had each
its determinate time and place of beginning to exist, the relation to that time and place will always determine to each of them its
identity, as long as it exists' (section ii).[6]

Locke then applies this general account to (among other things) persons, and he defines a person in terms of consciousness.
'For since consciousness always accompanies thinking, and it is that that makes everyone to be what he calls self, and thereby
distinguishes himself from all other thinking things: in this alone consists personal identity, i.e. the sameness of a rational being'
(section ix). In understanding Locke's view at this point it is quite crucial to fit these last remarks into his general view of identity.
Given that there is a man at a series of times and places tip1. . .. taps how do we know whether or not there is also a person at
these times and places? Locke's answer is: by reference to consciousness. Consciousness at those times and places indicates
that there is one (or more) persons. But how do we know whether or not there is more than one person that has existed at those
times and places? Might there not have been a succession of twenty people? It is here that memory becomes relevant. In so far
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as it is reliable memory gives evidence of that spatiotemporal continuity of consciousness which according to Locke personal
identity consists in. Memory is the (as yet) imperfect and incomplete recaller of this continuity of individual consciousness.

So the role of consciousness in personal identity is logical and meta- physical. Personal identity at a time consists in
consciousness at that time. Personal identity over a period of time consists in the spatiotemporal continuity of an individual
consciousness. The role of memory, on the other hand, is epistemic. It is one sort, no doubt for Locke the main sort, of evidence
for personal identity. That memory is limited and fallible has repercussions for our knowledge of personal identity, but not for
personal identity as such, in just the same way that (for Locke) our limited and sometimes misleading sensations limit our
knowledge of bodies, but not the metaphysical or ontological reality of bodies. So that when Locke introduces memory, with the
words 'as far as this consciousness can be extended backwards to any past action or thought, so far reaches the identity of
that person' (section ix), memory is being used to retrace the previous spatio- temporal history of that individual consciousness.
Memory is a test (and in this sense a criterion) of personal identity whereas personal identity consists in consciousness (and so
consciousness is a criterion of personal identity in a much stronger sense, being that in which personal identity consists). So
much for the respective roles of consciousness and memory. I shall return to the implications of the fallibility of memory later.

The second argument regarding the place of memory in Locke's theory of personal identity concerns the possibility of paramnesia.
Locke discusses s the question of why 'one intellectual substance may not have represented to it, as done by itself, what it never
did, and was perhaps done by some other agent' (section xiii). That this will not happen is due, Locke thinks, to the goodness of
God 'who, as far as the happiness or misery of any of his sensible creatures is concerned in it, will not, by a fatal error of theirs,
transfer from one to another that consciousness which draws reward or punishment with it' (section xiii). XWhat Locke is here
supposing is that the goodness of God will prevent one person (what he here calls a thinking (or intellectual) substance) from
being conscious of (i.e. remembering) what another intellectual substance did. What Locke seems to be saying is that it may,
in the nature of things, be impossible for such transfer of memory from one thinking substance to another to take place, but
that until we are clearer about just what is and is not possible in this area we had better say that, due to the goodness of God,
such transfers cannot take place. If it turns out that there is a necessary connection between being a thinking substance and
remembering certain things then the invocation of God's goodness will have been unnecessary.

The standard comment on Locke's argument at this point is to say that the possibility that Locke invokes God to actualize is
not a possibility at all. Flew says that the assistance for which Locke supplicates is beyond even the resources of omnipotence,
for 'if anyone can remember doing something then necessarily according to Locke's account he is in fact the same person as
did that deed'[7] Mackie says that Locke's defence is useless because 'it presupposes that there is something else which really
constitutes personal identity, which is the true bearer of responsibility, and which therefore needs to be protected from the
unjust effects of a transfer of consciousness .[8] But this is a mistake, at least if by the words 'transfer of consciousness' here
Mackie means 'transfer of memory'. For what the goodness of God is being invoked to prevent is the possession by a particular
consciousness ('thinking substance') of a memory (‘a present representation of a past action’) of doing something that it did not
do and for which it is liable to be punished. This view does not presuppose that there is something else besides consciousness
that really constitutes the personal identity, only that there is something else besides the 'memory' of these particular actions that
constitutes personal identity. Such a presupposition is perfectly in order, for what constitutes personal identity in such a case is
a certain spatiotemporal continuity of consciousness. Further, what the goodness of God is being invoked to prevent is not the
falsity of

1. iThere are no misrememberings
2. Someone will be punished (or rewarded) on the grounds provided by a misremembering.

Locke may or may not be mistaken on the question of fact, but he is right to claim that on his view this represents a possibility.

The third argument is more general, having to do with what, according to Locke, are the capabilities and limitations of the human
memory. Any account of personal identity that Locke provides will presumably be consistent with his account of memory in
general, and this is important for the following reason: if it is a fact about the human mind that it is forgetful then it would be
implausible to define personal identity in terms of memory. But if, on the other hand, it is a fact that the human mind is forgetful
it can hardly be a criticism of the role that memory plays in Locke's theory of personal identity that the role is consistent with
human forgetfulness, if that role is the modest epistemic and evidential one that we have suggested.

Locke's views on the memory can be found referred to in the chapter on identity, as when he says that consciousness is always
interrupted by forgetfulness, and the best memories 'lose the sight of one part whilst they are viewing another' (section x). But they
can be found at greater length in the chapter 'Of Retention' (Book II, Chapter X). Here he emphasizes the weakness of memory
where, due to one of a number of factors, 'Ideas in the mind quickly fade and often vanish quite out of the understanding, leaving
no more footsteps or remaining characters of themselves than shadows do flying over fields of corn; and the mind is as void of
them as if they never had been there' (section iv). Further, there is a constant decay of all our ideas, Locke says, 'Even of those
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which are struck deepest and in minds the most retentive: so that, if they be not sometimes renewed by repeated exercise of
the senses of reflection on those kind of objects which at first occasioned them, the print wears out and at last there remains
nothing to be seen' (section v). If actual memory is taken to be logically necessary and sufficient for personal identity (as on the
current account of Locke it is) then these views of Locke on the limitations of memory will be taken as providing evidence for the
presence of a general phenomenon which we could call 'person decay'. One's identity as a person decays as one's memory fades,
but the rate of decay can be accelerated by, for example, the onset of disease or shock, or be decelerated by indulging in certain
exercises to tone up the memory. But it is surely an extremely odd justification for looking at old diaries and photographs at
regular intervals that one is striving to continue to be the person one once was. It is surely more reasonable, and more consistent
with Locke's overall view, to describe the situation as trying to remember what one once did and was like. Consistently with his
own interpretation of Locke, Mackie says that Locke should have recognized that fragmentary memories and interruptions of
consciousness are as much a problem for his own theory as they are for the Cartesian view of a substance whose essence is
thinking.[9] But are they? Imperfect and incomplete memories can provide evidence of personal identity even though they cannot
be what personal identity consists in.[10]

The fourth argument as grounds for a modification of the usual view of the part played by memory in Locke's account of personal
identity is the significance of what he says about the Last Judgment, both in connection with the drunk-sober example (section
xxii) and also in connection with the idea of a person as a forensic notion (section xxvi). lie invokes the Christian doctrine of
the Last Judgment because he is concerned with the moral implications of being a person, and is answering the objection of
why it is that in a court of law in seventeenth century England a drunkard is punished for doing acts that he may not have been
aware of doing at the time, and so were actions that were not strictly speaking his. One thing that Locke might have said is that
this sort of sentencing went on because the laws of England were not framed in accordance with the Lockean view of a person.
Instead he argues that this is because, due to human ignorance, human courts cannot give the drunkard the benefit of the doubt.
'Human judicatures justly punish him, because the fact is proved against him, but want of consciousness cannot be proved for
him' (section xxii). By contrast at the Great Day there will be perfect justice. Then no one will be made to suffer for what he has
not done, even though this sometimes occurs now. In a similar vein he says in section xxvi that at the Great Day 'The sentence
shall be justified by the consciousness all persons shall have that they themselves, in what bodies soever they appear, or what
substances soever that consciousness adheres to, are the same that committed those actions and deserve that punishment for
them'.

What does this bit of Lockean theologizing show? That in his eyes the present ascriptions of personal responsibility based on
the likelihood of memory being reliable and of the person having been conscious at the time the action was performed are
provisional. Hence there can be, at present, though not hereafter, honest but false memory claims and ascriptions of personal
responsibility. At the Great Day not only will memories be jogged, but false memory claims will be corrected. On what basis will
they be corrected? On the basis provided by continuity of consciousness. If I 'remember' doing an action which is not spatially
and temporally continuous with my present consciousness then at the Great Day that 'memory' will be corrected. If I fail to
remember doing an action which was performed by an individual whose consciousness is spatially and temporally continuous
with my present consciousness then at the Great Day my store of memories will be augmented. And verdicts that were wrong
because based on partial or false information will be overturned. 'In the Great Day, wherein the secrets of all hearts shall be laid
open, it may be reasonable to think no one shall be made to answer for what he knows nothing of, but shall receive his doom, his
conscience accusing or excusing him' (section xxii).

Locke conceives of a situation where, by a miracle, the following is possible: every individual directly remembers all that it is
logically possible for him to remember, and (presumably) has no apparent direct memories, or indirect memories, of what he did
not do. There will be nothing that it is possible for an individual to remember that he will not be brought to remember should this
be necessary for the forensic purposes of the Great Day.

[1] By, for example, Antony Flew, 'Locke and the Problem of Personal Identity' in Locke and Berkeley: A Collection of Critical
Essays, C. B. Martin and D. M. Armstrong (eds) (Garden City, i968); J. L. Mackie, Problems from Locke (Oxford, 1976), Ch. 6; and
Bernard Williams, 'Personal Identity and Indivi- duation' in Problems of the Self (Cambridge, 1973).

[2] On the development of this point see, for example, Terence Penelhum, Survival and Disembodied Existence (London, I1970).
[3] Mackie, op. cit., i80.

[4] Flew, op. cit., i6i; Mackie, op. cit., 175-176, i8i-i83.

[5] Essay II, xxvii, I-2. All quotations from the Essay are from the edition of John Yolton (London, i96i).
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[6] For further discussion of this and related points see Baruch Brody, 'Locke on the Identity of Persons', American Philosophical
Quarterly (October 1972).

[7] Flew, op. cit., i64.
[8] Mackie, op. cit., 184.
[9] Mackie, op. cit., I82.

[19] See M. W. Hughes, 'Personal Identity: A Defence of Locke', Philosophy (1975) for a similar conclusion about the character of
memory according to Locke.
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3.5.2: 11

In the above section I have tried to develop four separate arguments in order to show that it is inaccurate to say that according
to Locke personal identity consists in memory, that memory is the criterion (in the strong sense) of personal identity.[11] Rather it
appears that Locke thinks that personal identity consists in spatiotemporal continuity of consciousness in rather the same way in
which the identity of a tree consists in spatiotemporal continuity of a ‘common life'. Memory is good evidence (perhaps for us the
best evidence) for such continuity in rather the way that observations of the tree are good evidence for its continued identity as a
tree. I want to support this line of reasoning by making a number of more general observations.

Locke undoubtedly thinks of memory as being necessary for personal identity, but in what sense he takes it to be necessary
requires carefully spelling out. There are three senses in which he regards memory as necessary and each of these falls short of
memory being logically necessary for continued personal identity. In the first place Locke does allow that it is logically necessary
for being a person at a given time that the individual in question has the capacity to remember. Such a capacity seems to be
part of what Locke means by 'consciousness'. A person 'can consider itself as itself, the same thinking thing in different times and
places' (section ix). But it is not logically necessary for being the same individual as someone in the past that one remembers
certain things in the past. So that to say 'Memory is logically necessary for personal identity' is ambiguous. If it means 'Memory
is logically necessary for something's being a person at a time' then Locke is committed to this by his view of consciousness. If
it means 'Memory of doing A is logically necessary for being the person who did A' then there is no evidence that Locke held this
view.

But he did hold that memory was necessary for personal identity in other senses. It is epistemically or evidentially necessary,
necessary for knowing that one is the same person as some individual in the past. Throughout his treatment of this topic Locke
assigns priority to direct memory as against indirect memory. At the Great Day it will not be sufficient for God to tell me what
I am responsible for. I must remember what I am responsible for for myself. At present it is not epistemically necessary that
someone else should remember, but it is that I should remember myself. 'Whatever past actions it (viz. the self) cannot reconcile
or appropriate to that present self by consciousness, it can be no more concerned in than if they had never been done' (section
xxvi). This links with Locke's strongly forensic emphasis. Memory is necessary in order for me to have evidence that I am identical
with some person in the past and hence necessary for me regarding myself (and being justly regarded by others) as responsible
for some action in the past.

Further, what is logically sufficient for being the same person is that the individual consciousness in question can recall some
action in the past, not that he does recall it. Locke emphasizes this point in various ways, straight- forwardly in his first
statement about his concept of a person (section ix), and then negatively when he considers the possibility of an incommunicable
consciousness (section xx), and the possibility of losing a memory irretrievably, and the possibility of two incommunicable
consciousnesses 'acting the same body' (section xxiii). Finally in section xxvi he considers the case of a man punished now for
what he had done in another life 'whereof he could be made to have no consciousness at all' and asks: 'What difference is there
between that punishment and being created miserable?'

While Locke emphasizes in such passages the logical possibility of memory being logically sufficient for being the same person
this is not to be taken as implying that Locke thinks that in fact memory is generally untrustworthy. An individual consciousness
does not have to remember everything that it has done, only some of the things, and Locke seems never to doubt that the human
memory has such powers. But because memory is only logically sufficient for continued personhood, this practical emphasis
in Locke does not mean that he is open to the objection that he allows personal identity to be limited by what an individual
consciousness can recall at any time, and that an individual consciousness might recall different things at different times. If
individual consciousnesses could in fact recall very little then this would be a difficulty, but in fact they are quite successful, and
hence the appeal to memory is of practical use, as well as having the theoretical role that I have tried to indicate above.[12]

So the relation between memory, consciousness and personhood assumes more complicated proportions than is usually thought.
The essential features of this relationship can be expressed in the following five theses

1. Spatio-temporal continuity of consciousness is logically necessary and sufficient for personal identity over time.

2. Consciousness, including the ability to remember, is logically necessary and sufficient for being a person at any given time.

3. Augmented or ideal memory is logically sufficient for continuous personal identity and hence for personal responsibility for
past actions.

4. Memory is evidentially necessary and sufficient for personal identity over time, for an individual consciousness knowing that
it is identical with some individual consciousness in the past.
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5. Unaugmented memory is logically sufficient for continuous personal identity.

It would seriously misrepresent Locke's views to add to these five theses the thesis that unaugmented memory is logically
necessary for continued personal identity and hence for personal responsibility for past actions.

[11] Like Mackie I think that it is necessary not to slur over the distinction between truth-conditions and evidence by the use of
the term 'criterion’ (Mackie, op. cit., i85-1 86). By 'criterion in the strong sense' I mean 'truth-conditions'.

[12] Cf. Hughes, op. cit., I72.
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3.5.3: 111

Given that these five theses fairly represent Locke's theory of personal identity, and in particular the part that memory plays (and
does not play) in it, how are some of the standard criticisms of Locke going to fare against it? I shall consider six such criticisms.

(a) The Gallant Officer objection. This was first coined by Bishop Berkeley,[13] issued in a revised version by Thomas Reid,[14]
and has been kept in circulation ever since.[15] The objection can be put as follows. Suppose that A remembers doing x when a
young man, but does not remember doing y when a small boy. But the young man did remember doing y as a small boy. Then, the
objection runs, according to Locke's theory A is identical with the young man, the young man is identical with the child, but A is
not identical with the child. The transitivity of identity is sacrificed, and Locke's theory is shown to have an absurd consequence.
But this is an objection to Locke only if 'can remember' is interpreted as 'can in fact remember'. But of course if it is interpreted
like this then there are many other less contrived absurdities, for instance, that a person's identity varies with what he remembers
from hour to hour. If he is alert and in a mood for reminiscing then his personal identity extends back further in time than when,
an hour later, he is drowsy and can recall very little. But as we have seen, 'can remember' means, for Locke, 'can ideally remember'.
If A, the young man and the child are the same person, then A could be made (as Locke would put it (section xxvi)) to remember
what the child remembered

If this is correct it gives us a general approach to the objection of Mackie's that there are no well-defined units of consciousness,
though there might conceivably be.[16] For Locke the unit of consciousness is given by the spatio-temporal continuity of an
individual consciousness, and forms the boundary of what it is logically possible to remember, though actual memory, at least
before the Great Day, never coincides with it, and is not well defined. Yet Locke thinks that this unit of consciousness is at least as
well defined as, say, the life history of an individual tree. Further, Locke is able to give a clear sense to what Mackie calls 'potential
consciousness'. This avoids circularity because the constituent of personal identity is not memory but continuity of consciousness.

(b) This leads to a consideration of the dilemma Flew poses for Locke.[17] If we suppose that by 'remember' we mean 'genuinely
remember' and not 'apparently remember' then, according to Flew, Locke's account is impaled on the horns of the following
dilemma: it either excludes too much (if the 'can remember' is factual) or it is a futile necessary truth.[18] 'For it is mani- festly
true, though not an helpful definition of "same person", that X at time two is the same person as Y at time one if and only if X and
Y are both persons and X can (logically) remember at time two (his doing) what Y did, or what have you, at time one.' It has been
pointed out in a number of places19 that Locke is not committed to this definition but only to saying that X and Y are the same if
X remembers doing what Y was conscious of doing. But if this is a correct interpretation of Locke then according to him what an
individual is remembering is not a particular person's experience as his own, but only experiencing (where this includes agency)
a particular state of affairs. If that individual consciousness can be brought directly to remember the state of affairs in question
then the individual has grounds for concluding that he is identical with the individual who witnessed or brought about the state of
affairs originally.

(c) Mackie poses the well-known 'puzzle case' of fission, which he says is also applicable to criteria of personal identity in
terms of bodily continuity. 'This difficulty arises for the view that memory is sufficient on its own for personal identity from the
possibility that two apparently distinct persons should each remember, from the inside and in the required causally direct way,
the experiences of some one earlier person.... So if the continuity of body, or brain, or memory, or of some conjunction of these,
is sufficient for personal identity, the possibility of the corresponding case of fission entails that either two apparently distinct
persons are identical with one another, or personal identity is either non-symmetrical or non-transitive.'[20] But the objection only
arises because Locke's account of identity is not being strictly adhered to. According to Mackie Locke's criterion of identity is
that x-occurrences (particular occurrences of a certain kind of thing) at ti and t2 are occurrences of the same x if and only if there
is a continuous x-history linking them.[21]' We have already shown that Locke regards the case of personal identity as a particular
application of this general theory, the identity of a tree as another, and so on. But a fissioned consciousness, if there could be
such a thing,[22] consists of two consciousnesses existing at two different places, and so they are not part of a continuous x-
history. Given Locke's criterion of identity no divided consciousness could be identical with the undivided consciousness since
there is another consciousness spatio-temporally continuous with the original but distinct from the other consciousness which is
likewise spatio- temporally continuous with the original. Locke's criterion of identity seems to require us to say that upon division
the original consciousness went out of existence.

So the fission puzzle case is not really a problem since it is not true that for Locke memory is alone sufficient for personal identity.

(d) M. W. Hughes has argued[23] that Locke's doctrine of personal identity treats memory or consciousness as a causal notion,
and that the logic of identity is not specially relevant to problems of personal identity.[24] There is some truth in both these
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points. If by 'the logic of identity' is meant the principle of the indiscernibility of identicals then it is clear that this does not
figure in Locke's account of personal identity over time. Nor does the much disputed principle of the identity of indiscernibles.
Indeed we might say that for Locke personal identity over time, and the identity of other things over time, was a case of the
identity of discernibles. Hughes is right to point out that Locke treats memory as a causal notion, and that memory provides
corrigible evidence for personal identity. This expresses the role that Locke thinks that memory at present plays in enabling us
to decide questions of personal identity. But it is not the whole story. It does not do justice to Locke's conviction that what he
calls 'fatal mistakes' cannot (logically) be made in any question of personal identity. The corrigibility of memory applies only to
the 'interim' period, coupled as it with human ignorance and fallibility. Although it is important to stress that for Locke memory
provides corrigible evidence for personal identity, though the best evidence presently available, it is nevertheless also true that
with respect to any action he thinks that there is a right and a wrong answer to the question 'Did A do it?', even though to get that
answer we may in some cases have to await the eschaton

(e) Mackie thinks that perhaps the most damaging objection is that 'Since a man at t2 commonly remembers only some of his
experiences and actions at t1, whereas what constituted a person at tI was all the experi- ences and actions that were then co-
conscious, Locke's view fails to equate a person identified at t2 with any person identifiable at t1.[25] But this objection, like all
those that stress the limitations and fallibilities of memory, is not going to be at all decisive against Locke, for whom memory is
at best grounds for continued personal identity, not what that identity consists in. But perhaps Mackie's objection is to be taken
not as an objection against the logical necessity of memory for personal identity, but against its logical sufficiency. Memory could
not be logically sufficient for continued personal identity because memory is only ever partial, what is remembered is only ever
a subset of what the individual was actually conscious of at the time that is remembered. But this objection seems to commit
Mackie to an extreme, perhaps Leibnizian, form of essentialism, for according to it what constitutes a person at a time is all the
experiences and actions then co-conscious. This implies that if a different experience or fewer experiences were had the person
in question would not have been the person he was. If Mackie does not mean this Leibnizian view his objection can hardly be an
objection to the idea of memory being logically sufficient for personal identity, for all that is needed for memory to be logically
sufficient for continued personal identity in that case is that the memory is of some experience which it is impossible for two
individuals to have had, or of some action which it is impossible for two individuals to have performed. Provided that what is
remembered individuates only one person then memory is going to be logically sufficient for continued personal identity even
though the memory is, perhaps necessarily, incomplete.

(f) Finally, it might be said that our account of Locke leaves open the possibility of there being what we might call pre-incarnate
existence (and also disembodied existence, though we shall not take up this particular case here). But why is this to be regarded
as a criticism of Locke's theory? In arguing against the idea that sense can be made of a particular personality solely in terms of
consciousness and memory Bernard Williams invokes the principle that not everything that one seems to remember is something
that one really remembers.[26] This is no doubt correct, but Mackie is surely right in claiming that it is logically possible that a
person should have memory impressions of such detail and accuracy that we (and he) would have to take seriously the claim that
he was remembering doing things at a time when he had a body discontinuous with his present body, or perhaps when he had no
body at all.[27]

[14] Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man, 111.6.

[15] See e.g. Flew, op. cit., i6i-i62; Mackie, op. cit., 179.

[16] Mackie, op. cit., 178-179.

[17] Flew, op. cit., i6i f.

[18] Flew, op. cit., i6i f.

[19] Brody, op. cit., 332 (footnote II)

[20] Mackie, op. cit., i88.

[21] Mackie, op. cit., I142.

[22] Cf. R. M. Chisholm, Person and Object (London, 1976), who denies this (P. III).

[23] Op. Cit., i84.
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[24] Op. Cit., I8
[25] Mackie, op. cit., 183.
[26] Williams, op. cit., 3.

[27] Mackie, op. cit., i86.
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4.1: Materialism and Behaviorism (HEATHER SALAZAR)

INTRODUCTION

In stark contrast to Cartesian substance dualism is materialism. Materialism denies the existence of a “mind” as an entity
separate from the body. According to materialism, the concept of “mind” is a relic of the past from before a time of scientific
understanding and when used today is only properly shorthand for “brain” or “behavior.” Materialism therefore implies that: 1.
There are no pure minds or souls in Heaven, Hell, or any such kind of afterlife after bodily death; 2. There are no spirits or
immaterial essences, and therefore spiritual and self-transformative practices that purport to move people beyond their bodies,
brains, and behaviors are absurd; and 3. Reincarnation and switching bodies (made famous in movies such as Switching Places,
Freaky Friday, and Big) are nonsense. A mind just is a body or a body’s behaviors; without a body a mind cannot exist.

Consider the movie Big. In it, a kid named Josh makes a wish to be “big” during an eerie encounter with a fortune-telling machine
at a state fair. When he wakes, he is a 35-year-old adult and is unrecognizable to his mom. He convinces his best friend that he
really is Josh and his best friend helps him to get a job and an apartment. Nevertheless, he cannot manage to grow emotionally
enough to inhabit his new world. He frustrates his close female friend who cannot understand why he does not want to be romantic
with her. According to the standard interpretation of stories like Big, a person’s mind contains memories, love, fears, and so on.
This is what constitutes the core of who a person really is. The mind is immaterial and cannot be seen; it can only be experienced
by the person whose mind it is. But a person’s mind is also connected to a body, which enables the person to communicate and
interact with others in the world. Some bodies have minds (like other people) and some do not (like rocks). A body is incidental
to a person’s selfhood; it is just a house for the mind. So it is possible that a body can age and have the same mind. And this is
what happens to Josh. Eventually, Josh finds the strange fortune-telling machine and wishes to be a boy again, and he re-enters
his kid-body, now with the knowledge and wisdom he gained in his transformative journey.

Big is a fantasy, but it trades on common beliefs about what a person is (an immaterial mind) and what a body is (a material house
for a mind which is incidental to a person’s true identity). Note that if dualism is false and the body and mind are not two, but one,
as materialism claims, then a person could not have the same mind in a vastly different body (or even in a slightly altered body).
This is because every change in the memories, emotions, and experiences of a person would not take place in an immaterial
mind, but rather would be translatable to talk of the body, the interactions of the body with the world, or as many materialists
claim, talk of the brain.

Take what it would mean in Big for Josh to change according to such a materialist understanding. Imagine that it is possible to
induce rapid aging in a person through an entirely physical process (say, the taking of a pill that speeds up a person’s metabolism
and turnover of bodily cells), such that overnight Josh ages by ten years. Even then, the turnover of those cells would have changed
his mind just as much as it changed his body. But if his mind is identical and reducible to his brain, then his mind would (of
logical necessity) be changed just as much as his body. This is evident through Leibniz’s Law (also called the “indiscernibility of
identicals”), which is a metaphysical truth that simply states that if something is identical to something else it must be identical
in every way (or else it would not be the same object, but merely a similar object). That means Josh’s mind would no longer be
that of a boy; rather, he would have the mind of a man. Romantic desires would no longer be foreign to him (as they are in the
movie) because the biological chemicals, such as testosterone, that are responsible for aging him into a man with a beard are the
same chemicals that are responsible for creating sex drives. His biochemistry would be changed and so would his energy levels
and emotions. Furthermore, his brain mass would be larger, since a person’s brain grows in the process of aging from childhood
to adulthood. That additional brain mass would entail not only different biochemicals, but also more and differently connected
neurons. Those are the same neurons and connections, materialists claim, that are responsible for the development of concepts,
language, understanding, and so on. So if Josh woke up with his body transformed into a man, then his mind would be changed
just as much. He could not possibly wake up with the same mind he had as a boy, according to a materialist.

The story of Big is not just impossible; it is nonsense. The fact that people easily make sense of the story and readily suspend
their disbelief shows just how deeply ingrained dualist assumptions of the body and mind are. Our ignorance and ability to be
misled by fantasies, however, does not show that materialism is false. Instead, the materialist will state, it shows we are gullible
and that intuition is not a reliable guide to the truth. If we were more sophisticated in our ability to grasp reality, Big would seem
unbelievable and incomprehensible.

There are many different versions of materialism and behaviorism. This chapter will introduce some of the most common
motivations for embracing it and some of the most important historical developments of it.
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EMPIRICISM AND SCIENCE AS REPLACEMENT FOR GOD

The scientific revolution began in the mid-sixteenth century and the progress of science throughout the nineteenth century made
science a proven method of quick advancement for knowledge. Some philosophers, such as David Hume (1711-1796), argued that
people should “reject every system ... however subtle or ingenious, which is not founded on fact and observation” (Hume [1751]
1998). He and those who agree are called empiricists. Rene Descartes (1596-1650) (who argued for substance dualism) and John
Locke (1632-1704) had philosophical theories that tried to forward philosophical views within science, then called mechanical
philosophy, which sought to find explanations that were subject to physical laws. Whereas Descartes was a rationalist, relying on
principle, Locke was an empiricist and relied on experience (constituting evidence). Both Descartes and Locke had to prove that
their theories were consistent with God and the religion of the time (which in Europe was Christianity); however, later theorists
either left God completely out of the picture or tried to show from a theoretical basis that there still was a place for God in
science.

Some of the important foundations of science, such as the closure principle and the primacy of the empirical over the theoretical,
were prominent in philosophy, as well. In the sciences, experiments and theories rely centrally on the closure principle, which
states that material objects have causes and effects that are locatable in the physical world. Without this principle, there would
be no reason to do scientific research. Instead of claiming that the cause of a disease is a virus, we could just as easily claim that
it is caused by God’'s wrath or a demonic force. This slowly caused people to rethink their ideas of the existence of God. If God
was no longer needed to explain the things that we experience in the world—if science could do it completely without the use of
God—then why do we need to believe in the existence of God?

An empiricist will readily point out that you cannot see God, nor can see your mind. You may be able to see someone else’s brain
if you witness a surgeon operating on someone, but you cannot see anyone’s mind, including your own. And according to the
principle of closure, something that is immaterial cannot affect something that is material, so the brain or other physical things
are more properly the cause of our actions, not some mystical immaterial substance of the mind.

The principle of Ockham’s Razor—named after William of Ockham (1285-1347), a philosopher from the middle ages—states that
when something of a different kind (in this case, immaterial things) is not needed to explain something else (material things), then
it can be eliminated. Favored in the sciences, Ockham'’s Razor is an explanatory principle of parsimony, and it gave philosophers
a justification to remove God and other items that could not be seen (like minds) from their ontological status as real (separate)
objects. Instead, talk of minds and mental events, such as thoughts and feelings, are simply shorthand expressions for processes
in the body and world that science helps people to understand. It is therefore reasonable, they thought, that either minds really
are just bodies or else minds do not exist. Ockham’s Razor became the battle-cry of the new materialist brand of philosophers,
scientists, and psychologists in the modern era and even today.

MATERIALISM

Some philosophers who worked in the same time period as Descartes and Locke, such as Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679), began
to follow a theory generally called materialism or physicalism, which states that all there is in the world and in us is material, and
there is nothing immaterial. The mind had historically been conceived as immaterial with immaterial properties, such as thinking,
believing, and desiring. Hobbes, however, insisted that the mind—and even God—must be material. When I think of a cat and you
think of a cat, we think of the same concept (we assume), but how can we know that, and communicate with confidence, when
there is nothing physical in the thought? How is it the case that we can ever verify that we are thinking of the same thing? Under
materialism, if there is no such thing as an immaterial mind then what was previously called “thinking” must instead be explained
by the body, the interactions of the body in the world, or more simply in modern materialism, the neurological firings of the brain.
What we think of as thinking is an action of the body, and what we think of when we think of concepts such as “cat” is anchored
in the material world of sense perception.

Type identity is a materialist theory that asserts that all mental states are identical to certain types of physical states.
Contemporary proponents J. J. C. Smart (1920-2012) and U. T. Place (1924-2000) explained that science will reveal to us through
experiments which kinds of mental states are equivalent to which kinds of physical processes in the brain. Note that a correlation
between two kinds of states does not show that they are identical: a mental one of love and a physical one of more available
serotonin in the brain, for example. Also, a physical event under type identity cannot be said to cause a mental one. Being hugged
by someone does not cause a feeling happiness; rather it is an example of a physical action that causes certain nerves in the
skin to send signals to the brain and create a sequence of firing that is identical to a feeling of happiness. Both correlation and
causation assume that there are two events of different kinds that are related. Under materialism, there is just one kind of thing,
so while it may appear that a mental and a physical event are related, the mental event is identical to the physical event. It is
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important to refrain from these errors when speaking about materialism.

Brain scans reveal the physical processes that happen in the brain when people commonly experience seemingly mental events,
giving credence to the type identity theorist's assertion that mental and brain events are just the same thing. A well-known
example is that of the experience of pain, a kind of mental event that appears to be an immaterial feeling. The type identity
theorist states that pain just is the completely physical event of C-fibers firing in the brain. When C-fibers fire, a person is in pain.
Sometimes a person may not be fully aware of the pain they have, say, for example, if their attention is elsewhere or if another
neurological process is covering up a subjective experience of pain. Imagine a person who gets struck in the head by a large
rock. He is in fact injured and C-fibers fire in the brain, but then the person becomes unconscious. That is not to say he is not in
pain; he is just unaware of it. Or say that a person gets attacked by a shark in the ocean and succeeds in fending it off. She is
bleeding and is injured, but the ocean is so cold that her extremities are numb. In this case, there is a different physical process
that is either postponing or covering up C-fibers firing, and therefore her experience of pain will be delayed until she is out of the
cold ocean.

There have been numerous attacks against type identity theory that are so successful that many identity theorists have changed
their account. One of the most devastating objections is based on the observation that different kinds of brains can realize pain.
Animals surely experience pain like we do, but most animals have dramatically different brains, connections, and biochemicals
than we do, so mental events like pain cannot be categorically reduced to a particular human brain kind of event. Hilary Putnam
(1926-2016) astutely argued that this observation, called the multiple realizability of the mental, should lead us to abandon any
supposed identity of kinds between the mental and the physical (Puthnam 1967). Any account of mental events must explain how
similar mental events appear to take place across a wide range of physical beings. We might even imagine beings from a distant
planet who are silicone-based instead of carbon-based that also experience pain even though their systems have no physical
similarities whatsoever to human brains and neurological events. This argument has led many to embrace a different account of
the identity or reduction of the mental to the physical. In order to avoid this criticism, for example, token identity theories purport
that all mental events reduce to a physical brain state, yet claim the identity is not necessarily instantiated by the same or similar
brain states between people, or even within a single person at various times. Expositions of this theory vary and can often cross
into other theories of mind, such as functionalism and property dualism, so they will not be discussed here.

Despite most theorists’ discouragement of the arguments against type identity theory, there is a more radical materialist theory
that embraces even more counterintuitive conclusions. Instead of taking on the explanatory burden of connecting the identity of
mental and brain events, these theorists claim that everything is purely physical. There are no thoughts, no emotions, no minds.
Everything is just an effect of brain and other physical processes. This kind of materialism is called eliminative materialism or
reductive materialism because it states not only that the mind and the world should be explained consistently and within science
as Descartes and Locke agreed, or that the mind should be seen as part of the physical realm as the type identity theorists do,
but that there simply is no mind. Contemporary proponents of eliminative materialism Paul Churchland and Patricia Churchland
explain our perceptions of the world according to neurology. An eliminative materialist would say that the feeling of pain is an
illusion. We have become habituated to call certain things pain when at bottom there are only physical events happening. In
discussions with the Dalai Lama, Patricia Churchland claims that she cannot say she even has the emotion of love toward her own
child (because love is an illusion) and the beliefs of ordinary people who say there are such things as love and other emotions are
false (Houshmand, Livingston, and Wallace 1999). Folk psychology, the theory of mind that embraces intuitions by the “common
folk” who are uneducated about science, is merely a convenient myth.

Eliminative materialism is the most extreme view opposing substance dualism. The eliminative materialist truly eliminates the
existence of minds, and with them, all of the features of mentality. They reject experiences, thoughts, and even actions. Therefore,
although eliminative materialism explains everything within a scientific framework, it does so at the great cost of our intuitions,
thoughts, feelings, and selves. Indeed, it eliminates most of what a theory of mind intends to understand. Many philosophers claim
that Ockham’s Razor has gone too far if most of what we intended to explain gets dismissed entirely. An account of the mind that
brings back more of the features of normal life and explains those within a scientific framework is preferable to preserve the life
and meaning of what people think, do, and say.

BEHAVIORISM AND THE LOGICAL POSITIVISTS

In the empiricist tradition, a different movement attempted to situate the mind within the realm of the material world, not through
the identity of the two but through the explanation of the mind completely in terms of physical behaviors and events. Logical
behaviorism claims that mental events (like pain) are to be understood as a set of behaviors (saying “ouch,” screaming, or
cringing after being hit). In this way, pain is entirely explainable within a concrete scientific framework that can be observed and
communicated clearly between all beings.
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The logical positivists (spanning from the Vienna Circle in 1922 through the 1958s in the United States) thought that if they
could mimic the methods of the sciences that philosophical advances would also be imminent. Those such as Otto Neurath
(1882-1945) and Rudolph Carnap (1891-1970) performed rigorous analyses to show that the mind and other non-observable and
non-scientifically verifiable objects did not exist, and that those things we thought were immaterial could be constructed from
completely material objects and processes. Some argued that all talk of immaterial objects or processes should be eliminated
from our language. Their impact was tremendous and the terrain of Western philosophy shifted toward philosophy of language
throughout the twentieth century. The period of logical positivism is also known as “the linguistic turn” (of the century). Some of
the most important philosophers of the twentieth century, Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-1951) and W. V. O. Quine (1908-2000), were
closely aligned with the Vienna Circle and logical positivism.

The logical positivists appeared to have a solution for the dilemma concerning the meaning of what people say and the integration
of the mental within the physical. Instead of rendering everything involving the mental illusory or false, mental talk can be
translated and should be translated into talk of behavior. The mind therefore becomes encapsulated within the realm of action.
The argument goes like this: we do not need to eliminate all talk of our minds or our thoughts, and we do not need to say that all
things involving such subjects are false. It is just that the meanings of all of those words and thoughts are not what they seem at
first. What these words really are is a kind of shorthand for things that are all empirically observable, and most importantly, our
behaviors. After all, we cannot see our thoughts and it seems like what we have always really meant by our talk of the mental we
have created from observations of behavior. When I say, “Mom is angry,” what I mean is that she is acting in such and such a
way, not smiling, furrowing her eyebrows, not talking much, and so on. In this way, many of the things that we say come out true,
and they all rely on empirical evidence—the evidence that we have always been gathering from the behavior of people. According
to the logical behaviorist, if mental talk cannot be translated into behavior talk, then that particular mental talk is meaningless,
just like Lewis Carroll's nonsense poem “Jabberwocky.” The poem sounds grammatical and it resembles real words: “Twas bryllyg,
and the slythy toves,” it begins (Carroll and Tenniel 1872). People often have interpretations and emotional reactions to it, but it
does not mean anything. Logical behaviorists believed poetry, art, and much of literature fell into this camp. It was entertaining
but meaningless.

The logical behaviorists soon became overrun by possibly the most decisive objections in the history of philosophy. Whereas
most philosophical positions refine themselves and carry more or fewer adherents, logical positivism and logical behaviorism
had such devastating objections of inconsistency leveled against them that adhering to them became nearly impossible. There
are two theoretical objections that were particularly damaging for logical behaviorism. The first depends on the principle of
verificationism. Many of the logical positivists, including Carl Hempel (1905-1997), held a theory whereby all truths relied on
their verification, either analytically (in virtue of their meanings, or by definition) or synthetically (not in virtue of their meanings,
which, for Hempel indicated that they were true by experience) (Hempel 1988). Rudolph Carnap, though a member of the Vienna
Circle, realized that verification was too stringent a demand to be met by any proposition, and he spent a good portion of his
philosophical career trying out different criteria to rescue the theory from the criticism. As argued by Hilary Putnam, the principle
of verification itself could not be verified and it was therefore “self-refuting” (Putnam 1983). Second, behaviorists were unable to
provide the necessary and sufficient behavioral conditions required for translating talk about minds into talk about behaviors. In
fact, Peter Geach (1916-2013) gave an objection to logical behaviorism that eliminated any kind of definition of beliefs or other
mental states purely in terms of behaviors. Everything that a person does, or is disposed to do, depends on the person’s beliefs
and desires, so defining one belief in terms of certain actions just prolongs the problem of defining it, since the actions used to
define it will make reference to yet other beliefs and desires. The account is therefore circular (Geach 1957, 8).

Another objection argues that behavior is both unnecessary and insufficient to account for what people mean by their use of
mental concepts. The success of this objection affects the strong version of logical behaviorism (and usually the view to which
people refer) which states that there are necessary and sufficient conditions within behavior to define mentality. To refute this
view, focusing on the sufficiency of the behavior, a critic must find cases where there is behavior that mimics the existence of
minds but where there is no mind. Ned Block, for example, said that puppets controlled via radio links by other minds outside the
puppet’s hollow body would mimic a mind working but is not a mind working (Block 1981). To refute the other side, that behavior
is necessary for mentality, which could be seen as a weaker form of behaviorism if accepted without the sufficiency condition,
the critic needs to find examples where there is thinking going on, but without the behavior. This is more difficult. Disembodied
minds or thinking objects, if they exist, could constitute counterexamples. Hilary Putnam argued that we can imagine a world
in which people experience pain but are conditioned to disguise their pain behaviors (Putnam 1963). Our ability to coherently
think of such a world shows that pain is not conceptually and necessarily tied to behaviors, even if in our world we most often
experience them contingently connected (see Chapter 5). Ludwig Wittgenstein, regarded as a champion for the logical positivists
and the behaviorists, himself eventually turned away from a behaviorist-like theory to a theory that relied on thoughts as separate
and independent from our descriptions of them.
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CONCLUSION

Today, materialist and behaviorist views enjoy prominence in the sciences, but not in philosophy. Biologists and neuroscientists
are working hard to uncover the mysteries of behavior and the brain. Each time they learn more information, they help build a
better basis for a purely empirical philosophy of mind. But empirical research alone will never be sufficient to ground a materialist
or behaviorist theory of mind. Both the radical theory of eliminativism (which intends to show that the mind does not exist) and
non-reductive identity theories (which propose that mental events are always the same as physical events) still require persuasive
philosophical arguments to show that minds are redundant or unnecessary in our ontology. Scientists themselves rely on self-
reports of feelings and thoughts even while they conduct studies attempting to show that the mind can be reduced to the brain.
An evolution in our ways of studying the body and the brain that do not rely on self-reports of feelings and thoughts seems a long
way off.

The problem is that evidence of the workings of the body and brain, no matter how advanced, can never in itself establish a
definite reduction of the mind to the body and the brain. Science alone cannot demonstrate the equivalence of the mind to
the body or brain. Thus far, Ockham’s Razor has not yet successfully shaved off the necessity of talk about minds for most
philosophers. One day, an evolution in human ways of relating to ourselves and each other may rely less on feelings and thoughts
and more on reactions and behaviors. Perhaps, it may be observed, the human condition was once like that, more instinctual in
origin. Even if this is true, observations of the origin of human life do not indicate that our current human condition is entirely
material. Some may argue that an evolution towards reliance on an immaterial mind marks progress in our species. Others may
argue that the evolution of a seemingly immaterial mind shows the sophistication of brain. The debate will likely continue until
talk of immaterial minds appears to be unnecessary.
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4.2: Functionalism (JASON NEWMAN)

INTRODUCTION: TWO MONSTERS WE MUST AVOID

While passing through the Strait of Messina, between mainland Italy and the isle of Sicily, Homer has Odysseus come upon two
monsters, Scylla and Charybdis, one on either side of the strait. If Odysseus is to pass through the strait, he must choose between
two very unhappy options; for if he averts one along the way, he will move in the other's monstrous reach. On the one side is
roaring Charybdis, who would surely blot out—as if by colossal whirlpool—Odysseus’s entire ship. (Have you ever been faced with
an option so bad that you cannot believe you have to seriously consider it? Well, this is Odysseus’s bleak situation.) On the other
side of the strait, things fare little better for Odysseus and his war-weary crew: we have vicious Scylla, who only by comparison to
Charybdis, looks like the right choice. The ship makes it through, Homer tells us, minus those who were snatched from the ship’s
deck and eaten alive. Six are taken, we are told, one for each of Scylla’s heads. By comparison only, indeed.

In this chapter we consider the theory of mind known as functionalism, the view that minds are really functional systems like
the computing systems we rely on every day, only much more complex. The functionalist claims to sail a middle path between
materialism (discussed in Chapter 2), or the joint thesis that minds are brains and mental states are brain states, and behaviorism
(also discussed in Chapter 2), or the thesis that mental states are behavioural states or dispositions to behave in certain ways.

AVOIDING MATERIALISM

One the one side we have materialism, which we must avoid because there appears to be no strict identity between mental states
and brain states. Even though human Freya is different than a wild rabbit in many interesting ways, we think they can both be
in physical pain. Suppose that while restringing her guitar, Freya lodges a rogue metal splinter off the D string in the top of her
ring finger. She winces in pain. Physiologically and neurologically, a lot happened—from the tissue damage caused by the metal
splinter, to Freya's finally wincing from the sensation. But it only took milliseconds.

Now suppose that while out foraging and hopping about, the wild rabbit mishops on the prickly side of a pinecone. The rabbit
cries out a bit, winks hard, and hops off fast. A very similar physiological and neurological chain of events no doubt transpired
from the mishop on the pinecone to hopping off fast in pain. But as interestingly similar as the wild rabbit’s brain is to human
Freya’s, it is not plausible to think that both Freya and the wild rabbit entered into the same brain state. We do want to say they
entered into the same mental state, however. That is, they were both in pain. Since the same pain state can be realized in multiple
kinds of brains, we can say that mental states like pain are multiply realizable. This is bad news for the materialist; it looks like
brain states and mental states come apart.

AVOIDING BEHAVIORISM

Now we look bleary-eyed in the direction of behaviorism. But here, too, we find a suspicious identity claim—this time between
mental states, like Freya’'s belief that her house is gray, and behavioral states or dispositions to behave in certain circumstances.
For example, if Freya were asked what color her house is, she would be disposed to answer, “Gray.” But just as with mental states
and brain states, Freya's believing that her Colonial-period house is painted the original gray from when the house was first built
and painted in 1810, and her dispositions to behave accordingly, come apart, showing that they could not be identical.

Suppose Freya wants to throw a housewarming party for herself and includes a colorful direction in the invitation that hers is the
“only big gray Colonial on Jones St. Can't miss it.” We say that Freya would not sincerely include such a thing if she did not believe
it to be true. And we have no reason to suspect she is lying. We can go further. We want to say that it is her belief that her Colonial
is big, is gray, and the only one like it on Jones Street that causes her, at least in part, to include that direction in the invitation.
But if it is her mental state (her belief) that caused her behavior, then the mental state and the behavioral state (her including the
colorful direction in the invitation) cannot be strictly identical.

Freya might very well have been disposed to give just such a colorful direction to her home, given her beliefs, as the behaviorist
would predict; and this disposition might even come with believing the things Freya does. But if we want to refer to Freya’s beliefs
in our explanation of her behavior—and this is the sort of thing we do when we say our beliefs and other mental states cause our
behavior—then we must hold that they are distinct, since otherwise our causal explanation would be viciously circular.
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It would be circular because the thing to be explained, her Colonial-describing behavior, is the same thing as the thing that is
supposed to causally explain it, her Colonial-descriptive beliefs; and the circle would be vicious because nothing would ever really
get explained. So the behaviorist, like the materialist, seems to see an identity where there is none.

NO TURNING BACK: THE MIND IS NATURAL

The goal is to formulate an alternative to the above two theories of mind that nevertheless both make a promise worth making: to
treat the mind as something wholly a part of the natural world. From the failures of materialism and behaviorism, we must not turn
back to a problematic Cartesian dualist view of mind and matter, where it again would become utterly mysterious how Freya's
beliefs about how her Colonial looks could possibly influence her physical behavior, since her beliefs and physical behavior exist
on different planes of existence, as it were. But there is a third way to view beliefs like Freya’'s.

FUNCTIONALISM AS THE MIDDLE PATH

Our way between the two monsters is to take seriously the perhaps dangerous idea that minds really are computing machines.
In England, Alan Turing (1912-1954) laid the groundwork for such an idea with his monumental work on the nature of computing
machines and intelligence (1936, 230-265; 1950, 433-460). Turing was able to conceive of a computing machine so powerful
that it could successfully perform any computable function a human being could be said to carry out, whether consciously, as in
the math classroom, or at the subconscious level, as in the many computations involved in navigating from one side to the other
of one’s room.

A Turing machine, as it came to be called, is an abstract computer model designed with the purpose of illustrating the limits
of computability. Thinking creatures like human beings, of course, are not abstract things. Turing machines are not themselves
thinking machines, but insofar as thinking states can be coherently understood as computational states, a Turing machine or
Turing machine-inspired model should provide an illuminating account of the mind.

Turing's ideas were developed in the United States by philosopher Hilary Putnam (1926-2016). Functionalism treats minds as
natural phenomena contra Cartesian dualism; mental states, like pain, as multiply realizable, contra materialism; and mental states
as causes of behavior, contra behaviorism. In its simple form, it is the joint thesis that the mind is a functional system, kind of like
an operating system of a computer, and mental states like beliefs, desires, and perceptual experiences are really just functional
states, kind of like inputs and outputs in that operating system. Indeed, often this simple version of functionalism is known as
“machine” or “input-output functionalism” to highlight just those mechanical features of the theory.

NOTHING’S SHOCKING: THE FUNCTIONALIST MIND IS A NATURAL
MIND

The functionalist says if we conceive of mental stuff in this way—namely, as fundamentally inputs and outputs in a complex,
but wholly natural system—then we get to observe the reality of the mind, and the reality of our mental lives. We get to avoid
any genuine worries about mental stuff being too spooky, or about how it could possibly interact with material stuff, as one
might genuinely worry on a Cartesian dualist theory of mind, where we are asked to construe mental stuff and material stuff as
fundamentally two kinds of substances. With functionalism, the how-possible question about interaction between the mental and
material simply does not arise, no more than it would for the software and hardware interaction in computers, respectively. So, on
the functionalist picture of the mind, the mysterious fog is lifted, and the way is clear.

MULTIPLE REALIZABILITY

Let us use a thought experiment of our own to illustrate the functionalist’'s theory of mind. Imagine Freya cooks a warm Sunday
breakfast for herself and sits on a patio table in the spring sun to enjoy it. Freya's belief that “my tofu scramble is on the table
before me” is to be understood roughly like this: as the OUTPUT of one mental state, her seeing her breakfast on the table before
her, and as the INPUT for others, including other beliefs Freya might have or come to have by deductive inference (“something is
on the table before me,” and so on and so forth) and behaviors (e.g., sticking a fork into that tofu scramble and scarfing it down).
Note well: we have not mentioned anything here about the work Freya’s sensory cortex or thalamus or the role the rods and cones
in her retina are playing in getting her to believe what she does; her belief is identified only by its functional or causal role. This
seems to imply that Freya’'s breakfast belief is multiply realizable, like pain is.
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Recall our earlier discussion of the important difference between rabbit-brain stuff and human-brain stuff. Nevertheless, we
wanted to say that both Freya and the wild rabbit could be in pain. We said pain, then, is multiply realizable. This is another way of
saying that being in pain does not require any specific realization means, just some or other adequate means of realization. The
point also strongly implies that the means of realization for Freya’s breakfast belief, no less than her pain, need not be a brain
state at all. This signals a major worry for the materialist. Since our beliefs, desires, and perceptual experiences are identified by
their functional or causal role, the functionalist has no problem accounting for the multiple realizability of mental states.

REAL CAUSE: THE FUNCTIONALIST MIND CAUSES BEHAVIOR

Finally, we saw that our mental states cannot be counted as the causes of our behavior on a behaviorist view, since on that view of
mind, mental states are nothing over and above our behavior (or, dispositions to behave in certain ways in certain circumstances).
In an effort to disenchant the mind in general and individual minds in particular, and move mental states like beliefs and pain
into scientific view, the behaviorist recoiled too far from spooky Cartesian dualism, leaving nothing in us to be the causes of our
own behavior. The functionalist understands, like the behaviorist, that there is a close connection between our beliefs, desires,
and pains, on the one hand, and our behavior, on the other. It is just that the connection is a functional, or causal, one, not one
of identity. Since mental states (like Freya’'s belief that “my tofu scramble is on the table before me”) are identified with their
functional or causal role in the larger functional system of inputs and outputs, other mental states and behavioral states, the
functionalist has no problem accounting for mental states playing a causal role in the explanations we give of our own behavior.
On the functionalist theory of mind, mental states are real causes of behavior.

OBJECTIONS TO FUNCTIONALISM

Now that we have seen some of the major points in favor of the theory, let us have a look at some of the worries that have been
raised against functionalism.

The Chinese Room

John Searle argues against a version of functionalism he calls “strong” artificial intelligence, or “strong AI” In “Minds, Brains and
Programs,” Searle develops a thought experiment designed to show that having the right inputs and outputs is not sufficient for
having mental states, as the functionalist claims (1980). The specific issue concerns what is required to understand Chinese.

Imagine someone who does not understand Chinese is put in a room and tasked with sorting Chinese symbols in response to
other Chinese symbols, according to purely formal rules given in an English-language manual. So, for example, one person can
write some Chinese symbols on a card, place it in a basket on a conveyor belt which leads into and out from the little room you
are in. Once you receive it, you look at the shape of the symbol, find it in the manual, and read which Chinese symbols to find in
the other basket to send back out. Imagine further that you get very good at this manipulation of symbols, so good in fact that
you can fool fluent Chinese speakers with the responses you give. To them, you function every bit like you understand Chinese. It
appears, however, you have no true understanding at all. Therefore, Searle concludes, functioning in the right way is not sufficient
for having mental states.

The functionalist has replied that, of course, as the thought experiment is described, the person in the room does not understand
Chinese. But also as the case is described, the person in the room is just a piece of the whole functional system. Indeed, it is the
system that functions to understand Chinese, not just one part. So it is the whole system, in this case, the whole room, including
the person manipulating the symbols and the instruction manual (the “program”), that understands Chinese.

The Problem of Qualia

The splinter Freya picked up from her D string caused her a bit of pain, and perhaps more so for the behaviorist, as we saw earlier.
One major worry for the functionalist is that there seems to be more to Freya’s pain than its just being the putative cause of
some pain-related behavior, where this cause is understood to be another mental state, presumably, not identified with pain at
all. (Remember, the functionalist wishes to avoid the vicious circularity that plagued the behaviorist’s explanations of behavior.)

There is an undeniable sensation to pain: it is something you feel. In fact, some might argue that at the conscious level, that is
all there is to pain. Sure, there is the detection of tissue damage and the host physiological and neurological events transpiring,
and yes, there is the pain-related behavior, too. However, we must not leave out of our explanation of pain the feel of pain.
Philosophers call the feeling aspect of some mental states like pain fundamentally qualitative states. Other qualitative mental
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states might include experiences of colored objects, such as those a person with normal color vision has every day.

In seeing a Granny Smith apple in the basket on a dining room table, she has a visual experience as of a green object. But the
functionalist can only talk about the experience in terms of the function or causal role it plays. So, for example, the functionalist
can speak to Freya's green experience as being the cause of her belief that she sees a green apple in the basket. But the
functionalist cannot speak to the feeling Freya (or any of us) has in seeing a ripe green Granny Smith. We think there is a
corresponding feeling to color experiences like Freya's over and above whatever beliefs they might go on to cause us to have.
Since mental states like pain and color experiences are identified solely by their functional role, the functionalist seems without
the resources to account for these qualitative mental states.

The functionalist might reply by offering a treatment of qualia in terms of what such aspects of experience function to do for
us. The vivid, ripe greenness of the Granny Smith functions to inform Freya about a source of food in a way that pulls her visual
attention to it. Freya’s color experiences allow her to form accurate beliefs about the objects in her immediate environment. It is
certainly true that ordinary visual experience provide us with beautiful moments in our lives. However, they likely function to do
much more besides. Likewise, it is more likely that there is a function for the qualitative or feeling aspects of some mental states,

and that these aspects can be understood in terms of their functions, than it is that these aspects are free-floating above the
causal order of things. So, the functionalist who wishes to try to account for qualia need not remain silent on the issue.

CONCLUSION

We have not considered all the possible objections to functionalism, nor have we considered more sophisticated versions of
functionalism that aim to get around the more pernicious objections we have considered. The idea that minds really are kinds of
computing machines is still very much alive and as controversial as ever. Taking that idea seriously means having to wrestle with
a host of questions at the intersection of philosophy of mind, philosophy of action, and personal identity.

In what sense is Freya truly an agent of her own actions, if we merely cite a cold input to explain some behavior of hers? That is
to say, how does Freya avow her own beliefs on a merely functionalist view? If minds are kinds of computers, then what does that
make thinking creatures like Freya? Kinds of robots, albeit sophisticated ones? These and other difficult questions will need to
be answered satisfactorily before many philosophers will be content with a functionalist theory of mind. For other philosophers, a

start down the right path, away from Cartesian dualism and between the two terrors of materialism and behaviorism, has already
been made.
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4.3: Qualia and Raw Feels (HENRY SHEVLIN)

INTRODUCTION: WHAT ARE QUALIA?

As I sit writing this sentence, I am enjoying a wealth of experiences. In front of me, the sky is full of the pink and blue hues
of approaching sunset dashed with white clouds. Tropical birds chitter in high-pitched trills, while a pair of dogs utter guttural
barks at each other. My skin alternately prickles with the last lingering heat of the day, interrupted by the pleasant coolness of an
evening breeze.

The scene I have just described is full of experiences with distinctive qualities—colours, sounds, and physical sensations. These
qualities of experience are known to philosophers of mind as qualia, an oddly obscure term for an aspect of our lives that could
scarcely be more familiar to us. Every waking moment of our lives, we are experiencing various qualia associated with sights,
sounds, or feelings. Sometimes, we deliberately seek out new qualia, as when we order an unfamiliar dish at a restaurant, eager
to learn what it tastes like. On other occasions, we seek urgently to put an end to some quale (the singular of “qualia”) or another;
for example, when we take an aspirin to relieve the throbbing sensation of a headache.

Qualia have been the focus of intense interest in philosophy of mind and cognitive science for several decades. They possess
several apparent features that make them both fascinating and hard to explain. All of these properties are controversial (see
section 4 below), but they certainly seem to capture several of the intuitive features of qualia.

First, qualia seem to be private: my qualia are a feature of my experience alone, and you can never directly access them. You may
have wondered in the past whether other people experience colours in just the same way you do, or whether my blue may be your
green. These questions arise precisely because of the apparent privacy of qualia. We can never know which qualia other people
are experiencing.

Second (and related), qualia are arguably ineffable; that is, they cannot neatly be put into words. Imagine trying to explain to a
person who is blind what red looks like, or (a less extreme example) conveying to a lifelong vegetarian what tuna tastes like. While
in both cases, we might attempt to use metaphors (“red is like a trumpet”) to convey the character of the experience, our attempts
to do so will inevitably fail to do justice to the relevant sensation.

A final alleged property is that qualia are immediately and fully apprehensible to us just by experiencing them. In this respect,
they are distinct from the objects of our experience. Imagine that you are lying in bed at night and hear a soft thud. You may well
wonder what the noise was: a falling object, a door slamming in the wind, or perhaps your housemate returning home. What you
don't have to speculate about, however, is what the noise sounded like to you. This is something you grasped simply by hearing
it. More strongly and more controversially, some philosophers have suggested that we can never make errors of judgment about
our qualia. If I say something feels painful to me, for example, then it is nonsensical to suggest I might be in error.

QUALIA AND THE MIND-BODY PROBLEM

One reason qualia have so fascinated philosophers is that they are arguably hard to explain in standard scientific terms. Many
of us have probably heard neuroscientists talking about things like synapses, neurons, and different regions of the brain. It
is perhaps not too difficult to see how this kind of scientific approach might explain various aspects of our behavior. We
might understand perception, for example, in terms of the transmission of information from the sense organs through various
processing areas of the brain, or unusual aggression in terms of the release of some hormone or neurotransmitter. It is much
harder to see, however, how these kinds of scientific descriptions could ever give us a satisfying explanation of why red looks the
specific way that it does, or why cinnamon tastes like this and vanilla like that.

The challenge here is not merely to explain the neuroscience of how vision works or how our tongue relates flavour information
to the brain. Important progress is being made every day in understanding questions like these, although the science still has a
long way to go. Instead, the real difficulty is that while science tells us about how the brain works, it seems unable to tell us what
experiences are actually like. To get an idea of the problem, imagine a person who has been completely deaf since birth who
wants to know what Beethoven sounds like. Even if we had perfect brain-scanners and could show them exactly what happens
to someone’s neurons when they listen to music, it does not seem like this could ever properly convey to them the subjective
experience of hearing the opening bars of the Choral Symphony.
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This creates an apparent challenge for a scientific worldview. If science cannot fully explain qualia, then does it follow that science
can only offer us a partial understanding of the universe? More strongly, one might wonder whether the seeming inexplicability of
qualia in scientific terms shows that the universe we inhabit does not consist solely of things like atoms, molecules, forces, and
other objects from the domain of science, but also contains distinctive, irreducibly mental phenomena.

The challenge is well illustrated by a famous thought experiment called “Mary’s Room” developed by philosopher Frank Jackson

(1982).@ Imagine a woman called Mary who is a brilliant scientist. Specifically, we are told that she knows all the physical facts
about color perception: she knows all about the physics of light, the biology of the eye, and the neuroscience of color processing
in the brain. However, Mary has never seen color herself, having spent her life in a black and white room. One day, Mary leaves
her room, and sees a shiny red apple for the first time. “Wow!” she thinks, “So that’s what red looks like.”

Mary’s Room attempts to demonstrate that there are certain facts that can’t be accessed by scientific knowledge alone. After
all, Mary already knows all the scientific facts about color before she leaves her room. What she lacks, however, is knowledge of
the qualia of color; that is, what colors actually look like. She only gains this knowledge when she leaves the room and actually
sees colors herself. Hence, the argument runs, there are certain facts that cannot be explained by science, but instead rely on
subjective experience. The argument can be presented formally as follows.

1. Mary knows all the scientific facts about color before
she leaves her room.

2. Mary learns new facts (about what colors look like)
when she leaves her room.

3. Therefore, not all facts are scientific facts.

Figure 4.3.1

Mary’s Room is one of the most famous thought experiments in all of philosophy and has generated a vast number of responses.
Most of them challenge premise (2), above, and argue that in fact Mary doesn’t learn anything new when she leaves her room.

For example, the ability hypothesis claims that what Mary gains is not knowledge but a new set of abilities (Lewis 1990). Imagine
someone who knows a lot about music, but can’t play any instruments. However, after lots of practice, they learn to play the piano.
The ability hypothesis suggests that something like this applies to Mary. Prior to leaving her room, she had never seen red objects,
so couldn’t recognize a given object as red, or imagine or remember the color red. After leaving the room, her new experiences of
red allow her to do all of this. Our sense that she gains knowledge, then, is misplaced—what she gains is a new kind of skill. Some
philosophers doubt that this adequately explains away our sense that Mary really does gain a new special kind of knowledge when
she leaves her black and white room.

Another important approach we can term the old fact, new knowledge view.E Imagine someone knows that Istanbul was founded
in 330AD. They then learn quite separately that Constantinople was founded in 330AD. Assuming they do not already know that
Istanbul and Constantinople are the same city, it seems reasonable to say that the person learned something new when they
heard the information about Constantinople. Certainly, they have an item of trivia at their disposal that they didn’t have before.
However, since “Constantinople” in fact refers to the same city as “Istanbul,” we should also say that they have not strictly learned
any new fact about the universe, having instead encountered a fact she already knew in a different form. Applied to the Mary case,
the idea is that Mary really did know all facts about color before she left her room. When she sees red for the first time, she simply
encounters these same facts in a new way, namely via her own color vision rather than via the theoretical language of science.
One challenge for this view is to offer a developed account of this special experiential way of gaining knowledge while avoiding
appeal to any non-scientific or non-physical facts or properties.
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A final approach adopted by some defiant philosophers is to insist that Mary would not gain any kind of new knowledge or ability
toward the world when she leaves her room. If she really knew all the scientific facts about color before leaving the room, she
would in fact already have all the knowledge and abilities associated with seeing colors, despite never having personally seen
them (Dennett 2006). This might sound like a flat denial of the powerful intuition motivating the thought experiment. One way
to make this approach more persuasive, however, is to focus on the first premise of the argument above, that Mary knows all
relevant the scientific facts. Is this really something we can easily imagine? After all, current science is still incomplete, and
falls far short of providing us with knowledge of every fact even within its own domain of explanation. Moreover, most scientists
are so specialized they know only a small proportion of the facts within their own field. Mary, then, would have be more like a
superintelligence from the distant future than a normal human. Given this, should our intuitions about what we can imagine be
given much weight?

These responses are only a fraction of the many approaches to Mary’'s Room adopted by philosophers. While considerable
progress has been made in developing rebuttals to Mary’s Room, it is probably fair to say that there is no one response that has
been generally accepted as solving the problem. The puzzle of qualia for the scientific worldview, then, remains a central area of
philosophical research.

HOW MANY KINDS OF QUALIA ARE THERE?

A further important debate about qualia concerns which kinds of mental states actually have them. The usual examples of qualia
are things like sights, sounds, and bodily sensations. But some philosophers have argued that there are plenty of other kinds of
qualia besides these.

Some example candidates for these additional qualia are things like emotions. It certainly seems like there is a distinctive feeling
(or set of feelings) associated with powerful emotions like joy, anger, or sadness, for example. However, it remains controversial
whether these feelings involve a special kind of qualia all of their own, or might be understood instead in terms of other qualia,
such as, for example, those associated with bodily sensations, a view adopted by one of the founders of modern psychology,
William James (1842-1910), in a famous article (1884). Note, for example, the intense physical sensations that accompany the
emotion of excitement: we may experience the feeling of our heart rate going up, our mouth becoming dry, and our muscles
tensing. Could such “bodily qualia” be all there is to the qualia of emotions? The issue remains hotly debated.

Another important debate concerns the range or type of qualia associated with perception. We can all agree that there are qualia
associated with our experiences of color and shape, for example. But could there be special kinds of qualia involved in seeing
someone as looking friendly, for example, or in recognizing an animal as a raccoon? The idea that there are such “high-level”
qualia associated with properties beyond things like color, shape, and motion is sometimes called the rich content view (Siegel
2010). One way to motivate this idea comes from cases where the character of our experience—in other words, our qualia—seems
to change despite there being no changes in how we are experiencing the lower level qualities of color, shape, and so on.

Consider, for example, the famous “duck-rabbit” illusion below (Jastrow 1899). With a little mental effort, we can “switch” from
seeing the picture as a duck to seeing it as a rabbit, and it arguably seems like there is a shift in the way the picture looks.
However, it is far from clear that our experience of the low-level features of the image—the colors and shapes—actually changes.
If that is right, then it might provide evidence that there are special kinds of qualia associated with seeing the image as a duck
and seeing it as a rabbit.
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Figure 4.3.2

A final important debate concerns whether non-perceptual states like thinking and understanding might have special qualia
associated with them. For example, quickly add together the numbers 17 and 48 in your head, and in doing so, consider what
feelings or qualities are associated with the experience. Was there a distinctive kind of feeling that accompanied your thoughts
about the numbers? Some philosophers have suggested that there is indeed a kind of special experience associated with thinking

and understanding.@ One argument for this kind of “cognitive qualia” (or cognitive phenomenology, as it is also known) comes
from cases of hearing a foreign language. Imagine that Jack, an English speaker, and Jacques, a French speaker, are both
listening to a French radio broadcast. Jack cannot understand what he is hearing, but Jacques can. Intuitively, it seems like there
is a difference in the quality of their two experiences arising from the differences in their understanding (or lack thereof). Again,
the existence of these cognitive qualia is hotly contested. Some philosophers claim, for example, that the qualities associated
with experiences like thinking and understanding can be understood just in terms of regular perceptual qualia, like colors and
shapes, occurring as images in our minds. Hence, perhaps any qualia you experienced in thinking through the math problem
above were just a matter of seeing or hearing the numbers in your “mind’s eye.”

SKEPTICISM ABOUT QUALIA

We have been talking in this chapter about qualia as though their existence, at least, was uncontroversial. In one sense, that is
surely true: no one could deny that we genuinely experience colors and tastes, for example. Some philosophers remain skeptical
about qualia, however, insisting that the very idea is a confused one. The philosopher Daniel Dennett is one such famous skeptic.
In a classic paper, “Quining Qualia,” he gives a number of examples of cases in which the idea of qualia as used by philosophers
seems to invite impossible and perhaps nonsensical questions (1988). Consider, for example, the case of two people, one of
whom loves cauliflower, and the other of whom despises it. Should we say in such an instance that they must therefore have
different qualia when they taste cauliflower, or instead say that they have different reactions to the same qualia? Dennett would
have us believe that such questions barely make sense.

To illustrate the point further, he invites us to imagine that we ourselves go from despising cauliflower to loving it (an experience
many of us have had with one food item or another). Even in such a case, he suggests, we are not able to say whether our qualia
have changed or our attitudes have changed. If that is right, then it seems that some questions about qualia cannot be answered
from the first-person perspective; but given that qualia are supposedly private and ineffable, it would seem to follow that they
cannot be answered at all! Rather than embrace such mysterious entities, Dennett suggests, we would do better to abandon the
very idea of qualia as confused.

Another kind of skepticism about qualia concerns their relationship to the objects of our experience. For a long time, many
philosophers thought of qualia as things we could observe in our experience in their own right, quite separate from our experience
of objects in the world (hence the term “raw feels” sometimes used to describe them). Other philosophers have more recently
challenged this idea, instead claiming that insofar as we experience qualia at all, we experience them as properties of objects in
the world (Harman 1990). This is a complex debate, but in essence, these philosophers claim that in looking at a green tree, we
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do not experience “raw greenness.” Rather, what we might call the “qualia of greenness” are actually experienced as properties of
an object in the world, namely the tree itself. If this transparency thesis is correct, then it suggests that even if qualia exist, they
might simply be an aspect of our awareness of real objects in the world, rather than some mysterious “mental paint” (Block 1996).
If so, cognitive science might enable us to understand qualia via the broader philosophical and scientific project of explaining
how perception makes us aware of the world.

CONCLUSION

Qualia remain one of the deepest puzzles in all of philosophy, and this chapter has only offered a cursory survey of some of the
most important debates in which they feature. Even while science has given us tremendous new insights into difficult questions
like the origins of the universe and the human genome, the problem of how to explain qualia seems still tantalizingly out of reach
of standard scientific enquiry. Despite or perhaps because of this, many philosophers and scientists view qualia as a vital and
exciting frontier for human understanding.
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4.4: PHILOSOPHY OF MIND

Some of the main questions for the philosophy of mind are metaphysical questions about the nature of minds and mental states.
“What is the mind?” quickly proves to be too big a question. We might say that for a being to have a mind is just for it to
have mental states like beliefs, desires, perceptions, memories, emotions, and so forth. And this leads us towards somewhat
more tractable questions like “What is a belief (desire, memory, perception...)?” Thephilosophy of mind has seen tremendous
progress since Descartes proposed his dualist view of mind and body. Contemporary philosophical analyses of mental states and
processes are among the key components of a rapidly emerging new science of mind. Philosophers of mind, along with cognitive
psychologists, information scientists, and neuro-scientists have begun to work out detailed explanations of how our physical
brains realize and carry out the functions of many mental states. In this chapter we will cover some of the progress philosophy
of mind has contributed over the past century. As we will see by the end, some hard philosophical questions about the nature of
mind persist.

Descartes’ Dualism

As with many topics, modern philosophy of mind begins with Descartes and soon moves on. Descartes’ dualism holds that the
mind is composed of a fundamentally different kind of substance than the body. Bodies are composed of matter that exists in
space and time, and behaves in accordance with laws of nature. Minds, however, are spiritual in nature according to Descartes.
Their existence is not spatio-temporally bound, and unlike physical stuff, minds have free will. The critical faults in Descartes’
view were quickly spotted by Princess Elisabeth of Bohemia. The central problem lies in accounting for how the mind and the
body can have any influence on each other. Clearly the physical world has effects on the mind, as when I perceive things. And
it seems equally obvious that the mind has effects in the physical world, as when I act on my will. But if mind and body are so
completely different, it is hard to see how this can happen at all. How does something that exists outside of space and time have
any influence over the body that exists in space and time? How can the behavior of my causally determined body be influenced
by a freely willing mind? The problem of mind/body interaction is a major stumbling block for Cartesian dualism about the mind
and the body.

Descartes’ correspondence with Princess Elisabeth can be found in a heavily edited form here: http://www.earlymoderntexts.com/
pdf/descelis.pdf. The full original text of Descartes’correspondence with Elisabeth includes some ornate literary flirtation in the
first couple letters. By today’s standards, Descartes could be accused of sexual harassment for much of his flattery of Elisabeth.
But the patronizing flattery pretty much disappears in later letters as Descartes comes to appreciate the seriousness of the
Elisabeth’s incisively argued challenge. Elisabeth provides a brilliant illustration of how to deal most effectively with patronizing
behavior whether it is of sexist variety or some other kind: just be competent and this will show that you deserve to be taken
seriously. Here is helpful summary of the debate between Descartes and Elisabeth:

www2.fiu.edu/~hauptli/DescartesandPrincess
ElisabethCorrespondencelectureSupplement.htm

4.4.1: The Brain State Identity Theory
4.4.2: Functionalism

4.4.3: Consciousness and Property Dualism

This page titled 4.4: Philosophy of Mind is shared under a CC BY-NC 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by W. Russ Payne.

e 7: Philosophy of Mind by W. Russ Payne is licensed CC BY-NC 4.0. Original source: https://commons.bellevuecollege.edu/wrussellpayne/
an-introduction-to-philosophy/.

E@E®® 146 (4.4.1)


http://www.earlymoderntexts.com/pdf/descelis.pdf
http://www.earlymoderntexts.com/pdf/descelis.pdf
https://human.libretexts.org/Bookshelves/Philosophy/Introduction_to_Philosophy/An_Introduction_to_Philosophy_(Payne)/07%3A_Philosophy_of_Mind
https://human.libretexts.org/Courses/Folsom_Lake_College/PHIL_300%3A_Introduction_to_Philosophy_(Bauer)/04%3A_Mind_Body_Dilemma/4.04%3A_Philosophy_of_Mind
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
https://www.bellevuecollege.edu/philosophy/staff/russ-payne/
https://human.libretexts.org/Bookshelves/Philosophy/Introduction_to_Philosophy/An_Introduction_to_Philosophy_(Payne)/07%3A_Philosophy_of_Mind
https://www.bellevuecollege.edu/philosophy/staff/russ-payne/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
https://commons.bellevuecollege.edu/wrussellpayne/an-introduction-to-philosophy/
https://commons.bellevuecollege.edu/wrussellpayne/an-introduction-to-philosophy/

LibreTexts"

4.4.1: The Brain State Identity Theory

Ryle’s behaviorism attempts to make talk of mental states empirically respectable by defining mental terms in terms of observable
conditions and behaviors. One concern raised about this approach was that mental state terms are to be understood entirely in
terms of observable things going on outside the person. This seems to take the mind out of the person. There is no place in
behaviorism for any account of our inner lives or even the notion that my beliefs and desires are in some sense in me or part
of me. The Brain State Identity Theory, most ably advanced by J. J. C. Smart, goes some ways towards remedying this apparent
defect (though Ryle would not have counted it as a defect). The Brain State Identity Theory proposes that mental states are
identical with brain states. Contrary to Descartes’ dualism, the Identity Theory takes mind to be a physical thing. Namely, it takes
the mind to be identical with the brain. For this reason, we count the Identity Theory as a physicalist view of the mind.

According to the Identity theory, the belief that Obama was president of the USA in 2002 just is a certain neuro-chemical state
of the brain. Note that a great many people share this belief. When we speak of the belief as a view about what is true, one that
might be shared by many people, we are speaking of a belief type. My belief that Obama was the American president in 2002
is just one token of that shared belief type. This distinction between types and tokens is important to understanding what the
identity theory says. The Identity Theory originally proposed that mental state types are identical with brain state types. So for
you to have the mental property of believing that Obama was president of the USA in 2002 is just for your brain to have a certain
specific neuro-chemical property. The identity theory holds that for anyone to have the belief that Obama was president in 2002
is just for them to have that same specific neuro-chemical property. A popular and plausible example of such mental state/brain
state type identity was that pain just is C-fibers, a certain kind of neuron, firing.

We have scientific evidence that very roughly points in the direction for something like the Identity Theory. Cases of localized
brain injuries indicate that different parts of the brain carry out different functions. People who suffer lesions in specific areas
of the brain tend to find specific mental functions impaired while other functions are left perfectly intact. It is through analyzing
such cases that we began to map areas of the brain according to the functions they perform.

In the Identity Theory we witness a significant point of intersection between the philosophy of mind and the science of mind.
Philosophical speculation has given rise to a great many scientific hypotheses. Here we have an example of how this can happen.
We have a theory about the metaphysical nature of mental states that turns out to be empirically testable. The Identity Theory
says that mental state types are identical with brain state types. Types are properties, so this view tells us that all of your mental
properties are physical properties of your brain. We have learned a great deal about how brains store and process information
since this hypothesis was popular. The science of mind is not yet mature, but well past its infancy and the broad outlines of how
brains work are more or less in place. What the science tells us is that different brains store and process the same information in
very different ways. That is, the Identity Theory is wrong. My belief that Obama was president in 2002 involves many properties
of my brain. But your belief that Obama was president in 2002 involves your brain having different properties.

This page titled 4.4.1: The Brain State Identity Theory is shared under a CC BY-NC 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by W.
Russ Payne.

e 7.2: The Brain State Identity Theory by W. Russ Payne is licensed CC BY-NC 4.0. Original source: https://commons.bellevuecollege.edu/
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4.4.2: Functionalism

Belief is the spring of action. We explain people’s actions in terms of their mental states. People do what they do because of what
they believe, desire, fear, hope for, and so forth. The behaviorists were on to something in thinking about mental states in terms
of dispositions. But recall that the behaviorists were looking for a way to analyze talk about mental states entirely in terms of
observable things like behavior. They wanted to avoid positing unobservable things going on in the head. Talk of dispositions for
the behaviorists was not talk of underlying and possibly unobservable brain states that give rise to behavior. Rather it was merely
talk of tendencies that might allow us to understand mental state terms as synonymous with complex“if. . . then. . .” conditional
statements. The behaviorists sought a way to avoid understand mental terms as referring to unobservable things going on in the
head. To many, taking the mental out of the head seemed a problematic feature of behaviorism. But this is just what behaviorists
set out to do, understand talk of the mental in public, observable terms.

The functionalists would understand talk of mental dispositions differently. To have a mental disposition is not, by definition, just
to satisfy a certain “if . . ., then...” claim. Rather, to be in a mental state is to be in some underlying state, perhaps unobservable,
that fulfills a certain functional role. The molecular structure that makes the spring flexible might not be observable to us. But for
the spring to be flexible, for it to have this disposition, is for it to be in some underlying state that makes the spring such that if
we exert a force on it, it will bend and absorb that energy. We can call that underlying state that accounts for something having
a disposition the causal basis of the disposition. With this idea in hand, we can mark a difference in how a behaviorist and
a functionalist would understand the idea of a disposition. For the behaviorist, talking of mental states as dispositions does not
involve the attribution of any causal basis, it only gives us a way of translating talk of the mental into talk of observable behavior
by means of complicated “if ... ., then...” statements. For functionalism, on the other hand, talking of mental states as dispositions
does involve attributing underlying causal base properties. To be in a mental state is to have some underlying causal basis for
behaving in this way if these conditions are met, or behaving in that way if those conditions are met, etc.

Given this differing treatment of talk of mental dispositions, the functionalist avoids a problem we raised for behaviorism. We
seem to understand what it means to believe that Obama was president in 2002. But if this mental state attribution is really just
a shorthand way of expressing a complex behavioral disposition, then we ought to be able to fill in the associated “if . . then
. .." claim. But we can’t. So talk of mental states can’t simply be regarded as synonymous with talk of behavioral dispositions.
Unlike the behaviorist, the functionalist is not trying to define away talk of the mental in terms of talk of observable behavior.
The functionalist is happy to leave the mental in the head. Talk of behavioral dispositions don’t define mental terms for the
functionalist, they rather provide a means for specifying what it is for an underlying brain state to realize, or be a causal basis for,
a mental state type.

We were lead to functionalism by the idea that a given mental state might be realized by various different states in different
brains. This suggests a physicalist interpretation of functionalism, a view that insists that mental states are realized by physical
states. But note that functionalism needn’t be restricted in this way. Any state, physical or otherwise, can realize a mental state
so long as it fulfills the appropriate role. Being guided by spirits in the appropriate way might, in principle, be the causal basis
for having a certain mental disposition. So, strictly speaking, unlike the brain state identity theory, functionalism is not committed
to physicalism, the view that the mental is ultimately physical. One could be a functionalist about mental states and a Cartesian
dualist.

Here is a link to further reading on functionalism: http://www.iep.utm.edu/functism/

This page titled 4.4.2: Functionalism is shared under a CC BY-NC 4.0 license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by W. Russ Payne.
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4.4.3: Consciousness and Property Dualism

While one could, in principle, be a functionalist and a Cartesian dualist, the intractable problem of mind/body interaction has
lead scientists of the mind to reject Descartes’ substance dualism. The difficulty of understanding consciousness, however, has
led some leading contemporary thinkers, notably David Chalmers, to another kind of dualism: property dualism. On this view,
though the world consists of just one kind of stuff, matter, that stuff has fundamentally different kinds of properties including
those we can regard as purely physical, like mass, charge and so forth, and other kinds of properties, like consciousness, that
are irreducibly mental. Let’s start by thinking about how consciousness is special and especially difficult to analyze in terms of
physical properties.

Functionalism gives us a promising approach for understanding some kinds of mental states in terms of physical states fulfilling
functional roles describable in terms of complex dispositions. According to functionalism, for me to believe that my cat is sleeping
on the sofa only requires that my brain be in some state that plays an appropriate function role. I can't specify the functional
role completely, but it might include walking softly when I go to refill my tea, notplaying loud music on the stereo, saying “no”
if my wife asks me if the cat is outside, etc. Thestate of my brain that fulfills this mental functional role might be one that can
be entirely specified in physical terms. It is just the state of having certain connections between networks of neurons activated
in certain ways. With enough neurophysiology, we could completely describe this brain state in terms of physical chemical and
electrical properties. A great many kinds of mental phenomena might yield completely to such functional explanation in purely
physical terms. Scientists of the mind have already made tremendous progress at understanding memory, shape recognition,
belief, and desire in terms of functional roles that could have purely physical bases. But then there is our subjective conscious
experience, what it is like for me to perceive something, for instance, or how I experience desiring something, believing
something, remembering something.

Consciousness does not yield to functional analysis in the same way. An interesting kind of thought experiment suggests that
consciousness can’t be understood in purely functional terms or in terms of physical properties and processes at all. First we need
to talk about zombies. The zombies we are familiar with from horror stories are easily recognizable. They walk in menacing dull
witted ways in spite of broken legs and open wounds. They are the reanimated dead. This is not at all like philosophical zombies,
the beings that populate philosophical zombie thought experiments in the philosophy of mind. The idea of a philosophical zombie
is the idea of being that functions exactly like a conscious person in every observable respect. The only difference between
a philosophical zombie and a normal person is that the philosophical zombie lacks conscious experience. Imagine a physical
duplicate of yourself, a doppelganger that is molecule for molecule exactly like you and fully operational. It functions just like you,
so it would give the same replies you would give to questions and the same responses to stimuli. It is just as subtly expressive as
you in every conceivable way because it is functionally just like you. Your mother or your lover could never tell the difference. The
only difference there is, is that the zombie lacks the conscious experiences that you have.

There is philosophical debate about whether such a being is metaphysically possible. There don't appear to be any logical
contradictions involved, but that may not settle the issue. However, if such a zombie is possible, this possibility would demonstrate
something interesting. Since your zombie doppleganger is exactly like your conscious self in every physical and functional respect
down to the atomic level, yet differs from you mentally because it lacks conscious experience, the mere possibility of such a being
would show that whatever consciousness is, it can’t be understood in terms of functioning or the kinds of physical biochemical
properties that ground your functioning (provide the causal bases for you various dispositions to behave.

Chalmers thinks philosophical zombies are possible, so consciousness can’t be understood purely in terms of physical properties
or the functional processes they ground. He instead proposes that we understand some properties of minds, like consciousness,
as fundamentally mental properties that are not reducible, even in principle, to physical properties. While no distinct kinds of
non- physical substance is proposed, Chalmers is offering a kind of dualism we now call property dualism. Property dualism in
the philosophy of mind is the view that among the primitive most fundamental properties of our world, there are both basically
physical properties and basically mental properties.

Here is David Chalmers’ clear and accessible paper “Facing up to the Problem of Consciousness”: http://consc.net/papers/
facing.pdf

Here is the IEP reference article on consciousness: http://www.iep.utm.edu/consciou/

Here is a collection of SEP entries on Mind, largely edited by David Chalmers: http://consc.net/guide.html
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4.5.1: Overview

The topics of this and the next chapter share a few things in common. One of the more interesting things is that most people
raised in the last half of the twentieth century are probably carrying two different sets of ideas with regard to both the idea of the
human mind and to that of human freedom. Many people are operating with ideas that are inconsistent and some that are outright
contradictions of one another. The stories or "myths" concerning "mind" and "freedom" cannot all be true at the same time. In
this chapter, and in the next as well, the inconsistencies and conflicts will be noted and then explored. For many thinkers these
are some of the most perplexing issues in Philosophy. Certainly these topics are associated with a core list of issues that are
termed "perennial". These questions arise within each culture. They have been approached from different perspectives. Answers
have been offered. No one answer or solution has gained acceptance by an overwhelming majority of thinkers let alone worldwide
acceptance. So prepare yourself to explore important matters. These materials might cause you to reexamine your beliefs and
alter your position. Be prepared to become a little unsettled. For some you may be more than just a little disturbed. You may
be disturbed that beliefs you have held may need to be reexamined or abandoned. You may be disturbed that there is no one
official correct answer to the questions that you will confront. So it is with many questions in Philosophy, some of which you have
already experienced. It could just be that despite the fact that a great many people derive great comfort from these commonly
held beliefs, that these beliefs may, nonetheless, be untrue! What is to be put in their place if you find that you can no longer hold
to what you once believed? The questions are basic. The answers are very difficult to explain and defend.

Do you have a mind?
What makes you think so?
Do you have free will?

What makes you think so?

This page titled 4.5.1: Overview is shared under a license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.
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4.5.2: The Mind Body Problem

No doubt about it, we are acculturated with the idea that we have minds. Yes, MIND! We are taught in many different ways that
we have both minds and bodies. Very few doubt this and very few think much about the meaning of this belief that we have both a
body and a mind. We learn of this view from many sources and as those around us appear to share in the same view, we have no
reason to doubt it or question it. However, there are problems with the view and more and more people are changing their beliefs
and positions as experience, critical thinking and science appear to provide reasons and evidence that challenge the popular
belief.

We believe that we have a body and a mind and that they are some how different from one another. Our language reinforces
this view as well. Many common expressions assume this view that humans have minds. Consider the following fairly common
expressions in the English language:

Are you losing your mind?
What'’s on your mind?

Are you out of your mind? A mind is a terrible thing to waste.

Great minds think alike!
You are always on my mind.

Free your mind. What are you a master mind or something?

I have a mind to ...
It is a matter of mind over matter.

He has a mind like a steel trap. back of one's mind
bear in mind blow one's mind
boggle the mind bring to mind

call to mind cross one's mind
change one's mind come to mind

frame of mind go out of one's mind
great minds half a mind

have a good mind to in one's mind's eye
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in one's right mind

know one's own mind

load off one's mind

lose one's mind

make up one's mind

meeting of the minds

never mind

of two minds

one-track mind

on one's mind

open mind

closed minded

piece of one's mind

presence of mind

prey on one's mind)

put one in mind of

read someone's mind

set one's mind at rest

slip one's mind

speak one's mind

to my mind.

its all in your mind

don't mind

put your mind to it

mind bending

narrow minded

messing with your mind

mind games

mind boggling

state of mind

out of sight (out of mind)

peace of mind

mind over matter

no doubt in my mind
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wrap your mind around this in my mind's eye
set your mind to it get your mind out of the gutter
a meeting of the minds great minds think alike

peace of mind
beyond my mind's comprehension

put your mind at ease
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- IDIOMS some are Explained at yourdictionary.com

Back of one’s mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/back-of-one-s-mind

- Bear in mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/bear-in-mind

- Blow One’s Mind: http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/blow-one-s-mind

- Boggle the mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/boggle-the-mind

- bring to mind: http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/bring-to-mind

- call to mind: http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/call-to-mind

- cross one’s mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/cross-one-s-mind

- change one's mind: http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/change-one-s-mind

- come to mind: http://idioms.vourdictionary.com/come-to-mind

- frame of mind: http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/frame-of-mind

- go out of one’s mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/go-out-of-one-s-mind

- great minds*: http:/idioms.thefreedictionary.com/Great+minds [def'n from Cambridge Idioms Dictionary, 2nd ed]

- half a mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/half-a-mind

- have a good mind to: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/have-a-good-mind-to

- in one's mind's eye: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/in-one-s-mind-s-eye

- in one's right mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/in-one-s-right-mind

- know one's own mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/know-one-s-own-mind

- load off one's mind*: http://idioms.thefreedictionary.com/a+load+off+mind [def'ns from McGraw-Hill and Cambridge
Dictionaries of American Idioms]

- lose one's mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/lose-one-s-mind

- make up one’s mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/make-up-one-s-mind

- meeting of the minds: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/meeting-of-the-minds

- never mind: http://www.yourdictionary.com/nevermind [note: in the list “never mind” is two words but in the definition it is
only one]

- of two minds*: http:/idioms.thefreedictionary.com/of+two+minds [def'ns from McGraw-Hill and Cambridge Dictionaries of
American Idioms]

- one track mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/one-track-mind

- on one's mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/on-one-s-mind

- open mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/open-mind

- piece of mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/piece-of-one-s-mind [note: link is to “piece of one’s mind"]

156 (4.5.2.4)


http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/back-of-one-s-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/bear-in-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/blow-one-s-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/boggle-the-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/bring-to-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/call-to-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/cross-one-s-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/change-one-s-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/come-to-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/frame-of-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/go-out-of-one-s-mind
http://idioms.thefreedictionary.com/Great+minds
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/half-a-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/have-a-good-mind-to
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/in-one-s-mind-s-eye
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/in-one-s-right-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/know-one-s-own-mind
http://idioms.thefreedictionary.com/a+load+off+mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/lose-one-s-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/make-up-one-s-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/meeting-of-the-minds
http://www.yourdictionary.com/nevermind
http://idioms.thefreedictionary.com/of+two+minds
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/one-track-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/on-one-s-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/open-mind
http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/piece-of-one-s-mind

LibreTextS“'

- presence of mind: http:/idioms.vourdictionary.com/presence-of-mind

- prey on one’s mind*: http://www.sky-net-eye.com/eng/english/idioms/american/i_p/6312-prey-on-ones-mind [def'n from A
Dictionary of American Idioms]

- put one in mind of: http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/put-one-in-mind-of

- read someone's mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/read-someone-s-mind

- set one's mind at rest: http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/set-one-s-mind-at-rest

- slip one's mind: http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/slip-one-s-mind

- speak one’s mind: http:/idioms.yourdictionary.com/speak-one-s-mind

- to my mind: http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/to-my-mind

- out of sight (out of mind): http://idioms.yourdictionary.com/out-of-sight

(Can you add to this list? If so, send the additions to your instructor.)

There are a number of movies that have been made that contain in them ,as themes or as devices, the exchange of minds or the
migration of a mind from one body to another. In these movies the idea is clearly in view and assumed that the mind is an entity
that is not physical and can move from one body (brain) to another and along with it goes the person. There are movies in which
minds are switched between two persons of opposite sex, or skin color or ethnicity or social or economic status. Consider these:

* Big

e All of Me

e 17 Again

e Vice Versa

¢ Like Father Like Son
¢ Dream a Little Dream
« Man with Two Brains
¢ Prelude to a kiss

e Ghost

¢ Chances Are

¢ Family Man

¢ Mr. Destiny

¢ Frequency

o Freaky Friday

e Wish Upon a Star

e Source Code

e Travelers

e Get Out

¢ The Change Up

e Switch

e The Hot Chick

e The Shaggy Dog

¢ 18 Again

e Down to Earth

(Can you add to this list? If so, send the additions to your instructor.)
In all of them there is the common element that the mind of a person is the seat of that person’s being and identity. Further,
the films appear to teach us that the mind of a person can "move" from one site or physical human body (brain) to another. We

shall not consider whether or not such "switching" is possible. (At least not as a planned part of this course.) Instead just focus
on the idea of a mind as something that can, at least in theory and in the movies, occupy one or another human body. It is not
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something physical and can move right through matter, the brain, the wall, and the atmosphere and arrive inside of another head,
skull and brain. The are many films that depict minds or soul moving through physical barriers and entering another human body.
Now people viewing these films don’t generally get up a leave the theatre or change the channel because they believe that such
events are not possible and are preposterous. No, quite the contrary, audiences are prepared to accept the possibility that such
events might occur and they remain to follow the rest of the action in the film. These films tend to be comedies. They are part of
the culture. The result is that we have a great number of people who believe that they possess a mind and that it is something
that makes them what they are or it is what houses their personal identities. Further, they believe that the mind is not a physical
entity but that it is non-physical, even spiritual, and can survive outside of the physical body and somehow can survive the death
of the body and over half of the world’s peoples believe that it is capable of entering into another body and having another life
(reincarnation, metempsychosis, the transmigration of souls). This view that we have both a non- physical mind and a physical
body is known as dualism.

Now there are some that have come to doubt and disbelieve in such a view. They have been brought up with another belief system
or have come to disbelieve in dualism due to a consideration of evidence and the implications of the claims of the dualists. Of
those who do not believe that we have both a body and a mind are those who do not believe that we have bodies. These are
known as idealists. Another group, growing larger all the time, believes that we do not have mind at all, at least not as a separate
and non-physical entity apart from our physical bodies. What we have are only physical bodies, which include the brain, which is
responsible for what previously was thought to be the work of the mind. These thinkers are known as materialists.

How is it that there is a problem with the commonly held belief that human beings have both minds and bodies? How is it that
there are a number of different views on this? What is the correct view? If there is a problem, what is the solution?

The problem comes about once you really consider what the implications are of believing that minds are not physical objects
and that they do still somehow or other influence the physical object that is our brain in order to get our bodies to do what they
do. Nothing seems more obvious to most people but that our minds do interact with our bodies. I make up my mind to type
something and my mind gets my brain to stimulate the neurons that continue to excite other neurons through my body down to
my arms, hands and fingers which strike the keys according to the ideas and the plan that my mind is directing them to follow. It
is quite obvious. But wait. Lots of things have been obvious at one time or another and then have turned out not to be true. Could
this be one of them? That sun looks not so big, not so hot, not so far away and that it is moving and yet I know now that despite
how it appears and how I thought of the sun, that it simply isn’t true. The truth is quite otherwise. Could this be the case with the
idea that I have a mind? More and more people are coming to think so. Why? Well consider.

What is a mind? Do you have a mind that is separate from your brain? Are you sure? How do you know this?

Rene Descartes thought he had proven that we have minds and that they are not material and that we do not need to have a body
to have a mind. He arrived at the following idea as his first indubitable idea or clear and distinct idea or obvious truth.

Cogito, Ergo Sum: I think, therefore I am (Rene Descartes)

Ok, so you know you have a mind. You must have one because you think. Because you think you also know that you exist in some
way. But, is the mind -the thing you think with -the same sort of thing as the body, or is it different? If it is different, how is it
different? According to Descartes there are two very different sorts of things that exist or SUBSTANCES: the physical and the
spiritual or non-physical. Brains are part of the physical realm and minds are part of the non-physical realm. The two realms make
up all that is real. DUALISM.

Physical Realm-Matter Non-Physical Realm -Spirit
Bodies Minds

have mass, density Have no mass, density

have location Have no location
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have tactile properties Have no tactile properties
have taste, smell, etc. No taste, smell, etc.

have duration No duration

They are physical!!! They are non-physical !!!

So, for Descartes and many people before and since his writing the Mind is distinct from the body - they are two different sorts of
things. Dualism : The view that there are two sorts of substance in the universe - physical and non-physical. With Dualism comes
many problems concerning the existence and relation of the two substances. One of those problems is the one we focus one here.
So, how does the non-physical mind bring about a causal change (motion) in a physical substance?

Finally, we have it! This is the PROBLEM!
How does the non-physical mind bring about a causal change (motion) in a physical substance?
VIEW: The mind-body problem: problem of interaction

Think of it this way: a mind, being non-physical, would not be able to contact, touch, move, tingle, excite, push, shove, a physical
object such as a brain, a neuron, a synaptic fluid or molecule of any type because they are all physical. Consider it this way: in the
films that show minds being changed or that show non-physical or spiritual beings, these entities are shown to move right through
walls, skulls, windows, brains and all other physical objects. So, if a mind is not physical and moves through physical objects, then
how does the mind get the brain to react or act or to do anything, for that matter. The mind is not made of matter, the brain is.
How can something not made of matter or energy cause something made of matter and energy to do anything????

Descartes thought that it was through the Pineal Gland! (He thought it was the master control unit where the soul contacted the
brain (body) because it was singular and not doubled as are other parts of the brain.) Scientific investigation has now proven that
the pineal gland does not function as a central control unit for the brain.

PROBLEM! : the Pineal Gland is still a physical thing - how does the mind excite it? Or excite the neurons, for that matter?
Suppose you would think that it is through a Harmonic Vibration! PROBLEM! : How does a non-physical thing, Vibrate?

PROBLEM!: How do we explain the interaction of the mind and body?

Mind certainly seems to effect the body: just move your fingers, toes, etc. and some evidence suggests that mind can heal the
body. Body certainly seems to effect the mind: Strokes are physical, yet effect the cognitive. Drugs and a high fever can disturb
our abilities to think, to focus, concentrate, calculate etc... Mental states can effect changes in the body. There appears to be
plenty of evidence from experience in support of some type of interact going on between the mind and the brain! Or is it the brain
and the body?

PROBLEM!: If the mind is a non-physical entity and not the physical brain then harm to the physical brain should not
cause any changes in the functioning of the mind. Yet when the brain suffers a physical change from:

¢ physical blow to the brain

¢ electrical shock to the brain

¢ disease growths in the brain

¢ chemical imbalance in the brain
« chemicals induced into the brain

all of these physical events produce a change in the way people remember, feel, think and act. If the mind is not physical and

not the brain then why do these changes in the brain make any difference to how the mind operates? We know that the physical
events do make those changes but how can that be explained if the Dualists are correct there should be no consequence to the
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mind if it is not physical it can not be touched by physical agents and acts.

Think of all the stories you have read and heard about the mind and what it is supposed to do or to have. Is it your mind that
thinks and hopes and dreams and has memories and feelings and calculates and can imagine things ? Our own experiences
and the careful study of scientists challenge the part of the story that claims that the mind is non-physical and separate from
our bodies. Neuroscience and research is indicating that the entire list is accounted for without need of postulating or claiming
or believing in some non-physical mind. Memories, hopes, emotions, plans are all being located in electrical and chemical and
physical entities in the brain.

Chemicals influence the physical brain. Chemical enter the brain cells and alter emotions and alter perceptions and alter moods
and alter abilities and more. When they do so it is evidence that there is no non-physical mind. Why? The chemicals are physical
, they influence the physical brain, the brain influences the feelings and memory and thinking of the person. In this there is no
non-physical mind involved. If there was a non-physical mind it would not be influenced by physical blows or chemicals in the
brain since the non-physical mind can not be touched by physical agents.

So the Mind Body Problem is located in this precise question of how is it that non-physical entities called minds can have any
influence over the physical brain or interact with it or cause it to do anything?

3 Traditional and Most Logical Options:
-1. Dualism: Two kinds of substance Mind and Body (brain) that Interact or are coordinated in some way.
-Monism: One kind of substance.
-2. Materialism - only material substance exists, there is no spirit.
-3. Idealism - only spiritual substance exists, there is no matter.
We shall examine all the options and then you shall decide for your self what you should believe.
Possible Approaches to the Mind - Body Problem
I. Dualism MIND and BODY both Exist
There are the ESSENTIALISTS who believe that MIND does exist. They believe in such concepts as the SELF, the I, the EGO and
other ideas indicating that there is in the human being an entity that exists and yet is not physical but occupies or associates
with the physical body. Among philosophers who have thought so are: PLATO ARISTOTLE DESCARTES LEIBNIZ
Variations
A. Interactionism - minds and bodies exist and interact in some way
B. Epiphenomenalism - body acts on mind but minds do NOT act on bodies
C. Double Aspect Theory-there is one substance with two aspects (mind/body)
D. Parallelism -minds and bodies exist in separate dimensions and are coordinated

i. Pre-Established Harmony-minds and bodies are set in motion and coordinated from the beginning of time by a deity that
creates the universe

ii. Occasionalism- on the occasion of the mind making a decision the body is moved by the creator (deity) to do whatever the
mind has decided to make the body do.

II. Monism :Materialism - only Body exists there are no minds. The brain accounts for the activities previously associated
with the Mind. Among those who have thought this way: B.F. SKINNER, HOBBES, DENNENT

Variations

¢ A. Behaviorism
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¢ B. Logical behaviorism

+ C. Semantic behaviorism

e D. Folklore

¢ E. Functionalism

¢ F. Structuralism
III. Monism: Idealism - there are no bodies only minds. All that exists is ideas. All is idea in the MIND of the Creator. Each
human is a subset of ideas in the Mind of the Creator. We have similar ideas at similar times and think that we have bodies and
are experiencing the same computers and rooms and chairs as other people because all is coordinated in the mind of the creator
of all. The divine creator thought of the creation and there it was, as ideas in the mind of the creator.
In this world Hinduism holds for a form of this and Christian Scientists hold similar views.
These questions are part of a branch or sub area of Philosophy known as Philosophy of Mind. It is one of the most modern
of the areas within Philosophy. Today it has been influenced by questions being asked in Computer Science, Psychology,
Neurophysiology, etc. Why?
First computers could do amazing things:
-once programmed, more accurate than humans
-faster at complex computations than humans

These devices raise interesting questions, such as: What was the machine doing? Could a machine think?”

To assist us we have a variety of disciplines, each with a great deal of knowledge and a number of theories and each with its own
problems.

-Neurophysiology - Knows a lot about how the brain works as a biological mechanism, but can not find thought anywhere.

-Computer science - A great deal of information with respect to the computer, but no knowledge of how to program "thought" into
the machine.

-Psychology - Knowledge of how people behave, but not of consciousness itself or internationality.
-Philosophy - Many theories about all of the above- no consensus

So now we shall examine each of the options.

For some the Mind-Body problem has been split into two different problems:

The problem of "qualia" and the problem of "intentionality." Both problems use similar intuition pumps: For qualia, we
imagine a robot that is indistinguishable from us in every objective respect, but it lacks subjective experiences; it is
mindless. For intentionality, we again imagine a robot that is indistinguishable from us in every objective respect but
its "thoughts" lack "aboutness"; they are meaningless. - -Steven Harnad

See how this is explained and then reduced again to a single problem in There Is Only One Mind/Body Problem by Steven Harnad
(1992)

READ PHILOSOPHY of MIND:
VIEW: Dr. Richard Brown Contemporary Philosophy of Mind: Dualism and Materialism
Suggested: MIND BODY PROBLEM: Overview:

See also this material on the problem
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If you are interested in Science and Computers and Artificial Intelligence you might want to "get into" this subject by examining
the material at this site listed below:

Science Fiction Setting the Scene:
Cyberspace and Neuroscience
Cyberspace and Philosophy

Bridging the Gap between Philosophy and Neuroscience

This page titled 4.5.2: The Mind Body Problem is shared under a license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.
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4.5.3: Dualism

Now we shall examine dualism. It is the first of the options on the Mind Body Problem. It is the most popular conception, it
appears as the most obvious answer to the problem and it is the source of the problem all at the same time!

dualism, Cartesian interactionist - The view that: (1) the mental and the material comprise two different classes of
substance and; (2) both can have causal effects on the other.

Plato

Plato thought that the soul could and would exist apart from the body and would exist after the death of the body. He offered
a "proof" for this position and was the first to do so in writing that we have any evidence of doing so. He offered several
different proofs or arguments none of which are convincing today. They are held to be specious arguments or terribly flawed
and unconvincing. He held that humans were composed of bodies and souls but the soul was more important and immortal.
His arguments used premises which we question today. For example, Plato thought that he could conclude that the soul could
exist independent of the body because it acted independently from the body when it engaged in pure thought. This is no longer
accepted as true since it is equally evident today that without a physical brain thought appears unlikely to occur. Plato thought
that the only way to explain how people come to know things is that they are remembering the knowledge implanted in their souls
when the souls were in the realm of pure thought and eternal forms before entering into the body after which they forgot as they
became confused by physical emotions an feelings and limited experiences through the senses. This is no longer accepted as the
best explanation of how people come to have knowledge. None the less, Plato is credited with being the first human to attempt
to set out any sort of a proof that humans had souls and that they survived the death of the body and that they were immortal. He
offered these arguments in the Dialogue he wrote titled the Phaedo

Descartes also believed that the soul existed prior to and separate from the body (see Meditation II of Meditations on First
Philosophy ) and so was immortal. In his view all of reality consisted of two very different substances: matter or the physical
and spirit or the non-physical. The physical was what would be extended in time and space and the non-physical would not
be so characterized. For Descartes the soul of a human exists prior to and separate from the body. His proof consisted of
argumentation that has been seriously criticized and rejected. He thought that if he could in some form demonstrate that humans
can prove that they exist without first proving that they have physical bodies then that would prove that they did not need a
physical body in order to exist. He thought that his famous claim that " I think therefore I am" established not just that he existed
but that he existed without a body as a "thinking thing". A "thinking thing" is a thing that thinks and by that would be included:
imagining, conceiving, hoping, dreaming, desiring, fearing, conjecturing, reasoning, remembering and more. For him a "thinking
thing" needed no physical parts to do what it does. Modern science has established that there is no evidence of humans that
are without a physical body and its brain. There is no evidence that thought is possible without a brain. There is much evidence
that what has been associated with Descartes' "thinking thing" is now explained solely in terms of the brain and how the brain is
physically structured and the functioning of the brain.

(NOTE: You must read only those linked materials that are preceded by the capitalized word READ.)
READ Wikipedia on this dualism

Variations on Dualism

A. Interactionism - minds and bodies exist and interact in some way

B. Epiphenomenalism - body acts on mind but minds do NOT act on bodies

C. Double Aspect Theory-there is one substance with two aspects (mind/body)

D. Parallelism -minds and bodies exist in separate dimensions and are coordinated

i. Pre-Established Harmony-minds and bodies are set in motion and coordinated from the beginning of time by a deity that
creates the universe

ii. Occasionalism- on the occasion of the mind making a decision the body is moved by the creator (deity) to do whatever the
mind has decided to make the body do.
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A. Interactionism: History and Critics René Descartes to William James by Robert H. Wozniak
READ:

1. RENE DESCARTES AND THE LEGACY OF MIND/BODY DUALISM

1. René Descartes

2. The 17th Century: Reaction to the Dualism of Mind and Body

3. The 18th Century: Mind, Matter, and Monism

4, The 19th Century: Mind and Brain

5. Mind, Brain, and Adaptation: the Localization of Cerebral Function

6. Trance and Trauma: Functional Nervous Disorders and the Subconscious Mind
I1. THE RISE OF EXPERIMENTAL PSYCHOLOGY

7. The 17th and 18th Centuries: The Epistemology of Mind

8. The 19th Century: The Epistemology of the Nervous System

9. Mind, Brain, and the Experimental Psychology of Consciousness

ITI. PSYCHOLOGY IN AMERICA

1. Mind, Body, and Culture: American Psychology before William James
2. Biological Consciousness and the Experience of the Transcendent: William James and American Functional Psychology By
Eugene Taylor, Harvard University Medical School
Definitions of DUALISM
READ Philosophy Dictionary on Dualism

1.Non-physical entities do not have spatial properties, so there is no need to locate them in physical space. Such entities have
there own metaphysical laws to follow. God. Mind, spirit, souls all operate within that realm.

Objection: What are those laws and how do they account for the results in the physical universe?
2. Dualists claim that:
a. substances do not need to be similar in order to interact. b.There is also ample evidence that they do interact.

Objections: a) It was the dualists who established that the two substances were so different that they could not interact. The
source of the problem is the dualist distinctions of the two different substances!

b) the evidence for interact could be explained in terms of brain actions alone! The obviousness of one’s causing one’s body to
move by an act of the mind is not as obvious as it seems.

3.The mind may not add energy to a closed system, it may be simply redirecting the energy already present.
Objection: How does the mind affect the redirection if the mind is not itself made of energy or matter?

4.Dualists claim there is a compelling reason to hold that there are two substances and not just one. They claim it is needed to
account for all phenomena of human experience including consciousness.

Objection: The monists claim that it is not necessary at all and that they have a satisfactory explanation of such phenomena.

Please do view these two VIDEO from QualiaSoup on Substance Dualism - a good philosophical overview of the idea and
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problems with it.

Substance Dualism Pt 1: (10:45)

Substance Dualism Pt 2: (10:48)

The Other Variations on Mind Body Dualism

Here are some of the dualists’ responses to these points and objections to them or criticisms of them.
A. Interactionism - minds and bodies exist and interact in some way (covered above)

B. Epiphenomenalism - body acts on mind but minds do NOT act on bodies

The Theory of William James (covered above)

C. Double Aspect Theory-there is one substance with two aspects (mind/body)

The Theory of Spinoza criticized as equating to Interactionism

Objection: The two aspects of the one substance are either illusory or if real then there is the dualism issue once again as to how
they are to interact.

D. Parallelism -minds and bodies exist in separate dimensions and are coordinated

i. PRE ESTABLISHED HARMONY-minds and bodies are set in motion and coordinated from the beginning of time by a deity that
creates the universe.

Objection: This theory seriously challenges notions of human freedom.

ii. OCCASSIONALISM - on the occasion of the mind making a decision the body is moved by the creator (deity) to do whatever
the mind has decided to make the body do.

When a person wills to move a finger, that serves as the occasion for God to move the finger; when an object suddenly appears
in a person's field of view, that serves as the occasion for God to produce a visual perception in the person's mind.

Objection: This theory would make God an accomplice in every evil act.
Each attempt to defend the dualism of MIND and BODY meets with objections.

If you want to take the dualist position that we have both a physical and non-physical mind that position needs to be defended
with reasoning and evidence and not merely made to rest on FAITH BASED CLAIM. In Philosophy it must be supported by
reasoning and evidence. There must be both the exposition of the problem with the dualist claim and its solution. The dualist
position creates the mind body problem! What is needed is a response to all the criticisms of the dualist position? Remember
it is the one position that creates the problem. A dualist needs to account for all the evidence that disproves dualism and then
needs to bridge the gap between the non-physical and the physical and solve the problem of interaction.

Dualists also nee to be aware that there is no claim about what a non-physical mind does that has not been demonstrated to be
the result of BRAIN activity and functioning. Neuroscience discredits the claim of a non-physical mind. What evidence is offered
by contemporary dualists of the existence of a non-physical mind?

Mind refers to the aspects of intellect and consciousness manifested as combinations of thought, perception, memory, emotion,
will and imagination, including all of the brain's conscious and unconscious cognitive processes. "Mind" is often used to
refer especially to the thought processes of reason. Subjectively, mind manifests itself as a stream of consciousness. READ
http://en.Wikipedia.org/wiki/Mind

If this is the definition of mind then reflexes, controlled responses, survival instincts are not part of the mind but actually a part
of the brain. http://en.Wikipedia.org/wiki/Brain

Here is another view of the problem.
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So, with dualism comes a number of problems. The most conspicuous and troublesome are:

1. Where does the interaction take place?
2. How does the interaction take place?
3. The idea of the mental causing the physical to act appears to violate the principle of the conservation of energy
4. The idea of two realities appears to violate Ockam’s Razor, the principle of Simplicity, which holds that if there is no need to
postulate additional entities one should avoid doing so..
Variations

There are two variations on dualism with regard to the Mind Body Problem. Each involves the agency of an all powerful
deity. IF there is no logically valid and sound proof for the existence of such a deity that is a problem.

READ OCCASSIONALISM
With Occasionalism the deity becomes an accomplice in all manner of heinous actions of humans.
READ PRE ESTABLISHED HARMONY

With Pre-Established Harmony the existence of Free Will in humans becomes a problem is all human actions have been
predetermined from the beginning of time.

This page titled 4.5.3: Dualism is shared under a license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.
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4.5.4: Monism- Idealism

Metaphysical view:

Things are composed of 1. sensible properties and 2. matter

Matter:

Matter was seen as necessary for differentiating one object from another.

Suppose you had two objects with the same properties --

- a list of the properties of both would be identical.

- how would you know that you had two objects?

Matter itself had no properties of it's own.

Problem with Matter:

According to Berkeley - once you took away all of the sensible properties of a thing, you should be left with the bare matter. But,
if it has no properties of it's own, how would you know it? This led him to conclude that a thing is nothing more than its sensible
properties.

Things are nothing but their properties:

Consider a bucket of water at room temperature.

Hold your right hand in another pail of hot water, your left hand in a pail of cold water.
After a few minutes, place both hands in the bucket of room temp water.

How does the water feel to the right hand?

How does the water feel to the left hand?

Aha! What can we conclude from this experiment?

The "hotness" or "coolness" of the water is not in the water.

So where is the sensation of "hotness" or "coolness" existing?

In our Minds?

Idealism:

-If the sensible properties of things exist in the mind (not in the things themselves).
-and things are nothing more than bundles of sensible properties, then........

- Things must exist in the mind only (as ideas).

Problems:

Similarity of perception (of objects): Why do things seem the same to all of us?

Persistence of objects: Do things continue to exist when no one is perceiving them?
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Problem of Other Minds: How do I know other minds exist?

Similarity of Perception:

Why do things appear the same to all of us if they are just bundles of ideas in our (individual) minds?
Response 1 - They might not - the wall may be "blue" because we have all been taught to call it that, not because it really is "blue "
Persistence of Objects:

Do things continue to exist when no one is looking at them?

Does the floor outside the room still exist?

Does your car still exist in the parking lot?

Response 1:

Well, someone is out there right now "seeing" it - this keeps it in existence until I get back.

But what if no one is out there right now?

Response 2:

Someone always is "seeing" all the things in the world at once.

Couldn’t that be God?

Persistence of Objects and Similarity of Perceptions

Both can be explained by positing an All-knowing (All-seeing) God.

Idealists use God to explain how these things continue to exist.

They are as they are because God perceives them.

The Problem of Other Minds:

Dualist response -

best explanation for what we see in the behavior of others

Biological similarity between bodies makes it even stronger.

But - In Idealism there is no such physical similarity! Only way to connect the two is to posit some sort of spiritual similarity.
Conclusion:

Because of the lack of evidence for other minds, and because of the (supposed) lack of any perceptive faculty by which we can
know God (who is needed to solve other problems) Idealism will not work as an explanation of how MIND and BODY interact.

This page titled 4.5.4: Monism- Idealism is shared under a license and was authored, remixed, and/or curated by LibreTexts.
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4.5.5: Monism- Materialism

So now we arrive at the real challenge to the dualist view and the solution to the Mind-Body Problem that is attracting more and
more adherents. In this view there are no minds at all. At least there are no minds separate from the brain. There are no non-
physical entities. The mental activities are accounted for in terms of the brain and what it does. There are a variety of approaches
to explaining the MIND in terms of the BRAIN. This approach is a form of monism for it claims or assumes that there is but one
substance: matter. It is a physicalism.

(NOTE: You must read only those linked materials that are preceded by the capitalized word READ.)

There will be a great deal of material here. It is put here to challenge your belief that you have a mind. More and more people are
coming to think differently. The belief in a mind has been held by so many and for so long that it takes some doing to demonstrate
that perhaps it just is not true!

The claim is made that there is no non-physical mind. All that we do and experience is accounted for in physical terms. When the
day comes that humans interact with a very well made and very complex computer, perhaps in the form of a human body, a robot-
android, and the humans can not tell that it is a silicon based form of activity then humans will realize that they are not really
different from the robot. Humans are a carbon-based life form. The android-robot will be a silicon-based life form. If humans and
androids both act alike and speak of "feelings" and "thoughts" and so forth then humans will know that the mind is just another
name for the physical brain. So, the views presented here will quickly get to the cases of computers and robots as a means of
offering proof of the non-existence of a non-physical mind.

What is there really that you or a human being does that indicates that they have this non-physical entity associated with the
behavior. Robots can be programmed to speak, to write, to calculate, to learn and even to make other robots (first step successful
in the year 2000). Robots, androids, can be made to speak of feelings and to report that when for example fluid intake over 4
hours drops below 50cc to say, "I'm thirsty" or some other appropriate phrase. The android could be programmed to say what the
humans say when fluid intake drops to a low point. Is there any thing more to "feeling thirsty" than that? As the behaviorist, B.F.
Skinner, claims, we know that someone is thirsty because they drink. We should not think that they drink because they are thirsty.
Neurologists have been busy at work identifying the locations in the brain responsible for memory, speech, creativity and motor
control as well as anger, depression and even love, both the physical attraction stage and the "romantic" stage. There have been
numerous examples of people who have had their basic behavior change as a result of brain injuries , illnesses and chemical
imbalances. With all of this mounting evidence there arte many people who believe that there are NO NON-PHYSICAL MINDS ,
that we have only BRAINS.

Variations on the Materialist Position

¢ A. Behaviorism

¢ B. Logical behaviorism

« C. Semantic behaviorism
o D. Folklore

¢ E. Functionalism

¢ F. Structuralism

A brief explanation of each: more details will be supplied below.

A. Behaviorism- Some psychologists believe that they can account for all of human behavior in terms of operant conditioning.
All that a human does (including ideas and feelings) are behaviors that can be explained in terms of basic physical factors:

Genetic Inheritance

Physical Drives

Individual human history of interactions
Conditioning-learned behavior patterns

HpPwON

There is no essential difference between a human and any other mammal. Humans use language according to what they were
reinforced for saying or writing. There is no mind. There is only the brain as with any other mammal. Human thought is simply
brain behavior (activity) that has been learned (reinforced) and associated with some stimuli and evoking some response.
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B. Logical behaviorism- The word "MIND" is the result of a mistake, an error in logic. If a person arrived on the campus of a
large college or university and asked someone in the parking lot, "Where is the college?" That person might point out one building
after another saying something like: "Well that's the administration building over there. That's the gym building way down there.
That's the new science building over there." Then the visitor interjects with " No, I want to know where is the college?" Well the
visitor is making the mistake of thinking that the college is a place as are the buildings instead of the college being a name for
the entire collection of buildings, programs, instructors, students etc.. The visitor is making an error. Well, in like manner the word
MIND has been mistaken for a THING when it is just a NAME for a collection of activities of the brain.

C. Semantic behaviorism-Holders of this view believe that the word MIND has been improperly associated with the existence
of an entity that exists apart from the body, the brain. Those who speak of the mind as if it where a non-physical entity have been
reinforced in this inappropriate behavior and incorrect association.

D. Folklore- All talk of the MIND as distinct from the brain originates from an earlier time when people were not as well informed
as we are today. Most people have had to abandon thinking of many things that were part of the old folklores:

the earth is flat

the earth is at the center of the universe

the sun moves

the moon is a goddess

lightning is sent by superhuman beings from above

e

Well, now that more is known of brain functioning and structure, humans will need to abandon all talk of the mind as a non-
physical entity.

E. Functionalism- The MIND is really the name given to the collection of brain functions. See more below.

F. Structuralism- The MIND is a name given to a collection of brain structures. Each mental event is accounted for in terms of
the various arrangements and operations of parts of the brain.

Here are two overviews and they shall be followed by more detailed presentations on the various materialist positions.
" Materialism" by H. Elliot

Another form of Monism: only one kind of substance in the universe and only material substance exists - there is no non-physical
substance. This view had important implications for existence of God, soul, angels etc..

3 Main points:

1. Uniformity of (physical) Laws

2. Denial that there is “intelligent” purpose

3. Denial of non-physical entities
Uniformity of Law
Physical Laws are descriptive: They don’t say how it ought to be, but rather they describe how things actually behave. Physical
Laws describe a universe which operates according to regular, uniform laws. 1. Every event has a cause 2. Same causes under
same conditions get same effects.

Denial of Intelligent Purpose:

One challenge to materialism is that it must be able to explain “intentionality” of actions. Elliot meets the challenge by denying
that any action is intentional -

e acts can serve a purpose - like blinking reflex
e but acts occur because the laws of physics hold true - not because they are directed by someone.

Denial of Non-Physical entities:
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Where are they? Can we spot such things?
Why do we need to suppose they exist?
Non-physical entities are proposed out of ignorance of the true nature of things.
Once we realize that there are only physical causes for things, we will look for (and find) just those sorts of causes.
Summation:
Uniformity of Law establishes that:
-every event has a cause
Denial of "intelligent" purpose establishes:
e that every cause/effect relationship depends on another cause/effect relationship.
Denial of non-physical entities establishes:
e that the only causes of events are physical.
Consequences:
e There is no "Ghost in the machine" (the non-physical MIND), there is only the machine.
e We are organic machines, nothing more, nothing less.
e This does not minimize the nature of the human brain ,taken as a machine it is still the best and most efficient machine of
its type.
Brain as Machine:
The fastest computers:
Cray II (Cray Technologies) - .
o 8 teraflops
“Connectionist Machine”
e 2 teraflops (theoretical speed - too expensive to build)
All of the above use an architecture known as “Massive Parallel Processing”
Human Brain
o 60 teraflops - (estimated)
Brain as Machine:
The mere act of catching an object thrown to us requires an enormous amount of processing power and speed.
e Calculate trajectory
e Moving to intercept object on its trajectory
e Coordinating grasping motions along with recovery from motion in 3 dimensional space.
So what do we do with mentalistic terms?

Thought = a particular brain process

Mind = our collective awareness of our own brain processes
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Memory = a physical process of information storage and retrieval
Dreaming = testing and establishing relationships between information stored in memory.
Conclusions:

e Materialism does not allow for spiritual entities:
e NO God, soul, angels or devils.

Problem is,

e Idealism may lead us into a Radical Solipsism: the view that I am the only being in the world
e Yet, Dualism cannot explain how the mind and body interact.

Other Conclusions:
If we as humans are just a form of organic machine, then:

e Is it possible to construct a non-organic machine which can do the same things?
e Could we create an artifact which was intelligent?

e This will require that we know what intelligence is!

e It will also require that we understand how it is that humans are intelligent!

*_k_k_k_k_k_k_k_k_k_k_k_k_k_k_k_k_Kk_k_k_k_*k_k_k_k_%k_*_%

READ: MIND as IDENTICAL to the BRAIN
Physicalism - The view that everything that is real is, in some sense, really physical

As used in the philosophy of science, physicalism is the view that all factual knowledge can be formulated as a statement about
physical objects and activities. Thus, the language of science can be reduced to third person descriptions.

The positivists defined the physical as that which can be described in the concepts of a language with an intersubjective
observation basis. This could be called unity of science physicalism. It is the primary meaning of physicalism in the philosophy
of science. Another type of physicalism might be called causal physicalism, the view that all causes are physical causes.

There is a lot of confusion in the philosophy of mind literature stemming from a tendency to take physicalism and materialism to
be interchangeable.

Suggested Readings: Armstrong’s Materialist Theory of Mind The Nature of Mind and Other Essays. Cornell University Press
(1981). [ISBN 0801413532 ]

EVIDENCE in support of Materialist Position: for examples of experiments to support the claim that thoughts and
images are simply physical actions in a physical brain see this: (1) reading ideas in a brain and (2) implanting images
and ideas into a brain see these experiments

VIDEO: Consciousness: How the Brain Creates the Mind by Sid Koulder cognitive
neuroscientist neuro-biological basis for consciousness presentation at at NYUAD
conference 74 minutes

VIDEO: brain hallucinates your conscious reality by neuroscientist Anil Seth 17
minutes

His position is that as result of evolution the brain constructs predictive perceptions for survival of the sentient being.

Opposing position of post Materialist Science
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VIDEO: Is Consciousness More than the Brain? | Interview with Dr. Gary Schwartz,Univ of Arizona 14 minutes
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FUNCTIONALISM

Definition:

What is FUNCTIONALISM? By Ned Block

The mind is what the brain does; we are (very sophisticated) biological machines.

According to functionalism, 'Mind' refers to the brain's activity of thinking; the MIND is not a special kind of thing or substance--
not a spiritual thing or a physical thing--but rather a certain kind of activity that is carried out by a physical thing, in the case of
humans, by the brain.

ANALOGY #1: Other Bodily Functions

Digestion is what the stomach does. Circulating the blood is what the heart does. Cleansing the blood is what the kidneys do.
Thinking is what the brain does.

Some machines can do the job of our organs when they fail. Artificial organs are growing more common (cornea implants, kidney
machines, artificial hearts). If thinking is simply the function performed by the brain, it might some day be possible to replace
parts of the brain (maybe even the whole brain!) with artificial parts.

But what does the Brain do?

The brain processes information gathered by the senses and stored in memory. The outputs of this processing include
the things we say, think and do. In effect, thinking is a form of computation. The mind is to the brain as software is to
hardware.

Two important considerations have added plausibility to this view of the mind.

1. Computers can be made of almost anything.

In principle, it is possible to build a computer out of almost anything. Early electronic computers were made with vacuum tubes.
Current computers are made with transistors and silicon chips. But any device that can be used to "read" and "write" from a "tape"
on which are symbols that represent "1's" and "0's" can be used to build a computer. In 1833 Charles Babbage conceived a design
for a mechanical computer made from interlocking gears and levers. He called his computer "the Analytical Engine." The problem
with using mechanical components is that computers made from them perform their computations so slowly, they are practically

useless.

Nature, however, found a way to build a computer using biological components, without silicon chips and transistors. We call it
the brain.

2. Levels of Explanation or What Do Psychologists Study Anyway?
Psychology started out as the study of the mind, and by "mind," most early psychologists meant something like the Cartesian soul.
When souls fell from fashion, psychologists faced a problem