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INTRODUCTION

This paper begins with @& study of the philosophical thought
preceding Platonism and Aristoﬁlianiém, in order that we might
have a.clearer wmdersatanding of the issues with which these two
men dealt, It is essential for ws to understand Platonism and
Aristotlisnism for two reasons: first, it is within the framework
of tke thought of these two men that succeeding philosophy !as
largely worked; secondly, if one understands i'e issues with whieh
these men struggled, he will wderstand the issuves with which
modern philosophy deals, Therefore, some space in the paper has
been # lotted to the thought of these men,

The paper then moves quickly through medieval thought and
nominglism to Galileo, FPrem Galileot': thought tlie paper moves
to Descartes, British empiriecism, and then to Eant, Tie emphasis
is given here to the conflict between the epistemology of science
and tle ontology which Galileo, Descartes, and his successors

accepted, Their philosophy is seen az an attempt to provide a
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conelusion and in the paper az a whole

is the close relationship between epistemology snd cnielogy.

By ontelogy I mean a theory of ihe naiture of reality--iiose things

which we perceive in sense perceplion and 211 ithings related o them,

’T 1

By epistenolery I wean the theory of how we lmow reality,



Presccratic Development

Western philosophy is said to have begun with the Melisians on
the coast of Asia Minor. Ionian thought centered upon the search
for an underlying, material principle whiech would unite the diversity
of experience, Out of this search arose the western epistemological
problem; for Anaximenes, in his answer to the problem of change
of the one to many, commenced the issue of epistemology. The
diversity of experience, so he dectared, is based on a quantitative
change of the one; therefore, a quantitative change of that which
is causes a quantitative change in us, Experience is denied in
order to solwe the problem of change; we know in experience not
what is (the one principle, undifferentiated), but the diversity
of various things. To solve his ontological problem of change,
Anaximenes, then, presented an epistgmological answer, In
preceding pre-socratic philosophy, this episteémological approach
to the ontological problem of the one principle became even more
important,

Heraclitus and Parmenides, following Anaximenes, attempted
to establish again an underlying principle beneath experience,

Both as An aximenes approached the problem in terms of epistemology.
Heraclitus asserted that all things flow, that there is only change,
and that the one is the process of change; hence, he denies our
experience of permanence, Parmenides on the other hand, asserted
that nothing changes, that change is an illusion, and that the one

is this undivided, unchanging whole that never becomes; hence, he

¥
denies our experience of jmpermanence,



Here perhaps it would be good to analyze more c¢losely some of
the underlying assumptions in pre-socratic pi:ilosophy., &lthough
the work of these philosophies is obsure and incomplete and their
philosophies largely wndeveloped, cettain trends do stand out
clearly, Tirst, their acceptance of a concept (the principle of an
underlying material unity) demonstrates their assumption that
conception or reason can know what is, ratber than can preception,
For sense-experience is denied or confirmed as it agrees with their
conception of the one material principle, Not only is conception
set above preception, but concep%ion,is thought to be able to
grasp what is, to know reality itself, This point for us to
understand i1s difficult because of our emphasis on sense experience;
but it is essential for us to understand tbhis épproach if we are
to undersitand Greek philosophy,

Following the lead of *"“e earlier philosoplers mentioned aiove
the pluralists, Empedocles and Anaragoras, sought for an understanding
of the world, MHowever, they rejected ithis conception of a material
wmity; ratber; ttey posited the infinite number of different
particularities, Although thev modified iheir conception in terms
of the diversity of experience, ihey did so chiefly because of
logical reasons concerning change, not from a desire to be true to
sense experience, Picking up thls train of thought was the first
school:vof philosophy which actually dealt with ihe problem of
"what and how we know"-~the Atomists, WHowever, intervening between
the pluralists and the 4tomists is an extrememly important movement

in pbilosophy~-~the Sopbists.,
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Orginally, this school was composed of learned men who dispersed
their knowledge to students, Then the teachers gradually developed
a sophistication of thought that ripped apart the old Greek
poly~theism, scoffed at many of the social and ethical mores of the
vime, and repudiated previous philosophy as an illustration of the
inability of man to know, Ethics, values, knowledge~-~these were
all decried by the Sophists, Demonstrative of this movement is
Gorgias*® three pronged scepticism found in tie Sextus, First,
nothing exis“s: "if Being is everlasting, it is boundlessy if
boundless, it has no position (is nowhere); if without position,
it does not exist.," "Similarly, Being cannot be created, if it
were, it must come from something, either Being (which would have
to be created) or Non-being, which is impossible.'" Secondly if
anything exists, it is uncomprehensible: "if the concepts of the
mind are not realities, reality cannot be thought, . . ."
"Therefore reality is no: the obfect of thought, and cannot be
comprehended by it.'" Finally, the last point in Gorgias*®
scepticism is that if anything is comprehensible, it is
uncommunicable: '"We communicate not things which exist¢, but only
speech; just as that which is seen cannot become that which is
heard, so our speech cannot be equated with that whiel exists,
since it 1s outside of us.,”

It was against the scepticism that Democritus and
of atominism took over the position of the pluralists and developed
it against the soprists® scepticism, Reality is composed of an
infinite number of Parmenidean wholes--indivisible, undifferentiated,

uncreated, indesiructable; thus, atomism is a materialism whose



epistomology is mechanistic, Precepiion and conception is an
interplay of the ntoms; hence, we know not veality, but the effects
of atoms, upon ihe atoms. th~t compose our senses and mind

Sweeti exists by convention, color exists by

convention; atoms and véid (alone) exist in

reality, . . We know nothing accurately in

reality, but(only) as it changes according to

the bodily conditions, and the constitutuion of

those things ‘hai flow upon (the body} and

impinge upon it,
Trerefore, we in conception and preception do not know reality
(the atoms and the void in wirieh they move); rather, we know the

%

effects of atoms impinging upon the atoms ofjsenses and of our
mind, creating images of the source from where the atoms came,
The image I have of :this pipe I am smoking 1is caused by atoms
leaving the pipe, striking the a:oms of my eye and causing a
chain reac*ion back to my brain shere ihe image of the pipe is
produced, Although this posiilon was the source of ti:e modern
atomism of Galileo and Descartes and of modern empiricism, let
us not “hink that Demoeritus had left Greek rationalism:
“there are twosorts of knowledge, one genuine, one bastard (or
obscure), To the la:‘er belongs= all the following: sight, hearing,
smell, taste, touch, The real is separa‘ed from this,” Thus,
sense~preception in Democritus?® thought 1s placed below il:e genuine
kmowledge=~~conception., However as Aristotle noted in de sensu
"Democritus and the majori:y of natural philosop'ers who discuss
precepiion are guilty of a great absurdity, for they represent
all precepiion by touch,” When atomism was revised by Galileo
and Descar‘es, because of '“e greater emphasis on sense~

experience from science, this representation of preception in

terms of touch 1s of exireme imporiance,
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Democritus and the atomists meet the sophist atiack by agreeing
with them: we know only our own rental states and not reality,
However, our mental imaZes are caused mech:anistically and thus are
somewhat represeniative of renlity, Here, thewyy; 1s represented
one extreme of Greek philosophy--pluralistic atomism, Iet us now

turn to the other trend of development--Socratic -Platonism,

Platonism

To unders:and “his second conclusion of Greek philosophy
reached in Platonism, one must first look a: Socrates. Although
Socratic thoug:t cannot be sifted our of its platonic cowixt,
certain characteristics of Secraiic thought can be ascertained
through a s‘udy of Socra‘es® speeches in the Apology and the
Socratic technique which runs throughout the dialogues,

First, Socrates definitely asserted the.possibility pf knowledge,
although in searching for knowledge, bhe destroyed much of the
presumed knowledge of his associates, Despite this sopliistic
analysis of knowledge, throughout the dialogues is displayed a
Socrates searching for knowledge, The ten books of the Republic
are a quest for a definitién of justice, Although the substance
of the Republic is probably Platonic, the quest for knowledge is
Socratic indeed. Thus, ihe Socraiic technique is one of continual
discussion, in which one searches for knowledge, Since Socrates
sought knowledge, he must have believed its existence,

Secondly, Socrates 2lso affirmed the exisience of values,
again in opposition to ithe Sophists of his day such as
Thrasymachkos, In Book I of ihe Republic, Thrasymachos declares,

"justice 1s nothing but the advantage of the sironger,” The rest



of Book I consisits in &n examining and a refuting of t"e assertion
by Socrates in a rather heated discussion with ikis fellow sophist,
Thrasymachos, Even clearer in the 4Apolegy is Socrates® belief
in the reality of values; for Socrates fook death omr his conviction
of *he moral nature of the universe,

No, genileman, the difficult #hing 1is not to escape

dea*h, I think, but to escape wickedness, . . .

I fortell, gentlemen, my slayers, thai a pumish=~

ment will come upon you straight after my

death, much harder I declare, than execution

at your hands is to me; for now you have done

this, thinking to shake yourselves free from

giving account of your life, but it will turn

out for you some::ing very different, as I fore-

tell , . . . this one thing you must itake as

true-~no evil can. kappen to a good man either

living or dead,
Thus spake Socrates to *he jury at his trial after receiving a

- ’ 9

sentence of death, Thus, it is obvious that Socrates affirmed the
existence of values and of lnowledge, Upon this existential
affirmation, Plato built "is philosophy,

Plato's epistomology centers around the theory of forms,
which e uses to demonstrate how values and knowledge which
Socrates affirmed are posrible, In brief #nis iheory is this:
for each category of things tha: exist is an archtype, an idea,
which is non-spatial or temporal, but nhas an objective existence
of its own., When the human mind knows, it knows the idea and thus
can recognize all particulars that exist., Furiher, each particular
is made from its idea; it gains 1its reality from the absolute
reality of “he idea. Hence, Plato feels he "“as demonstrated the
possibility of knowledge by i<hese rwo as-ertions: knowing a never-

changing 1idea ensures the universality and validity of knowledge;

the realness of t»e pariicula r which is the object of knowledge



is ensured by ‘e absoluie realiiy of he idea from which it was
made, To establish an episisaology, implicit in Socratic thought,
Plato had to establish the certainiiy of what 1is known and the
possibility of knowing it, In his theory of forms he does both,

Plato here apparently was aware of tiie necessary connection
be{ween ontology and epistemology=~a conneciion which existed
from tiie first in the earliest wesiern philosopiy. Plato rightly
felt “he need to establish wiih his epistemology a companion
oniology., This insight~~that ontology snd epistemology are
inseparaitable and inter~dependent--has been largely lost by modern
philosophy., One need only look at logical positivism'®s principle
of verifibility to see tha: in every epist@mology is an implicit
ontology. I+ is noi coincidence that episi€mology and oniology
arose together in western thought,

Vith this brief introduciion, let us examine the theory of
forms in greater detail, Plato offers evidence of the existence
of the ideas in the Phaedo and the Timaeus, 1In the Phaedo, Socrates
points our that people talk of equality. Two siicks are equal in
width and length; people say that ihey are, therefore, equal., Few
people would dispute :the validity of ihe coneept of equality; but
what is it? Socrates points out that equality is not the same as
the siicks, but can be conceived in tle abstract, Althoug:
equality is not the same as fthe siicks or any o:ner particualrities,
"you have, neveril:eless, corceived and acquired knowledge of
equality , ., .then we must have knowledge of equality before the
time when we first saw equal “hings." Where did this knowle dge of

equality come from, since it could have come from experience with
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any particular? Socraies indica:ed ihar knowledge of equaliiy could
only have come from ti:e universal form of equality, Only by first
knowing the idea of equality, could we then recognize the two sticks
as being equal,

In the Timgeus, Plato’s approach is that irue knowledge cannot
be relative, but muist be absolute., If our knowledge is only of
particulars which are always changing and becoming, our lknowledge
would be always changing, ience, relative, Only is our knowledge
is based upon an absolute sw:ich does not change, can our knowledge
be true., Plato offers thie ideas-~beyond time and space--as such
absolutes,

Although thié evidence of the ideaz is not perhaps conclusive,
Plato®s verification of knowledge does not rest finally upon tle
ideas, His final absolute which makes knowledge valid and certain
is the principle of the Good., 1In the last analysis, the possibility
of knowledge and ‘he reality, and therefore t"e certainty, of
the objec: of knowledge (ihe particulars) rests upon ihis iniuitive
flashe-the.Good, To undersitsnd the principle of tle Good, let us

turn to Plato's myih of ‘he cave fowmd in Book VII of the Republic:

Imagine mankind as dwelling in an wnder-
growmd cave with a long entrance open to the
light across the whole width of the cave; in
this they have been from childhood, with necks
and legs fettered, so they have to stay where
they are, They cannot move their heads round
because of :he fetters, and they can only look
forward, but light comes to them from a fire
burning bebind them higher up at a distance,
Befween the fire and the prisoners is a road
above their level, and along it imagine a
low wall has been built, as puppeti showman have
screens in front of iheir people over which
they work their puppets,

T see,*® he said,

*See, then, bearers carrying along this
wall all sorts of articles which they hold



projecting above the wall, statues of men and
other living things, made of s:one or wood and

all kinds of stuff, some of t:e bearers speaking
and some silent, a= you might expect,?

*i7hat a remarkable image,? he said, *and
what remarkable prisonerst?

*Just like ourselves,® Ivsaid, *For, first
of all, tell me <his: What do you think such
people would have seen of t¢hemselves and each
other except thelr shadows, which the fire east
on the opposiie wall of ihe cave?®

*I don't see how they could see anything
else,*® said ne, *if they were compelled to keep
thelr heads wmmoving all their livest!?

*Very well, what of the things being carried along
Would not thiis be the same?*®

*Of course it would,?

*Suppose ihe prisoners were able to talk
together, don®*t you think ihat when ihey named
the shadows w:lech they say pas:ing they would
believe they were naming things??

*Neces~arily,?

*Then if :heilr prison ad an acho from the
opposi‘e wall, whenever -
bearers uttered a sownd, would tey not suppose
that the passing shadow must be making the
sound? Dontt you think so??

*Indeed I do,* said Glaucon,

*If so, * said I, 'such persons would ceriainly
believe ihat there were no realities except
those shadowre : .

*So it muet be,? he siad,

*Now consider,® said I; °*what tieir
release would be like and their cure from t:ese
feiters and thelr folly; let us imagine whetiier
it mighi naturally be something like this, One
might be released, and compelled suddenly to
stand up and turn around, and to work and look
towards the fireligit; all this would hurt
him, and “e would be too mucih: dazzled to see
distinctly those iings wiose shiadows he had
seen before, What do you ih:ink i:e would
say, if someone told him tha® wihat he saw
before was foolery, but now e saw rightly,
being a bit nearer realiiy and turned toward
things being a bi: more real? . . . Suppose
now, *said T; *that someone should drag im
thencg by force, up ‘he rough ascent, the steep
way up, and never stop wntil he could drag
him oui into the 1light of the swm, would he
not be distressed and furious at being
dragged; and whten he came into the ligit, the
brillance would £1i13 his eyesz and ¥ would not
be able to see even one of '.the things now
called real,®
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fThat e would noi,* sald e, *all of a
sudden,?

*He would have fo become used to it, surely,
I think, if he is to see the things above,
First, he would most easily look at shadows,
after that images of mankind and the rest in
water, lastly the things themselves, , . .
Last of all, I suppose, the sun; te could look
on the sm itself in its own place, and see
what 11 is like, nat'réflections of it iImn
wvater or as it appears in some alien setting,?®

*Necessarily,*® said he,

*Only after :his he might reason about
it, how this is he w0 provides reasons and
years, and is set over all there is in the
visible region, and he is in a manner the cause
of all things which they saw,?

Plate goes on to say that-the sensual world of becoming and
relativity 1s the prison of the cave, The firelight casting
the shadow which we see is {he sun, he ascent is the struggle
to E£ree ourselves from tihis prison in order that we rise into the
upper world-~tihe world of ¢he mind, The object in the upper
world are the ideas; finally, the sun, last to be seen, is ithe Good,
Hence, the highest reality is 'he Good, The climax of knowledge
is the Good,

Before e examine the relations®ip between the ideas, knowledge,
and the Good, let us consider how this principle of the Good is
kmown, Plato in Book VII of ihe Republic states that "the Good
is not iyself a state of knowledge, but something transcending
far beyond in dignity; and power,.™ ‘tence, while reason can grasp
:he ideas, the Good, being beyond ithe ideas is bevond "dialectical™®
reason, it is known by_an'intuitive vision, Therefore while the
"Exercise of Reason” can know the ideas, it cannot reach the
ideas, Rathér, Plato speaks in Book VII of "an instrument in

the soul® which *must be turned round with the whole soul away
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from the world of becoming until i: is able ‘o endure the sight
of being and t"e most brillant lig-t of bé&ing," This instrument
is, I believe, intuition,

Hith this unders’anding of the Go#d, let us return to Plato®s
statements conecerning knowledge and the:Good, ¥ indicates in
Book VI of the Republic that the Good is :‘he cause of the ideas
being known as well as the cause "of the sta‘e of knowledge," As
the sun illuminates a particular object and permits it to be knowm,
so the Good illumines the ideas, permitting them to be known,
Thus, the Good creates the possibility of knowledge, by somehow
enabling the Reason to know them, This then is the Good~~the
source and cause of lnowledge, the absolute siandard of truth,
the ontological foundation of all else, Let us move on now to
the ideas or forms to examine their relatiénship to knowledge, and
Bow they are known, First, let us examine what Plato nas to say

in Book VI,

4&nd we speak of beauty by itself and good
by itself and so on for each of all those
things which we have just put as meny; again,
moreover, we say that these are relaied to one
single perfect ideal for each, and we put each

as a portion of a single essence, and each is
really what we name,

For each class of things ‘hat exist, a universal form exists,
Bach particular oak tree partakes of the oakness, Oakness not
only gives reality to each particular oak tree, but actually exists
independently of all oak trees. So for all things thati can be
Imown there is a form, an idea--something mind--like which is
ontologically beyond the mind, Thus, as iie Good offers an

ontological footing to the ideas, so the ideas provide reality
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to the world of sense-experience, Each particular is real because
of the reality of the idea of which it partakes, Knowledge of
each particular is also valid because of its absolute referent,
the idea,

In summary, let us look a’ Plato’s metaphor of ihe divided
line found in Book ¥I, A line is divided into two halves, which
are in turn divided into-halves, Each fourth of the line represents
a level of reality and a level of knowledge, The first fourth of
the line represenis the lowest level of reality--shadows, reflections,
ete, Knowledge gained from this level of reality is gained by
conjecture., The second fourth of the line representis ihe second
level of reality--objects, particularities, Knowledge is gained
bere by belief, This first half of ithe lime is the world of
sense experience, The second half of the line representa the
world of mind, The thifd fourth of the line represents
intellectual constructs, based upon.sense esperience, IKnowledge
is gained from inis ithird level by understanding, last, the final
fourih represeﬁts the realm of the ideas; knowledge "ere is found
by the exercise of reason, .iere, then, is Plato’s ebistemology.
Before we evaluate it, let us first look at Plato's own
criticisms in the Parmenides,

Although Plato succeeded in establishiing: .an: epistenological--
ontological theory which supported and explicated ihe Socratic
affirmatién of values and knowledge, he did not succeed in relating
the two worlds of his theory of forms--~the visible and the intelligible,
Hence, because of this ontological fault, Plato®s epistemological

theory quakes and crumbles, Iet us see the criticism Plato directs
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in the Parmenides toward the relationsi:ip between ilese two worlds,
The discussion beiween Socrates and Parmenides here centers arowmd
the concept of participation,

Socrates offers the concept of participation as ithe rela:tionsiip
between an idea and the pariicular--the latiter partaking of the
former, However, Parmenides retorts thusly: "Then each thing
that partakes recelves as 1its share either ithe form as a whole
or a part of it," If a particular participates in the wiole form,
then the form would be coniained within each particular,
Therefore, "a form which is one and “nhe same will be at the same
time, as a wiole, in a number of things which are separate, and
consequently will be separate from itself,” 1In short, a form
isolated as a whole in a particular is not the same as a form
contained in a second pariicular of the same category. Hence,
instead of one form for each category (say for oakness) a
mul tiitude of forms would exist (one for each particular oak
tree,)

On the other hand, if a pariicular partakes in only pari of
the form, *"en, the form will be divided, crea:ing something less
than the original form thatseach particular corresponds to,

Ttus, Parmenides concludes, that since things cannot partalke in
forms as wole or in pari, ihe concept of participation is
inadequate to decide the relationship between t"e ideas and tie
particular,

Socrates then replies that *things are made in their (ideas)
images and are likenesses; amd this pariicipation they (the

particeulars) have come io have in the Forms 1is noti:ing but their
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being made in +fteir image.” Parmenides answers that if a particular
is only EEEE a form, ii 1s not identical with the form, Trerefore,
a second form must exist for t'e likeness of tle particular to the
first form, Bui, since this likeness must be again only an
image of the second form, a third form must exist for this second
likeness as well, On and en it goes.,

Then, Parmenides draws the discussion toward ihe crucial point,
T forms, he states, are separate from any of the particulars
of sense experience: Myou or anyone else who asserts tiat each
of them (the forms) has a real being ?*just by itself?® would admit
that no such real being exists in our world," These forms are in
"reference”" only to each other and not to the partiéulars of this
world whiclh we possess, 4nd the particulars of this world are
only in "reference" io each other, Therefore, knowledge in our
world can only be knowledge of this world: for anything of ilhis
world is separate form tiie world of forms,

Parmenides states this conclusion again in a different way,
Tre form of lknowledge kno%s all tne forms, ad ite knowledge of
man knows the pariticularrs of the sense world, MHowever, since the
world of forms and ilie world of pariculars are separate, the
Inowledge of man (part of ihe world of particulars) is separate
from and thus cennot know th:e form of knowledge (part of the world
of forms), Therefore, because man cannoti lnow tle form of Iknowledge,
all forms are wmknowable,

The similarity of ¢I:is criticism to the criticism of Descartes?
inate ideas by :le empiricists indicates ti:at Plato was indeed

keenly aware of ihe difficulties with the theory of forms,
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However, in spite of these difficulties Flato maintained the
theory of forms because of his deep conviciions of the objective
existence of knowledge and values; for lmowledge and values to
be valid, they must have an ontological footing such as the forms,
For Plato stated in the Parmenides

if . . . a man refuses to admit that forms of .

things exist or to distinguish a definite

Form in every case, he will have nothing

on which to fix his thought, so long as he will

not allow that each thing has a character which

is always ti:e same; and in doing so, he will

completely destroy the significance of all

discourse, But of that consequence, I think,
you are only too well aware,

A1l of us, I believe, can appreciate Plato’s attempt to
establish knowledge and values; "owever, an underlying assumption
of Plato which actually determines the results @f his endeavor
is the "character which 1is always the same," Plato felt ithat the
particulérs of this world are always changing and titerefore could
not be the absolute which knowledge demands, Consequently, Plato
developes a world of forms as an absolute, entirely separate from
this world of change, However, Aristotle, who took over the
Platoﬁic system, met the criticism in, the Parmenides by refuting
this basic assumption of Plato: that no absolute can be found
in the particulars which change, Thus, we will see that

hristotle solves tle relationship beiween tihe Form and tihe

particular by thre rejection of tiis underlying Platonic assumpiion,

Aristotlianism

Aristotile sees the difficultiy of Platonism as lying in

Plato®s assumption that anything that changes cannot be the
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absolute referen: that knowledge demand-, 1In Book IV of the
Metaphysics Arisioile states that they "observing that all this
indeterminate substance is in motion, . . . supposed that it is
impossible io make any time staiement about that which is in all
wa&s and entirely changeable,"” Aristotle rejects this notion by
implanting the forms within the changing particular, T*us, when
a man knows, "e does not only know the world of the particulars
as Parmenides indicated; however, since the form is imbedded in
the particular, e knows it~e universal through knowing the
particular,

Aristotle, needless to say, ciange= Plato's ontology to
support this position. Therefore, o understand his epistemology,
we must first uwnderstand »1is oniology and how it differs from
trat of Plato, In Book IV of tie MEtagEygics Aristotle discusses
Being as Being, 3Being as Being ‘e terms substance, That which
is substance, Aristotle states in Book V, is "tle ultimate
subject which cannot be predicaied of something else™ or "whatever
has an individual or separa}e existence,” independent of all
else, If any predicater can be given of sometiing, then it is
dependent upon these predicates and is not substance, Joe Smith
is a man, Joe is not a substance, for he is dependent upon man,
Again an apple is red: apples, being dependent upon the color
red to be what they are, are not% substance either,

Substance, ithen, exists conpleiely within itself, Its being
depend: only on itself, not upon =nything else. Or ar Aristotle
saye further in Book IV 'some things are said ®to be® because

they are gubsiances; oi"ers because they are made of substances,
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Lhﬁs, substance is absolute, unch:amging; it is primary to all
else, Tierefore, "lknowledge 1is principally conecerned with that
which is primary, i, e, that upon wiich all otier things depend,”

Hote that tle definivion of substance by Aristotile is quite
similar %o Plato®s definiiion of the ideas, Also, Arisitotle®s
asseriion that knowledge
similar to the reasoning that led Plato to assert the ideas,
However, as we shall see ih:e nature of substance differs greatily
from t-a® of Plato*s ideas,

Exactly what is this concept of substance from which all
other modes of being are derived? In T:e Soul Aristotle breaks
substance down into three divisions: <£form, matter, and a
combination of these, TFor a definition of these trree :concepts
let us turn o Book IX &f the Metaphysies, Tlere Aristotle relates
mattier ito poienziality, form to actualiiy, Actuality, Aristoile
staies is "compleie reality," If something is aciual, every possible
aspect of it i:as been realized, It is as fully realized as it
can be, Potentiality, on t:e ot'er hand, 1s e possibility
"of acting or being acted upon" -~-~in siori,
realization,

Pertaps a specific example will clarify, An acorn can become
an oak tree. This is an example of potentiality. ¥When the acorn
has become an oak itree, :tle oak iree is an example of actualiiy
in relationsi:ip ‘o te acorm, <Since according %o Arisiotle in
Book IX "form is acitualiiy,”’ the oak iree is alsc an example of
form in relaiigns&ip z0 the acorn, Conversely, the acorn is an

example of maiter, It should be noted thai t:e oak tree represenis



potentiality and matfer in relations ip ‘o firewcod, whiclh represents
actuality and form in relatienship to the ozk iree, Therefore,
all things that compose reality are a combination of potentiality
or matter, and actuality or form, depending upon the relationship
that is being considered,

Witk this understanding of form (actuality), matter (poientiality)
and the combination of both, let us examine ihese three sub-

divisions in more detail, First, Ret us consider matter. Aristotle

postulates what he calls prime matter in Book I¥ of the Metaphysies:

*if there is scme primary stuff, which is not further called the
material of some other thing, this is primary wmatter," Potentiality
which 1s not actualized in any way--this is called prime matter:
and fits the qualifications of substance, For prime matier cannot
be predicaied; it is not dependent oft” anything else, . but has a
separate exisiences; and 11 is the source of all other *modes of
being,” Therefore, prime matter is one caiegory of substance,
A& second category of substance is form (actuality).

Aristotle posiis pure actuality in terms of “he prime
Book XII., This prime form 1s pure thought-~thought about thought,

How thinking in itself is concerned wit: that

which is in itself best, and thinking in the

highest sense with +hat which is in the

highest sense best, 4nd thought thinks itself

through participation in the object of thougit

by tte aci of apprehension and thinking, so

that thought and “he object of thought are

one essence,
Therefore, by form Aristotle means thought, Thought, form, or
agvuality represent a second eategory of substance,

The third category of substance (Aristoile calls tiem simple

bodie=)} are a composite of pure form and pure matter, Form has
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actuslized maiter into one of i"e particulars whicl we know, The
particular, however, is a wnity of both its form and its matter,
If either would be taken from the particular, prime matier or
pure form would result, Therefore, the form and matter which
we lnow can exist only in relationship to each other, The partiiculars
of reality, however, are integrated with thought, with form,
Aristotle states that it is the forms which we know, OConversely,
we can know the particulars of this world, because of the form
(the thought) whieh determines the actuality the matter has taken,
However, Aristotle in Book IX of the Metaphysics goes one
step further, 'Matter exisis potentially, because it may attain
to the form; but when it exists actually, it is then in thke form,"
Therefore, only because of form can there be matter, Only because
form can make matter actual (or aciualize potentiality), is there
any potentiality at all, "That actuality is prios in formula is
evident; for it i1s because it can be actualized that tie potential,
in the primary (or substantial) sense is potential," Another
way of expres-ing the poini Arisiotle makes im Book IX is that
matter or potentiality is dependent upon form-.-or actuality to
it its potentiality, Being dependent matter is not as great a
substance as is actuality, Actuality must proceed poteniiality,
Therefore, in the reality of the particulars which we know, form
or thought determines the actual expression of matter, Throught
is not only part of every pariicular, but it is an essential
componeni of reality itself, Reality is compos2d of boti: matier
and form, boi® potentiality and actuali+y, Since men know by
thought, according

partially composed and determined by thoughi,



This brings us finally o Arisioile: spistemology. In Book
ITT of de Anima Aristo:le states that “that part of the soul, then,
which we call mind (by mind I mean that part of the soul by which
the soul thinks and forms judgments) bas no actual existence until
it thinks," Therefore, let us not confuse the substence of thought
with tge abstraction of mind, Mind is ihe process of thinking,
Tiinking involves two procedures: one passive, which 1: perception
of the form of particulars we experience, One is active, w:en
one actually t"inks tiougits, Thus, man®s process of thinking 1is
as all else of reality~-poiential and actual, It can *becoume"
the particular which ve perceive~~that is, through sense organs
men can recognize the particulars that exist, IHowever, ihe process

1

of thinking also involves actuality, the th:inking of thoughts,

As the actuality in reality preceeds any potentiality in
reality, so actuality or thought in the process of thinking preceeds
any percepiion., Not only does ihis actualiiy in tie mind imply
that knowledge is gained by activity, not by passivity ( as the
empiricisis will say)s kut also ii:at an affinity exisirs between
thinking and reality; for form or thought is an essential component
of reality along with: matter, Tils same actuaiity whici determines
the form matter takes is present in man when ke thinks, This is
realism at its best--reality and “uman thougit rave an af£inity,
thus the latter can know and understand tie former; however, realilty
is not thought, but a combination of thought (form) and matter,

Both form and matter are real; boih are interiwined and interrelated,

inter~dependent, Both are a wnity, Nelther could be without

the otter,



In swmmary of Aristotle®s position let us review ithree points:
first, a comparison of Aristotlian form :to Plaionic ideas; sccondly,
an examinaiion to see if Arisiotle®s episiemology is congruent

ke

with ontology; thirdly, if Arisioile successfully answered the

criticism of i"e t“eory of forms found in t:e Parmenides, First,

while Platofs ideas are entirely separaie from t#e particulars

wirleh are images of them, Aristotle®s form is an essential part

of eac® particular, While Plato®s ideas exisi independently of

matter and vice versa, Aristoilets formscexist only in relationship

to mdtier and matter only in relations™ip to form, Altiough pure

form~~pure actuality or tought about thought--does exist, the

individual forms suc! az oakness or manness exist only in particular

oak trees and particular men, Botl Platonic ideas and Aristotlian

forms are what we know; however, the former are known by tie

exercise of reason without sense percepiion, while %tie latter

are known by reason (actuality or t:ought) through sense perception,
Does Aristotle with T'ese modifications in i"e theory of

forms succeed as well in establishing a companion ontology as

did "is predecersor? Aristotle®s ontology, as we have seen,

centers arouwnd the concept of substance, which in turn narrows

down to ti:e prime-mover--pure actuality, pure thought, Since

it is this pure actuality that actualizes matter or potentiality,

thought lies at t e center of reality as an esseniial constituent,

Because man thinks thoughts, he can then wnderstand reality., I

believe that Aristoile indeed succeeded in establishing an

ontological foundaéion for his epistemology. Peribaps it should

be clarified tlat pure form is not¢ a form, bui form; not a thought,
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but thought, From thiz pure form and pure maiter are produced
the par+iculars we knows,

Finally, let us conaider Aristotle®s answer o Parmenidests
criticism of the theorv of form-, Parmenidesscriticism was that
forms, which do provide an. absolute which make lmowledge and
values valid, are separaie from the forms in t'e world we know
and are thus unlnowable, Aristoile interiwined ti:e forms in tihe
particulars of ti:e world we knotws; therefore, although we lknow only
particulars, through and in thte particulars we kmow wmiversal
forms which can serwe as absolutes,

In closing on Aristotlianism, let us look once more at
the forms, T:e form- are thoughis, They are universals,
However, these universals are similar to:the thoughts ve “ave, 1
hesitate to use the word idea because of its Platonic overtones;
but the forms serve as focusing points for men wien ey lmow,
Therefore, I:e wniversality of knowledge gained by Plato*s ideas

is still preserved by Aristotle®s forms.

Hedieval Thought

Medieval thought can be seen as a reworking of the controversy
between Plato..and the Sophists with a solutién being reached in
terms of conceptionalism, a somewhat Platonic Aristotlianism,

The restaging of this-once solved controversy began with a revival
of Platonism in the third century A, D, PFlotinuas ook several
aspects of Plato's thought--mystic¢ism, viewpoint of knowledge,
universals, and a quaiified otherworldiness-~~and developed them
into a full-fledged mystical philosophy-~--Neoplatonism, Because
Augustine itook MHeoplatonism into Christianiity, Platonism entered

into early mediewval thought,
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Barly medieval thinkers such 2 Joim Scotus continued ihe
Meoplatonic emphasis upon ie more real world--il:e world of God,
The t"oughts of God were i:e ideas of Plato., Hence, reality laid
with the ideas, while the parificulars of this world (the lowest
level of being) tad only a shadow of reality, This position was
developed in thie middle period into medieval realism, William of
Champeaux and Anselm represent tihils position--iiiat universals are
real entities, while the particularz of this world are hardly
real at all,

Against this position there arose nominalism--only te
particulars of the world are real, wwhile universals are no more
than abstractlions we use for simplicity in thought, Roscelin
represents this position, Of course nominalism with its emphasis
upon ¢he individual and the par:iiculars was in opposiiion to the
neoplatonic C/ristianity withiits universal and otherworldly emphasis,
Behind nominalism, rowever, was t:e beginning of a social revolution
which was %o end in t:e Renassiance, Tierefore a tgpe of Christianity
had to be found to replace neoplatonic Ciristianity, which would
give a place to ithe individual and the particular,

The beginnings of this new philosophical foundation can be
gseen in concepiualism, Abelard in concepiualism solved the
realist=-~nominalist coniroversy along lines somewhat similar to
Aristotle®s revigion of Platonism, Universals are not tie ideass
bui, rather are rather mental products whick do have objective
validity emong ilte particulars, Thus, although abstractions from

particulars, universals do represent unmiversal aspects of particulars,



24

The conaeption of wmiwversals arz formed by
abstractions ., . . . In relation to abstraction
it must be lmown that matter and form always
subsist mixed iogetler, but the reason of mind
as this power, tiat 1t may now consider matter
itselfs it may now twrn its atiemitlon to form
alone, (The Glosses of Peter Abelard upon

Porphyry)

Although these abstractions do exisi in tie man®s mind, they are

;iso present in the particulars we experience,

8t, Thomas in the thirteenth century, after the rediscovery
of Aristotle forged an Aristotlian Christianity to replace the
Platonic Ghristianity, 1In so ﬁﬁﬁﬂbhe took over sristotlet®s
epistemology and Aristotle®s analysis of thinking, The passive
intellect receives sense perception, The active intellect
abstracts the forms from the particular, These forms are what we
do know or recognize in the pariilculars,

¥ith conceptionalism and Thomism, medieval realism slowly
dies away, Actually, however, nominalism gained the day,
William of Ccecam, following the century of Aristotlian victory,
again completely rejected the forms in terms of a re-siatement
of nominalism, OCccam fel% that the forms did not represent entities,
but raiher .only a collection of individual particulars whici: we
have experienced, Thus wiversals or forms are symbols of a large
number of particular examples, but they themselves do not have
any ontological statué. gccam did not feel as Plaio that tie
forms were necessary for knowledge-~a presupposition of Cccam
which was taken over by wany modern thinkers,

Before closing with medieval thought I would like to comment

that the medieval viewpolnt of Aristotlianism is through a

Platonistic interpretation., For although Thomars did use many



25

Aristotlian categfories o build a syn+i esis of medieval thought,

T

the result was a somewhat Platonistic Aristotle, ke two particular
examples which concern us are Thomas®s concep: of forms and of
abstracting by the mind,

Aristotle did not apeak of "abstracting” forms from t.e
parilcular as did the concepiualists from whom Thomas gained the
concept; rather, for Aristoile forms can exist only in particulars,
Aristotle never was faced as was Abelard and Thomas withk the
problem of tie oniolofical sitatus of forms or wmmiversals in tie
mind, TUniversals in ihe mind lead us bacl: once more to Platonism
and medieval realism, 7ence, Occam®s criticsm of Thomism that
it had solved nothing concerning the wmiversals is, I believe,
justified, Tor afier ihrowing Platonism oui the front door,
Thomas brought it in through ihe back door,

Bui Thomas made another digression from iZristotle., To
Aristotle, thoughis were the source of knowledge, not mind,

Mind existed onlwy if there were ithoughts, Thege thoughts did
not absiracti forms from particulars, but recognized forms
(thoughts) in the partiéular, Thiz development of mind as the
seat of imowledge was taken over by modern philosophye.

A more subtle reason exists, however, az to tie differences
betwzreen Arisiorlets and Thomas's thought, 7The quesitlon Aristotile
answered was ontological--what is ihe relationship between the
world of ihe particulars and tie world of forms that are necessary
10 know the pariiculars, The quesiion %hati Abelard dealt szith was
"how do we know universals,”™ Bovh he and Thomas, however, gave

)

an answer concerning ihe oniolofical stztus of universals, A4s we



shall see, this confusion of ansiering a question concerning
pysekology in terms of an answer dealing with ontology will play
havoe with much of modern thought, TFor much 4ifficulty has resulted

in modern thought from confusing pyschology with ontology.

Galileo and Science

Between William of Occam and the victory of nominalism and
Descartes, the so-called "fatker of modern philosophy,™ tlere
is an important development in western thought-~the use of
science, To uwnderstand this new aprroach which so influenced
Descartes and therefore most preceeding philosophy, let us look

a

the thought of Galileo, Tor in his thought can be seen the
wmion of the empirical and rational mathematical spitits which
compose science,

On one hand was the tradition of such men as Francils Bacon
who emphasized observation and experimentation, On the otiher hand
were such men a: Kepler and Copernicus who represent tie speculative
tradition based on a mathemstical rationalism, Galileo succeeded
in bringing both these traditions together to form "modern' science,
For Galileo®s azsumption was this: the real world is rational in
nature$ its rationality can-Ee expressed in terms of matlematicsg
and this rationality can be ascertained from studying particular
xamples,

Tte assertlon that the wmiverse i- rational-~that is, that
it can be wmdersicod by men--~is ite ¢ld Greek affirmation.
However, the emphasis on i'e particular example foimd in sense
percepiion stand in contras: to the Platonilc rationalism of

aniiquity and ‘o the main siream of medieval thought. This
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contribution: ¢ame frowm nominalism, whieh asserted thst only the
particulars are real, iknce, we shall see ithkai in modern philosophy
one of these iwo aspecis of science is alway emphasized over the
other, Tor only in Aristotlianism have we: found a system which
combineé rationalism and the particular of sense experiénce into
a wmified system, 4Although Aristotliapism would provide a basis
for the new science, the early moderns rejected Aristotile, perhaps
bzcause of Thomas?® somewhat Plaionic interpreiation of him,

Galileo believed that tie new science dealt with reality,
Tberefore; the real world is the world of physics--matter, Only
quantities of thils matter are real; for mathematical science only
deals witl quantities such a- volume, weight, and dimensions,
Any qualities such as color, texture, smell, or sound did not
actually exist in the real world of matter that the new mathematical
science disclosed, The quantities that physies disclored, Galileo
termed primary qualities because ihey described the real world--
matter in motion, The qualities of eolor, smell, and etc, are
called secondary qualities; for ihese exis:t not in the real world,
but in the perceivers,

Wow much of this description of ihe "real' world Galileo
took from Atomisn is a @ifficult quesiion, Certainly a large
share of 1t did cone from this ancient philosophy, Atomist®s
reality of a‘oms moving in the weoid is similar to Galileo®s
reality of bodies of matter in moiion. Ceriainly Gzlileot's
distinction of primary and secondary qualities had its roots in
the Aromist®s thought., Also Galileo®s real world was entirely

based on tie sense of - itouci: a- wa- Bemocriiusts, Therefore, I
¢
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think we should reeall rristotle¥s criticism of this position
cnce mere, For lait<r phllosophy was to demonstraie only to
ciéarly tihils 1s an arbitrary distinciion about the value of
certain sense; and thus the distinction between primary end
secondany qualities wilfhtm eéposed as being quite gallacioua.
Yet, Galileo®s thoﬁgbt is immensely importngf'for the cours<
of modern philosopipr; for %ii deseription of reality was
carried over dova into the nineteenthk century, HNewton was to
even further extens tixis concept of reality into a vast machine
of indestructi®le bodies in motion, However, this conception of
reality gave rise to grave philosophical problems; for thought,
value, and the world of human experience are alien to this world
of matter in motion, The endeavors of preceeding philosophy - were
largely to atiempt to £ind a place for an epistemology that would
support knowledge, values, and the world of experience in terms
of the ontology Galileo developed,
Thomas Hobbes sharpens the lssues greatly in his thought,
The new science reveals a world of matter in motion, a world devoid
of the qualities of the ordinary world of human experience, !ence,

Tobbes states in Humen Mature thats:

Whatsoever accidents or qualities our senses
make us think there be in the.world, ttey bs

not there, but are seemings and apparitions only:
the things that are in the world without

us are those motions by whiel: these seemings

are caused, And this 1s the great deceptiocn

of sense,

Hobbes clearly shows that in the world of reality, the world
of tke new science, the world of experience~~of colors, values,

'

ete~~ft=no ontological status, but are deceptiom, For real
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being is matter in moiion; real beingt®s c:aracieristics are only
tte quantiiaiive measurements i:at the neiw matkematical science
formed by Galileo can make, Hence, our worfd of sense experience ,
of value, of knowledge is a deception,

Therefore, to understand modern p:ilosophy and modern epistomology,
it is essential t a: we see t:e imporiance of Galileof®s work--iis
foundation of mathematical science, his assuaption t:at t:is new
science revealed ie real world, and his description of t!iis real
world in terms of Aiomism--a mechanistic marerialism, Finally in
Hobbes must be seen t#e apparently logical result of Galileo's work:
a mechianistic wniverse entirely alien to man'ts world of qualities,
values, and lmosrledge, For Descarte§‘tkought can only be understood
against this context; for his struggle was to relate i€ world of
matter in motion to the world that man experiences,

Before moving on to Descaries, I would like to comment upon
tihe adequacy of a mechanistic materialism as an ontological bases
for t'e new science, We h:ave seen that to describe as t e real
world a world based largely on t-e sense of touch, and ti:erefore
to discredit the other senses is a fallacy. For as Berkeley will
point out touch is a sense, If the othier senses do not describe
reality, neither does iouch; for touch must exist in tie perceiver
just as much a- any ou:er sense experience does, Therefore, no

reason exists ‘o believe tie sense of touch 1is less subjeciive
than any other eenges, However, a deeper conflict exists betireen
te new science and Atomism, The new science reveals, says
Galileo, a world of matter in motion., Bu: the new science involves

not only sense experience (in this case ite sense of touch), but
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also a rational element of speculative mathematics, ¥et, in a
mechanistié material wniverse any rationality is completely alien,

as alien as are colors, smells, values; or for that matter, there-
fore, rationality, the very basis of mathematics, is a *'deception”,
Therefore, not only will sense-experiemce, one essential component

of science be discredited as being alien to the real world, but
rationality, the second component of science, will also be discredited,
when Locke lampoons Descartes® inate ideas, Thus, Galileo®s

entology of mechanistic materialism cannot support the new science

he formed, The result, as we shall see, is the scepticism of

David Hume,

Descartes

To understand Descartes?! contribution to modern philosophy
and to epistemology, let us first look at the dilemna which he
inherited from Galileo, Like Galileo, Descartes assumed the rationality
of the universe, especially in terms of mathematiés and the validity
of the sense of touch., And like Galileo Descartes accepted and
praised the new science formed by the merger of mathematical
rationalism and empiricism, Like Galileo Descartes assumed that
the new science revealed the 'real world'--a world of matter in
motion, governed by cause and effect, Unlike Galileo, Descartes
realized the problem that existed: how in a mechanistic materialism
could there be a place for rationality and sense experience that
science demands,

Descartes, therefore, sought to develop a position which
would allow for not only rationality and sense experience, but also

for values and theology, Ue believed that he found a solution
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in his substantizl dualism, Two aspecis of reality exist-=mind and
matter, Descaries degcribes each in the &ristotlian category of
substance, Each one is a substance--independent of each other,
wmaffected by each, Bach substance has its own nature; each 1is
governed by its own laws. Or as Descartes states in the rinciples

of Philosophy:

By substance we can understand notiiing else
than a thing which so exists that it needs no
other thing to exist, . . . There is always one
principle property of a substance which consti-
tutes its. nature and essence, and on which

all else depends, Thus, extension in length,
breadth, and depth constitute the nature of
corporeal substance; and thought constitutes
the essence of thinking substance,

From this superficial explanation, Descartes substantial
dualigm seems to solve the dilemna; for the new science indeed
describes a real world, while rationality, values, and sense
experience save a world in whieh they are not alien, UHowever,
Descartes sitill lhas problems, Man knows with mind; but if mind is
entirely separated from matter, how does mind ever lnow anything
about matter? Yei, t'e new science, Descartes feli, did give
correct informatidn to tie mind about material reality, ¥How
could this be?

To overcome this difficulty, Descartes develops his theory of
ideas, To be sure, since mind is only in "reference" to mind,

it can only lmow $te conients of mind., Thus, zince the contents
of mind are ideas, a mind can only lnow the ideas it contains.
However, BDescsries malntained that the ideas we have represent the

substance of matier, These ideas reprasent sense experience and

are called adventiiious idezas. In contrast to these adventiitious



ideas ttand the innate idess, which ropresent wmivers
certain truih, Here in the iInnate ideas lies the greatest Imowledge;
for Iere lies the basis of methematiecs and rationality, T:e innate
ideas actually are similar to Flato®s idear, except iInnatc ideas
exist in tie substance of mind, However, they also serwve as the
absolute referents for knowledge,

By this theory Descartes hoped to establish the rationality

and sense experlence sclence demands, XRut Descartes gave a

@

reater emphasis to the former than the latter, Innaic ldeas are
clear, sic¢inc®, inmiutiwvely certain, while adventitious ideas
are hazy, ambiguous, wncertain, Thus, Descartes®s position in the
final result is :Imilar to Platonism, T should have siudied tly
Parmenidess many similér criticisms were made of 2is ihougit as.
were made by Parmenides of tle theory of idea~, TLocke would soon
lampoon the innate ideas, desiroyving tie basis for ratlonalism in
Descartest®s system, Rerkeley would soon point out tiat we actually
rave no lmowledge of  matter, bul only of ideas; tlerefore, we have
no right to say it exists, Finally Hume was to point out that we M7
have knowledge of mind, but rather only ideas; therefore, we lave
no right to say wind exist=, But we shall examine these
erivielems in greater dertail later,

What 1s tie source of difficulty? The source is that the
ontolegy of mechanistic materialism 1s in direct opposiition to
the ontological basis demanded by the emplistemology of tie new
H

science, Descarte difficulties resulted in trying to relate
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this ontolo ained from Galileo (mechanilstic mpierialism) to the

I
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epicstemology of the new secience (rational realism),
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To be sure Descaries posiulaied a substance whiclh was rationally
constructed and in which wvalues, thought, and sense experience have
meaning, But this 1s the substance of mind, The substance which
the new science describes in terms of rationality (mathematics)
and of sense experience (touch) is still as alien to either as
it was with Hobbes, For the substance of maiier is only matter
in motion; "ence, rationality and thoughta¥< still meaningless iere.
Preceeding philosopiy inherited this difficulty of Cartesian phil~
osophy; actually, it has been brought down to the present day,

The fact that science does work with its asswaptions of the
rational nature of tlie sensory world is one of the strongest pieces

of evidence against mechanisiic materialism, TFor to work s:ziences®
assumptions about realiiy must be vali&; these assumptions as we

have seen confliet with mechanistic materialism,

Barly Bmpiricism

On tle continent was growing a school of philosophy which
emphasized rational truth, the innate ideas, and matrematicg, This
tradition of Spinozoa and Leibniz followed in ihe footsteps of
Descaries, However, ¢n the British Isles there "ad arisen another

Philosopiiical tradition through tie worfizs of Francis Bacon and
Thomas ¥obbes, Bacon‘?ad emphasized observation as a means to
truth, Tobbes had decidred that all knowledge is a result of
sensation and that tiese sensations are the only source of
knowledge, Only because we can name these sensations can we tiiinks
for thinking is simply a manipula“ion of names, Further, lHobbes
sald that our thoug:rts follow in a sequence as do our sensations.

Therefore, we tend to as-ocilate tie thoughts and the sensationse.



British philosophy, then, had developed two different characteristics,
One was an extreme nominalism, Only the world gained in sense-
experience is real, Only particulars have ontological status;
hence wmiversals, or innate ideas for that matter, are meaningless,
Our only source of knowledge is experience of particulars, Secondly,
British philosopliy approached phrilosophy in terms of pyschology.

This approach is valid, if one realizes the difference between
pyschology and philosophy, UHowever as with Abelard and with St,
Thomas preceding British philosophers made ontological assertions
on the basis of pysclological inwvestigation, Therefore, it is
against this context that Jolm Locke, George Berlkeley, and David
Hume were to attack Cartesianism,

Irmmersed in this empirical tradition, Locke rejected Descartes®
innate ideas, lHowever, he accepted Descartes® two substances; he
accepted Descartes theory that mind knows its ideas, Descartes
had claimed that there exists certain ideas in every man®s mind
from birth, These ideas are int@itively certain, Thus, these

innate ideas provide an absolute wmiversal basis for truth,

Locke asserts that all ideas come from experience (sensation),

Thre mind, Locke felt, does not possess any "innate" ideas before

we have experience; bui after experience writes on the blank sieet
of mind, mind can form from these simple ideas more complex ones,

Our mind, then, is at first a blank tablet on which sensation creates
ideas, Therefore, because all ideas come from sensation or from

the combination of ideas wiiich originally came from sensation,

Locke concludes that talk of inborn ideas is foolishness,

Thus, knowledge for Locke is of ideas, eitker simple or

complex, whieh had theilr origin in sense experience, As Locke
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stated in An Essay Concerning iman Understanding:

Since mind, in all its thoug:t and reasonings

hath no other immediate objects but its own

ideas which 1t alone can or does contemplate,

it 1s evidenti that our knowledge is only

conversant aboul them, EKnowledge then seems

to me to be nothing but perception of the

connection of and agreement, or disagreement

and repugnancy of any of our ideas,
Thus Locke wmdercut the source of rationality in Degcartes®s position
—-—the innate ideas. A= Tme would show, no longer wa«: there any
basis of rationality in tie Cartesian philosophy, Locke, howawver,
attempted to construct a basis for rationality in terms of
sensation; but 'aving no @ntological basis, this attempt failled,

Although Locke was critical of Descartes®s innate ildeas, he
accepied Descartes®s substantial dualism and #escartes®s theory of
Imowing~~Iknowledge by ideas, which represemt bodies in motion,
Locle®s disputes with De=caries were not about tl:e ideas being the
objects of Iknowing, but ratler about the origin and nature of these
ideas,

George Berkeley took over Locke®s mo#ified form of Cartesianism,
but added anotier criticism, the criticism of Descartes®s theory of
a material substance, Both Descartes and Locke had accepted the
concept of substance, Both assumed that two kinds of being exist
~-mind and maiter, However, im rejecting Descartes®s innate ideas,
Locke created a problem; for it was in terms of the innate ideas
that Desecartes had deduced the existence of 2 material substance,
Mis rearoning was thi&: because I can doubt that I exist, I must
exist; thus I know I exist, To know I exist, I must have a mind,
But my mind is finite; thus, tiere must be an infinite mind, God,

from which my finite mind came, To be God, this infinite mind
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must be perfect., Since this infirife mind is perfect, it wwould
not deceive me by givin” me ideas of a material world which did
not exist, IHence, a matzrial substance must exist,

2

The first idea oon:ia

)
I%g

€

ned in this reasoning is whati Descaries
called an innate idea; for "I think; therefore I am® is intuitively
certain te felt, 3But Locke could not use innate ideas, after re-
Jecting tlem, to demonstrate e existence of a material substance,
Hence, Locke decalred ihat the primpary qualities of weight, metion,
volume, dimengions show to us ie material world and thus are evidence

of its existence, However, all otter saense exnerience of the

=

material world are secondary qualities, representing not the
material world, but our ideas,

Berkeley, however, was quick to point out the fallacy in this

position, In the Princinles of Human Knowledge Berkeley rightly

conecludes:

They who assert that figure, moiion and the rest
of tle nrimary or original gualiiies do existk
y7ithout tie mind, in unthinking subsiance, do

at the same iime aclnowledge that coleurs, sowmds,
heat, cold, and suchlike secondary qualities,

do not; which they tell us are sensations, existing
in the mind alone ., ., . . But I desire anyone

to reflect, and try whether he can, by any
abstraction of thouZkt, conceive the extension
and motilon of a body without all the other
sensible qualities ., ., . . In short, extension,
figure, and motion, abstract from all other
qualities, are inconceivable, Where, there-

fore, the other sensible qualities are, tlere
must be also, %o wit, in the mind and nowhere
else,

Berkeley rightly o¥serves that ihe primary qualities are as

¢

nuch sense experience as are tie secondary qualities, Therefore,

since man Imows only tiw own ideas, man lmows only iis ideas in

primary qualities Sust as much as secondary; for no real difference
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exists beiween tiem, All that we experience as exisiing are ideas;
since experience is the only source of lmowledge, (innaie ideas
having been rejected) we rave no knowledge of a material substance,
Berkeley, then, extends tie result of ithis conclusion, If we have
no lnowledge of a material substance, wi+ich we apparently do not,
we have no basis for claiming that 1t exists,

Berkeley?®s criticism of Locke®s modified form of Cartesianism
is quite justified; however, Descaries used innate ideas no only
to suprnort the existence of a material substance but also the
substance of the mind. Therefore, when Locke discrediied the
innate ideas, he desiroyed noi only ihe basis of the material
substance, but also tie basis of the substance of mind as well,
David Mwme, the Scottish sceptic, finally concluded the criticism
Loclkee began,

Deszcartes support of <he substance of mind was this: I
doubt; therefore, I think, I think; tierefore, I am, To thinlk
a2 mind must exist; hence, there must be a substance of mindy
Descartes claimed that these 1ldea* were innaie~-that is, that
this certainty is obvious, intuitive, lHowever, Hume a: Berkeley
accepted Locke®s rejection of ii:e innate ideas, although he too
accepted that we lmow only idear, Hume zimply carried Berkeley?®s
criticism of a material subestance over to the subsitance of mind,

According to Locke, the only lmowledge we have is from
sensations, which create ideas, We, tten, only lmow our ideas,
une accepted this and declared the:e ideas are simply coples of
te impressions we have experienced, DBut we receive no impressicn

of a substance of mind, All that we are ilmpressed by are
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parciculars, Hence, all we Inow are a series of ideas about
particular impresvions, Since we recelve no impressions of mind,
we have no right to speak of a substance of mind, All that we
Imow are impressions and ideas, Thus, Hume ends in complete
scepticism--no mind, no matter,

¥ost of us would accept thiz criticism of Descartes?s innate

=]

ideas, To speak of ideas whici: are inborn in every individual and
which are intuitiwvely ceriain seems like foolisiness to us,
However, the problem goes deeper than the innate ideas, It
penetrates to the roots of Carteslanism; for the whole philosophieal
endeavor of Descartes had been to reconcile the epilstemology demanded
by the new science with an imcompatible ontology--mechanistic
materialism, As we have seen, an ontology and episiemology grow
out .of eachrether and are dependent upon each other, The philoscphy
of David Hume represents the futility of Descaries®s attempts,

It is difficult not to wonder why these pliilosophere did not
realize where the problem laid ., But each seemed to accept wrhat
his predecessors developed &n1 to criticize this inherited philosophy
without re-analyzing Cartezianism to f£ind the difficulty, But
before Asvwing on to Kant and his solution to the scepticism of
Mme, let us study more closely this pHilosophy of Hume, not only
to more adequately understand Kant?'s thought, but to wmdersfand

the nineteenti: and twentie:th century empiricism,

4 4% .
Mune-~the Founder of Modern Philosophy

David Hume 1is credited with the fownding of the variety of

empiriecism of the nineteenth and iwentleth centuries., Tierefore, to



understand the origins of tiis laler empiricisw, let us review
the earlier empirical iradition, which preceeded Hume and tlen
Humets work iitself,

From the time of William of Occam, extreme nominalism grew
as a philosop®ical force in England, Francis Bacon had furtlhered
this emplasis on the parficular found in sense experience, Thomas
Hobbes had scoffed at universals or forms declaring them to be
only names, Thus, Hobbes concluded that all we know are sensations,
gained from sense~experience and from which we gain ideas. BRoth
these men stand in this extreme nominalistic tradition, started
in BEngland at the time of Occam and Roger Bacon,

After Descartes had attempted to reconcile the new science
and Atomism, Locke gave a new twist to this growing nominalistic
tradition--an emphasis on pyschology, on the origin of ideas and
knowledge, Wis conclusions were that knowledge and ideas originate
from sense experience, from sensations of the particular. In
good nominalistic tradition, he declared innate iéeas or forms
were non-existent, This is empiricism~~an emphasis on sense
experience, a limiting of knowledge to sense experience, an emphasis
on ideas as i:e objects of knowledge, and a disdaining of any
metaphysical endeavor, Berkeley succintly stated the spirit of

empiricism in %is Principles of Human Knowledge:

No sooner do we depart from sense and instinct
to follow , ., . reason, , , but, , ., we are
insensibly drawm into wmcouth paradoxes,
difficulties, and inconsistances, which
multiply and grow upon us as we advance in
speculation; ©ill at length, having waneered,
through many initricate mazes, we f£ind ourselves
just wiere we were, or which 1s worse, sit dowm
in forlorn scepticism,



Hoveven, we must nol overlook that Cartesiznisw plavs an
essential role in forming earlier empiricism, For Locke acceptied
Descar’es®s separation of the knower and the knovm, of subject and
object, MHe accepied Tlescariests theory of the idea as the bridge
betireen tle knower and the known, And he related the idea to his
nominalistic emphasis on sense experience by saying that sensaticns
give rise to all ideaz, AM we ever low 1s our ideas,

Actually, 1if one strips this Lockian combination of
Cartesianism and nominalism of the concept of substance, ‘e has
the essential céire of Hume®s thought, the origin of later
empiricism, THume, as locke and Berkeley, felt that one should firsi
study tle powers and naiture of ihe mind in crder o see the pos:ible
realm of human knowledge., 4s his predecessors, MHume assumed that
all tmowledge comes from sense experience; therefore, any talk of
innate ideas or metaphysical asseriions was fosélish speculation,
¥en should only claim knowledge of what they can know, ixme,
accapting the modified form of Carterianism, said that men know only
impre~sions and ideas, The difference between thesSe iwo 'perceptlons
of mind®"” is the strength of their impaci upon us. Impreg¢sions
are direct and strongs: ideas are weak and faint., Thus, impressions
are our more liwely percepitlons, while ideas are the less lively
parts of our experience,

How do tlese ldeas arise im our experience? e states in

his An Inquiry Concerning the Human Undersianding: ¥This creative

power of the mind amownt to no mere than , . , compounding, Lranse
poszing, augmenting or diminis™ing tite materials afforded to us

by the senses and experience,™ Idegs are mere cobies of impressions
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therefore to find ouf t'e validity of an idea, we must look for tihe
impression from which it originated, Further, Iume concludes that
each iwmpression is distinect, wmrelated to the iupression or tie
idea wiiich preceeds or follows it. Rather, we associate ideas to=-
gether,

Since we assoclate ideas, our "ideas" of contingency or necessary
in the outer world are fallacious, For what impression is the
source of this idea. : No such impres$ion exists, Rather, this
idea is a generalization whrich is based upon other ideas, Since
impressions or senée‘éxperience can be the only source of wvalid
ideas, tl'is idea of causality and necessity cannot be accepted,

Tte material world, God, the self--all these fall into the same

category, They are all abstractions from ideas and thus cannot

be related to any particular impression, And as we :ave seeny
nominalism only allows knowledge io come from sense experience,
Therefore, causality, God, self, world are all metaphysical
speculation aqd beyond human lmowledge,
This brief summary of pari of Hume®s tlought s!iould represent

the spirit and approach of empiricism, Therefore, in closing, let
us swumrarize once more the origins of empiricism and each sources?
specific eoniributién, TFirst, there is nominalism with its assertion
tirtat all men know are particulars and thai their particulars are
only lknown through sense experience, Secondly, there 1is the
pyschological approach of Locke=-we must first find out what the
mind'can know and Row it does lmow this, 1is conclusions were in

the :tradition of mominalism: the mind is limited to lkmowing

particulars and it knows these particulars only through sense

experience, The result of ihis approach was that @ proposition
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is only true 1f it can be related to a parilcular sense experience
(the twentieth century principle of verifibility found in logical
positivism),

The third and last source of empirieism is Cartesianism,
Descaries? thought gave two contribuilons: on¢ was the theory that
we can only lmow ideas, never the world around us; secondly that
the particulars foumd in impresszions and sense experience are
entirely separate from universals, Thus, the empiricists concluded
t:at because we can know only particulars of sense experience, we
can never know wmiversals, These three sources merged into the
empiricism of Tume, Ien can know only tieir owm ideas, never
reality in ftself, Ments lmowledge is limited to sense-experience;
thereforey; only if any idea har a referent in sense experience,
can it be accepted as valid lnowledge, All o:iher ideas are
absiruce metaphysics,

Criticism of this tradision shall be following %:e analysis
of logical positivism later in the paper, However, two points
need ito be made here, One is that the empiriecism is the result
of Descartes% attempt to reconcile a conflic: between science and
a mechanistic materialism, The empiricists took ilie nominalis:
emphasis on ti:e particular of sense experience and criticized
Cariesianism in light of i¢, The result was a philosophy, which,
while including science‘®s emphasi§ on t"e particular and upon
sense experience, actually ended by undercuiting science itself,
This siiuation becomes ever more complex when the later”
empiricists attempi to build their empirical system on science,

This complexity arises from ie faci that empiricism is based

partiaelly on Cariesianism! Cartesianism is in turn based upon a



seienna) and ontology {(mechanistie
nnate ideas wndercut
the basis of science In Cartesianism; tkerefore, as Hume declared,
causality or the material world, essential elements of the philosophy
of science, have no basis iIn empiricism, The result is that a deep
antagonism exists between empiliricism and scilence,

In the force of ™mets seceptical empiricism, one has three
alternatives, 1f he wants to construct a meaningful philosophy,
One is to accept Qartesianism and empiricism, 4nother is to accept
Cartesianism and attempt to re-worlk it into an acceptable philosophy
in 1light of empiricism®s criiicisms, The third alternative 1s to
reject Garteslanism and empliricism and 7o re-analyze the dilezma
that Galileo presented to Descarte-r, The first approach is represented
by logical positivism and the linquistical @nalylists, Tie second
approach will be an approach repre:ented by Kant, The third
approach is based on Aristotlianism, with a rejection of one horm
of Galileo®s dilemma~~mechanistic materialism, T.et us first

consider the second approach--that of Kant and the idealists,

Twmanuel Kant

8

After having read Hume, Kant was faced with a dilemma:

one hand he wished to affirm mathematics and scilence as did hi

©]

rationalistic predecessors; on the other hand, he was aware that

+h

empirical criticismy in Mumets thought undercut the validity o

sclence, mathematics, and ratlonallity as a whole, 4ll we lmow

according to Hune are a seriesz of discreie sensations and ideas,
Descaries?s approach was accepted by Kant: we lmow 1deas,

not the world of matter iIn itself, MHowever, he rejected Locket?s
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interpretation of mind as a "blank tabklet™ upon wiich experience
creates ideas, which either do or do not correspond to tle "real®
wvorld out there, To Kant, the mind is actiwve, not passive, The
mind has certain forms upon which it organize$ experience, Thus,
the mind is structural; and it approaches the experience it per=-
ceivesin terms of this structure, Let us examine this struciure,

411 Imowledge starts with experience Kant claims as did the
nominalists, However, ihe mind contains "pure forms of sensibility"
by which it orders sensation, These forms are space and time,
which are intuitive and a prior-~that is, these forms exist in the
mind before we have an experience, Thus, Kant agreed with Tume
that we experience discrete, wmmrelated sen:aiions, But our mind
has these forms of space and time to order sensations, Thus,
space and time are wmiversal and necessary within human experience,
Iet us take a specifiic example,

This table upon which I am writing presents a discrete
sensation as it impingez upon me, My mind relates thils sensation
to the sensation of the f£loor and puts the table on the floor. »y
mind relates t'e senasation of the wall to that of t'e floor and
the table, placing the wall behind the table at tie edge of the
floor, Now then, eaclh individual wio looked into tlis room would
see 8 table on ie floor with a wall bei:ind it, Each mind srould
order tlhese sensations in terms of spacej; therefore, a wmiversality
would exist among individaul experiences of this room, The same
approach applies io time as well,

Thus, Kant declares our mind order: experience in terms of

space and time, Furiher, Fant a-serts-there zre categories of



wmdersiamding, by which tie mind interprets the now ordered experience
it receives, These two caiegories are substance and causaliziy,
The mind imparis a "thing in itself,” which wmderlies ihe sensations

m

it receives, To fully grasp this point, we musi remember ibat
Kant accepied the Cariesian iradition that to lknow is to know
contents of our mind, Berkeley demonsirated that no basis exists
upon which to assert a material world; for all we experience are

our ovmfideas, Kant meets tils difficulty by asseriing that the
mind a priori (before experience) gives to its sensations a material
substance, Thus, each mind wmderstands each sensation wiich has
been ordered in iterms of spare and order by tle category of
subsitance,

Also the mind wmderstands all of itsrexperience in terms of
causality, It understands experience in ierms of cause and effect,
Although causality as substance cannot be established from
sensations, t"e mind useg hese categories as it uses the forms of
sensibility, Thus, Bant feels thai the mind makes its ewn world
and that a wmiversality exisis= iIn the way individual minds make
their worlds, This wmiversaliiy is ensured by tle *transcendenial
aperception"” which is common to all minds and which departs to
these minds a common structure,

In analyzing Kant?s though%, one must conclude that he
succeeded in his effori, The innaie ideas were the eource of
rationality, order, and universali:y in the Cariesian system,

Ae the idear of Plato gave reality to the world of experience,

to knowlédge, and io values

, The innate ideas, which reason in-

tuitively grasped as true, were the foundation from which all other

agpecis of Car‘esianism were deduced, When Britis’ nominalism
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discredited the inna‘e 1deas, but accepied the rest of his system,
it was only a matier of itime until someone demgnstirated ithe

chaptlie result, Iume wiitl his scepticism 4id jus
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reduced experiemnce to unrelated sensations and as he denied
causality, substance and much more,

Kant did establish order once more witliin the Cartesian framee-
work, But he sacrificed muchk o meet empirical criticism, To be
sure there i a dmiversality in fmuman experience in terms of
experiencef®s siructure, No longer ié experience a disordered

ch

D

otic mass of sensations as ¥wme stated, Kant did solwve this

problem by asserting tha® although space, time, substance, and

auga 7cannot be demonstrated £rom sensations, every mind orders
sensation in terms of these forms and categoriesz, However, in so

re~establishing order in experience and Ikmowledge, which in

Cariesianism rested upon the now repudiated innate ideasz, EKant

sacrificed objectiviiy entirely, TFor Kent admits i we cannot

her space, ¢ime, substance, and causzlity do ex

beyond our mind, Ve must, therefore, posit sueh a world which

the formgrend categories imply because of prac¥iéal concerns, Thus,
wiille knowledge is universal and ordered it is wupletely subjective--
that 1s, lmowledge reflects the strueturing of mind, not the

strueture oil an objeciive reality beyond mind,

¥antianism represents-a plausible reworking of Cariesianism

in ligiht of the eriticisms of British empiricism. 1If one accepts

the ontologLy + Galileo presented io Descartes, Kantianism represents

a position in which science s¢ill has meaning, ‘lowewver, if one
aceepts mechanistic ma erialism, be s ould nol wiimper when e finds
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in Kanitianism that "e Jdoes not know as objective world, Tor after
all if one assumes an objective world which is eniirely alien

to thought and rationality, he has no right to complain that he
cannot know this world with thoughts based on rational consiructs
suck as space, time, or causality, ¥Fer thoughts based on raitlonal
construc:s can represent only that which includes rationality and

thought as an essential component of itself, Bu: tiis polnt shall

be further explicated later,

""The Whole 1s tke Realf-=Absolute Idealism

Philosophy following Kant took two roads, each almost direcily
oprosed to tle other, Idealism florished, although Kant had
declared that metaphysics was an area in which no knowledge could
be gained, Hegel and his successors built great metaphysical systems
based o6n the cencep: of an absolute mind whicl creates and
structures the world arowmd us, ar Kant®s huan mind creates and
siructures its own world, The concept of absolute mind perhaps
grew; directly ous of the '*transcendental apercepiion®™ which
Kant asserted gave wmiversalit¢y in Iknowing., For each mind partook
of this transcendental apercepilon and thus fained the structures
by which it ordered its experience,

¥et, a deeper connection exists between the idealists and
Kant, Kant khad identified e knower and the known. He had
mited the object and iie subject by making tie object entirely
subjective, Altiough for the mosi part, the absolute idealists
believed in an objective world, it was a world based upon mind,

dependent upon mind, and meaningless without mind, The world of
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stands in ab olute 1idealism about on tie same level as Plato., It
is a secondary reality; for it is fragmented and partial, #ind, on
the otter hand, can grasp the whole of things; it ¢éan relate each

to everything else, Therefore, mind is of greater reality tian
matter; for the more wmiwversal is it*e more real,

Thus, idealism with i%s emplasis upon the whole as the real
ignored sense experience, In tihe spirit of the sewventeenth
century rationalists following Dercartes, logical necessity
determines reality and reason can grasp such logical necessity and
trus know the whole, However, because sense experience deals
only with tle particulars, fragments of the whole, it is not an
important medim of kmowledge,

However, i e sciool of absolute idealism is on thew:ain today,
The philosophy of IHegel, Bradley, and Royce is not in vogue today,
Ratler!, the otler road_that philosophy followed after Kant is today

the most traveled-~the road of positivism,

Logical Positivism

To describe the origins of this movement in comtemporary prilozophy
is not easy ito do, OCertainly cone source is the positivism of
Comte, Science, Comte asserted, is the final stage in mant®s
intellectual development; religion was the first stage, while
piilosophy was the second, Howewver, now science should entirely

replace philosopiy and religion in western civilizailon. ' Science

is now t'e only acceptable medium of Zaining truth, The Ylnowledge®

philosophy and religion can present is only opinien, while science

- ‘\
can give facts,”
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A second source of ihis movement is Kant®s thought concerning
the 1limits of lwmrmn knowledge--that is, thai we can have no lmov=
ledge of metaphysical issues, A metaphysical issue, so the
positivists were to say, wa- omwhich had no referent in sense

xperience, DBeneath this assumption lies the nominalist asswaptiocn
that all kmowledge is derived from semse experience, Metaphysics
debates issuesz such as ontology or God, which are beyond sense
experience and thus human knowledge, Tiherefore, metaphysics is
meaningless and men should not involve tkemselves with these issues
that can never be settled, Since science deals with only sense
xperience (On! What a £allacy this is), it is the only acceptable
vebicle of knowledge, Thus, the logical positivists combine Comtefs
positivism with British nominalistic empiricism, Added to tihis
position is Kant®s censure of mataphysical endeavor,

Tte wornerstone of modern logical positivism as fownd in A, J,

syerts Language, Truth and Logie is the principle of verifibility,

To bz meaningful a proposition must have a referent in sense
experience thait can be affirmed or denied, If such a referent
cannot be pointed out, the proposiiion is meaningless, Thus, the
logical positivists hope to exclude :probositions#such: ag§ God or
values from hwman consideration to avoid endless, senseless

controversy, £#5 Ayer states in Language, Truth and Logic

all propositions which have factual content

are empirical hypottesis , , . . and this

means that every empirical hypothesis must be
relevant to some actual, or possible, experience
so that a statement which is not relevant’ to’
any experience is not an empirical hiypothbesis,
and actually has no factual content,
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However, the fallacy of logical positivism as developed at
Vienna by Rudolph Carnap and then in England by others including
Bertrand Russell iz this: no empirical referent exists for the

principle of verifibility, Therefore, since each proposiiion
must ave a referent in sense experience, the proposition which
asserts this to be true is itself a meaningle$$ proposition,
The principle of verifibility doer not ave an empirical referent,
which it demands of all meaningful propositions. And to hawve a
meaningless proposition as the criterion of meaning is an abused
position,

However, this fallacy in logical positivism is a matural
result of the empirical tradition it has inherited, Hume clearly
demonstrated that without metaphysics,sense experience iz a chaotic,
disordered world, Afier the innate ideas were repudiated,
Carterianism fell apart, Kant only reordered it by making
metaphysical assertions about ithe siructure of t"e mind; iowever,
he felt these a priori assertions of the forms and categories
cguld be allowed,

The logical positivistis missed tihis crucial point tiat
empiricism to be meaningful involves metapiysics, ti:at any position
involves metapihysgice to be meaningful, They felt that a position

tat refers only to sense experience is devoid of assumpiions which

»

heir pzinciple of
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go beyond sensory experience, However,
verifibility is a ﬁetaphysical assertion, No, if the positivists
want to avoid the chaotic, meaningless world of Hume (which actually
discredits science), they are involved in metapiysics., As Kant

say7 and did, tte positivists too musi and do make metaphysical



as~ertions to aveid e s scepticism, @:ile they ruthlessly
apply empirical scepiicism to religion, wvalues, and philosophy,

they Fold back from doing so to science and to their own position,

The Third Alternative-~Realism

The position ¢ medern philosophy to most people I8 somewhat
absurd, A philosophy which disqualifies larger areas of #wman
experience~-religion, art, etc,~=-from meaningful discussion by a
principle which even wmdercuts the philosophy az well--this makes

little sense, Yet, to eclaim that the structures of knowledge

2

such ar time, space, causality are only devices of mind to order
experience and may not exist in tie objective worldse= This also
makes little sense, Yet, this is tte dilemma we face, if we accept
the Cartesian framework, Either we end in absurd scepticism (that
is i we carry the empirical criticisms to their logical result

az vume did) or we claim that mind ereates its own world, A third
alternative does exist; for if we re-analyze Lescartes®s starting
point, we can f£ind a new possibility,

Descartes accepted an ontology from Galileo of mechanistic
materialism, 1ie also accepted the episierology of science, Ar
seen in the work of liobbes and in twe result of empirical criticism,

W
no place exist« in suclk an ontologyfsr science's epistemologydtas
reference only to mind, not ‘o bodie- in motion, However, through

our study of Plato and &rigiotle, we have seen that eplstemology

and ontology are quite closely related, Each drows out ef the olher,

o
=

A& ceriain ontology implies a certain epistemology, 4 certain

epistemclogy implies a definilte oniology, These two aspgcts of

-

philosophy must be rarmonious, if the philosophy is to ®e wvalid,



le! ug iake o specific example, Plato®s theory of © ms as
an epistemology implier a certain ontology. If knowledge 1is of
the wehanging, we wmusi know that which does not change, Thus, the
forms we Imow must have a certaln ontological staius, a certain
being, if Plato®s epistenology 1s to stand, Although Plato relates
his epistemology to an ontology which supports it, he faills to
satisfy the eonverse~-an epistemology which supports the ontology.
For in the Farmenides Plato demonstrated the ambiguous relation<hip
of form to the particular ad that because form and particular
are wnrelated, forms are wmlmowable, Further, Aristotle solved
the epistemological difficulty by a change in ontology-~the
concrete form, the wmiversal in tie partiailar,

Thus, a close relationship exists between epistemology
annd ontology. The dilemma facing modern pi:llosophy results directly
from the fact that Galileo and Descartes attempted to combine
into a philosophy an epistemology and ar ontology which did not
grow out of each other, but rather were in direct eonflict with
edelr ot'er, OFf course, Descartes had to pose a dualism, for
the eplstemology of science and the ontology of mechanistic
materialism refer o two entirely differént worlds. Of course,
empiricism ripped Cartesianism a-under; for Descartests ontology
and epistemology are in direct ¢enflict, lét alone not supporting
each other,

Let us, however, attempt to discover what ontology the
epistemology of science impliex, To do ttis we first must exw
plicate science®s epistemology. Descartes and modern philosophy

asserted that knowledge begin in objectivity. Knowledge begins



W
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with a "cogilie ergo sum®™ from wwhieh all the rest of knowledge
comes, Before becoming inwvolved we must f£ind objective "evidence!
for so doing, Science in opposition to this approaci asserts that
Imowledge begins in involvement, To acquire knowledggsone mus t
first experiment, He, must, In short become involved with his
environment, Although this approach is different in terms of
experimentation, sciencets approach to kmowledge gained from
perception is tle approach mos: everyone aSsumes,
For example: if one wants to lkmow 1L the water on thte stove

is now boiling, ke does not remain in his armechair, wondering what

Imovsledge te tas of the water boiling, Rather-he strides into the
kitchen and over to the stove, @¥r becomes involved in his environ-
ment, 4As he burns his mouth on the tea he has just made, he
believes he 1s perceiving not ideas, but real objects, distinct

from him, As one lives day by day, ar he eats his meals, reads

$
his paper, and brushes bis teeth~-%e believes he lmows objects
in environment, not representations or ldeas, His experience
in percepiion is one of encowmter, Ile encowmtiers objects in his
environment, becoming aware of them as he does so,

Thus, everyone of us assumes a realism in terms of
perception as we live our day to day lives, %e are quite certain
we encounter and become aware of our environment itself, not a
represantation of 1:t, This is realism~~that objecis exist distinct

from us, which we can directly lmow through sense perception,

If we have no reason to doubi this wpositlon wiieh we accept in

ordinary life, wiy should we doubt it, Descartes because of a

substantial dualism did doub: ii, But as we shall see, science
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actually rejects this dualism, Furtier, science gctually uses the
everyday approach to perception,

Science views man as an involv¥ed organism, Descartes and
preceding philosophy viewed man as objective mind, To the latter
perception is awareness of ideas, To the former perception is an
encowmnter of an organism with its environment, To the latter
perception is only passive, To the former perception is active,
An organism to perceive its environment must be involved with ity
it must act, As it acts, the organism encowmters and becomes
aware of its environment, Being aware of, perceiving and
encoumtering onet's environment is ihe came,

An objection might be raised here concerning the reality of
the environment we perceive, This objeciion could be in two
forms: one in terms of subjective idealism; the other in terms
of nuclear physics, Iet us consider the laiter f£irst, Our
environnent, nuclear physics tells us, i3 made up of moving atoms,
not the objects we perceive such as treesy cars, or houses, The
table upon which I am writing is actually innumerable atoms,
moving and swirling through space, The world of atoms~~this ig
what the world really is, These particles compose our environwment;
trerefore, our environment is not as it seems,

Both pictures of our environment--that whieh physics shows
and thai which we perceive ordinarily--are equally as wvalid, Teo
state that our sensory organs are limited %o only one pari of
reality 1s a valid assertion, To declare, however, that this part
of reality whiclhi our senses perceive is not real because other

parts of reality exist which we csmnot perceive without special
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instrmenis~--such as assertion is abswd, Tor knowledge of the
otter parts of reality~-atoms and sub-atomlc worlds, sound waves
too low or high in frequency for our ears, or electromagnetic
wvaves with a frequency too high or low for our eyes--all come
from perception, Let ur not male the mistake that Galileo and
Locke made, Bitler every parit of reality we percelve 1is equally
- \“ié
as real or all we percelve can be trusted,

The second objection which could be made toward this form of
realism is that of subjective idealism, The subjective 1dealist
would point out that we iave no knowledge of things unless we are
percelving them, Therefore, we have no evidence that they exist
outsideof owr perception, and thus have no right to claim that they
do, If I left this table and went into anotler room, this table
would not exist, since no one would perceive it, In order to
exist, a thing must be perceived,

Tie issue here is do we itave evidence that does owr environment
and the objects which compose it exist outside of owr perception,

Of course 1f no mne percelves the Washing:ion Monument in Washington,
o, C,, we cennot demonstrate that it continues to exist, But to

say that it doss not exist is absurd, Objects we percelve seem

to have a continuity of existence which'is not dependent upon our
perceiving them, When I return to the room in which the iable stands,
I am quite cert=in that the tabl has exisied tlere, altheugh no

one percelved it, Although an argument can be devised against
objects existing outside of our perception, the waight of experience
lies with the continuliy of the existence of objects outside of

our percelving them,
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One last issue must bz dealt with ®efore closzing on tihe view

&)

point of perception that tie eniztemolofy of science holds, This
issue 1is error in perceptlon, If a man as %e acts within his environ-
ment encownters and perceives directly the objects of his environe-
ment, how could he have a mistaken percepiion., How can we have an
erroneous perception, if we perceive the object itself, TFor it

~

would appear that 1f we make an error in our perception, we have

not really Ikmoun the object as it is, Turther,,what 13 this:

o}

mistaken perception? If it baz no object, which it presents,
isn®t it something like an idea--Something existing only in w,
These two objections must be answered 1f thié form of realism
developed So far is to stand,
Actually, error only presents a problem to realism, if wman's

percelving ic viewed as a total process, TFor if objects impinge

on our mind, an error w ans thai we do not perceive the object,
Thif-would refute realism, MHowever, the form of realism which: this

paper develops presents percepiion a$ an aciive process, Ian must
beccme involwved with bil- environment before e can perceive 1t,
I'le muat act to enecounter the objects he perceives--thusz, error can
be aseribed to his lack of attentiveness in his encounter with the
object, In realism where objects impinge tieir likeness on mant®s
experience, error would indeed present a problem, TFor if one
errors, objects must not faithfully impinge theis images upon
ma®s mind and thus man does not lknow the object, However, in
realism when percepiion is an active process, error can be
aitributed to mants activity, not o biz not knowing the object,

If a man 1s not sufficliently attentive in his encounter with an

h

object, he will err in perceptlon of it,
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envirenment, ‘e will not err, For percepiion is direct, imnediare,

It consisis of onet®s becoming aware of an obhject in his environment,

-

£ one is attentive, ke can rightly perceive the object, If per-

0

eption is mediate, indirect, then error means the object of our

environment did not create a itrue image or idea of itself in us,
IZ so, then how con we sSay we perceive the object, But "direct®
realism does not have this problem,

In summary, then, sclence holds a viewpolnt »f percepiion which
is the common ordinary approach to perception, To perceive we must
be involwed with out environment, Ve musi acit and encounier it,
Upon encommtering ii, we becomz aware of it, e are immediately,
directly aware of it, We do nnt perceive it ihtrough ideas or
sense~datum, We perceive the objects themselves, Also we have
begun to see tle oniology, the theory of redity, that science?s
epistemology implies, QOur environment is objectively realj; it
exists beyond our perception of it, It has "being', whiech 1s not
coniingent upon our kmowinyg it, This theory of being is *direct
realism,” Iet uz twmm to the second half of science's epistemclogy—-—
wmdersianding~~to see in more deiall what this direct realism is,

Experimentation, however, is only one part of sciencefs
theory of kmowing, HNot only must we experiment witi our environment,
but we analyze our f£indings to find the wmderlying principles invelwved,
Iet us take a specific example, Suppore a chemist wants to wnder-
stand the reaction of elemental sulpiur with permanganate ion in

acidic solution, Tre firzt thing he would do 1is to prepare an

B

cidic solution and ihen put elemental sulphur and permanganate

=

nto the solution, After heatin

e

gently, suppose the chemist
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fomsd tie barium sulfats

Uoon

farther asaalysis of the solution, he found that tle mangancus ion

was present in solution,

After £inding out these things

& e, chemist would then attempt

to wmderstiand what has happenad, It is evident the permanganate

ion oxidizged sulphur to sulfate md in 8o Jeing was redueced to the
manganous ion, Thus, the chemist is brought o oxidation-reduction
reactions and with Dbarium sulfaie to solubility, If he wnderstands
both of these, be tren wdersteads wiat has bhaprened In the acidie
solution, which contained elemental sulphur and permanganate ion,

Thus, only when the scientist understands the principles involved

in that which he is =tudying,does science claim it "lmows™ about

the situation., Understanding is objectiwve, as opposed to

1

percention which is involvement wiih one?®s environment, Az to the
process of understanding, I leave this again to pyschology. But
I would lilke to male two points, COne is that this undersim ding
takes place in tle neuro-pathways in our cerebrium. Secondly,
the el ectrical impulses thati move along these neurs-pathways are
the thought we have, We do not wnderstand in a substance called
mind, which is non~physical in nature, ¥ind at most can be only
an abstraction, describing the precess of thinking, Now these
electrical impulses in our cerebrldm produce tie thoughlts we

experience is wnimown, Yet, thoughi has a physical structwe and

is a physical process,

The point of importance to this paper is how can our thoughts
wnderstand our environment , How can our reasoning lmow the

principles by which we and our environment operate, In understanding

(€}



science develops rational constructs based upon findings in
experimentation, These rational constructs such as oxidation-
reduction or evoluiion sre genuine explanptions of how reality does
work., How is this possible? The only amnswer 1is that reality is
itself rational, that reality is constructed in terms of rationzlity,
which man in his rational thought can undersiard, If reality is
alien to rationality, such as if it is a mecthanistic mwa terialism,

- \‘\y‘\

then rationality could pertaifgto mants understanding, not to reality,
Only if rationality is an e=sential part of reality, can the
rationality science uses +o wnderstand reality actually pertain to
reality,

Then, what ontology or tieory of reality does =cience’s
epistemology imply? ue have seen in its approach to perception

.that science implies an objective, direcdt realism, Further,

science in its apwproach to understanding implies an objective

realism in which rationality is an essential part, Thus, reality

is composed of physical structures to be swe, but the physical
structures are not of ithe nature of Galileo®s *bodies in motion,™
Rather rationality is an ecsential consiituent of these structures
and for the processes in nature which they produce, It is hard

to ercape our conditioning on this point; for we view reality as
inert, material substances devoid of any qualitites that we attribute
to thought,

To facillitate an wnderstanding of t'e ontology which science‘s
epistemology implies, I have avoided using the terms mind and matter,
Mind implies a part of reality which 1s not related to a physical
structure, Matter implies siruc:ures or okjecis whiech can never

be related to thought, The ontology science implies is one in which
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2ll things are related in phyzieal siructures or cbjects, bu’ one
in which these same siruciures are related to thought and raiionality,
Physical siructures produce thougiht, Trought can understand
the physical struciures which produced it, Evolution has produced
an organism which: can think and wderstand evolution., #ho can deny
that thought and rationaliiy are not related to the physical structures
of our environment, Both of tese are intertwined, inter-dependent,
inter~related, Tite nature of thought 1s such that it 1is related
to physical structures, The nature of the physical struciures of
our environment 1is such trat i+ can produce thought and be
ordered and paiterned on t-e basis of rationality and thought,
This ontology that t'e episiemology of science implies 1is
quite close to Aristotlianigs with the form in the particular,
ordering and siructuring potentiality, In Arisiotlianism thought
is an essential component of reality, e can understaad particulars
because. they hawve been structured by thought or form. Aristoilianism
also asserts thar all we can know are particulars; but in the study
of particulars we can go bevond the particular, The scientist
studies the partia lars to find principlez beyond the particular
by whicl: he can wmderstand the particular, In short, one carries

inding= to thelr logical wmnclusion,

e

out the implications of his

So in this scientific spirit, let us carry our conclusions in
this paper to their logical resuli, The first step is to decide
whether sciencef®s episiemeclogy does lead one to know reality,

Anyone who thinks of the productis of scientific research from

airplanes to cars to drugs can "awve 1i:tle doubt that science does

;)

work, Science does appear -to wmdersiand the way reality is composed

and the way it fwnciions, If then science®s episiemology does lead
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me to kneow realitysile ontolegy that this epistemology implies

nmusit be the correct theory of reality, &inece selence®s eplstemology
involves rationality and the perceiving of plysical struciures,

then realiiy must be physical siructures composed on tie basis &
rationality or trought., In short, sclencet®s epistemology 1s an
objective, rational realism, If one part of a philosophy is

valid, so must be its loglcal consequent, AS we have seecn, an
epistemology or oniology always implies a specific ontology or
eplstemology,

Tius, because science®s epistemology wnderstands-red. ity
in terms of ratioénal constructs and theoriles, science implies that
reality 1s rational, that thought plays an essential part in
reality, TFrom this conclusion two results can be drawn, The
first is thai the world tha:t the mmenities fmplies is the same
as that vhich science implies, Art, literature, music, religion--
all these deal with thoughts and science implies that thought 1s an
essential component of reaslity~~it is the "form" of physileal structures,
Thug, far from discrediting the world of hwmanitles, science
declares reality to be dynamic, not static, to be ra¥ismais,
not invariable, to hawve produced thought and to be structured by
thougihit, not to be alien to thoughit, In short,,science provides
a philosophical fowmdaiion for the huwmanities,

The second result of scilencet®s ontelogy deals with hew reality
is structured by thought and thus contalns thought, Science implies
that an affinity exists between t e rational constructs by b ieh
we understand rezlity and tle way that reality is structured,

This could only be, if ' thougit preceded the structwing



of realliy and siructured red ity in terms of the rational
constructs of thought, Or %o put it in another way, if the
process of cosmic evolutidén 15 so structured to have produced thougit
which can wderstand this evolution, thought must have preceded
this evoluiion and structured 1t , This tiought before rezlity
is God. Thus, the workability of science implies God, ccause of
the reality science implies by its being able to understand reality,
this reality in twn Implies pure thought--God, To be sure otler
arguzents can beudeweloped ito explain :he emergence of thought
in reality ®y evolutitn and the structuring of reality in terms of
thought, But tte proponcerence of evidence for this argurent
makes such other raitrer thin,

Then in closing, my arguasent here with the positivist or tie
Eentian 1s not over the issues of what we lnow, but rather over
the issue of what the nature of what w lmow 1s, I, too, assert
our knowledge is of particulars fowmd in perception, But these
particulars are such in nature that we can know that wiich 1s
beyond tiem, They are concrete in their #plysicality, but
wmiversal in terms of the thought which struetures them, Trey are,
indeed, concrete wmiwversals, Tor whal a pariicular censisis of is
both 1ts physical quantity and the thought consiruct upon which
it 1s struciured, The one gives a particular concreteness; the
other

ives it wiwversality,

o
iz
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