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#CHAPTER 1

RENAISSANCE AND EARLY MODERN PHILOSOPHY

The Renaissance was a European intellectual movement from around the 14th through the 16th centuries, which marked the close of the middle ages and the beginning of the modern period. “Renaissance” comes from the French word for rebirth and specifically signifies a rebirth of classical Greek culture. Originally “the Renaissance” referred to a rebirth of ancient Greek artistic style but later was expanded to encompass all cultural achievement of this time, including art, literature, philosophy, navigation, and science. This revived interest was in part the result of a rediscovery of lost Greek and Roman texts; interest was further propelled by the invention of the movable type printing press in 1450, which allowed for wide distribution of affordable books, both classical and modern. Although the Renaissance produced world-class artists, theologians, essayists, and scientists, the philosophers of this period did not approach the stature of Plato, Aristotle, Augustine, or Aquinas. However, several aspects of Renaissance thought were especially influential in the early modern period of philosophy that followed. These developments are traced in the following sections of this chapter: (a) humanism, (b) the reformation, (c) fideism and skepticism, (d) astronomy, (e) the scientific method, (f) selfishness vs. benevolence.

A. HUMANISM
Renaissance humanism was the philosophical view emphasizing human worth and secular studies in contrast with religious belief. Humanists consciously rejected medieval religious authority, returned to classical ideals, and maintained that the ideal person embodies all human excellences, including music, art, poetry, science, and virtue. These secular studies became known as the “humanities.” In spite of their emphasis on secular ideals, humanists were devout religious believers and only advocated those values that they thought consistent with Christianity. Founded by the Italian poet Petrarch (1304-1374), Renaissance humanism remained an Italian phenomenon for a century.

PICO’S “ORATION”

The best remembered humanist of the Italian Renaissance was Pico della Mirandola (1463-1494), an eclectic philosopher who drew from Greek, scholastic, Kabbalistic, and Arabic philosophical traditions. In 1486 he planned to publicly defend 900 propositions drawn from these various sources and for the occasion composed his Oration on Human Dignity (1480). However, the Pope declared 13 of the propositions heretical, and the public presentation was prohibited. Pico wrote an Apology in defense of the propositions and quickly fled to France. Under the protection of Lorenzo de’ Medici, he was brought back to Italy and became influential in Florence’s Platonic Academy. He was absolved of heresy by a new Pope in 1493, and died the next year at the early age of 31. 

Common Explanations of Human Uniqueness. Pico opens his “Oration,” examining what specifically makes human beings so unique and remarkable. He considers several common explanations.


Reverend Fathers: In the writings of the Arabians, I have read that Abdula the Saralen was asked what on the “world’s stage,” as they say, is the most wondrous. He replied, “There is no greater wonder than humanity.” And Mercury agrees with this opinion: “A magnificent miracle is humanity!” (Asclepius 1:6). But I am dissatisfied when considering the reasons for these assertions [such as the following]. Man intermediates between all creatures, being familiar with the gods, yet rulers of inferior creatures. We interpret nature by the sharpness of our senses, the judgment of our reason, and the light of our intelligence. We are the moment between eternity’s permanence, and the passage of time. As the Persians say, we are the binding force, no, the marriage union of the world. According to David, we are “just a little beneath the angels” (Psalms 8:5). These reasons are great, but not the principal ones. That is, they do not possess the privilege of the highest admiration. For, why should we not have more admiration for the angels and the beautiful heavenly choirs? Ultimately, it seems to me, I now understand why man is the most fortunate of creatures, and worthy of complete admiration. I understand what their allotted position is in the great chain of being, which is a role envied by the animals, and the stars, and the minds beyond the world. It is something wonderful beyond faith. And why not? It is for this reason that man is justly deemed a great miracle, and truly wonderful creature. So, with receptive ears, Fathers, listen attentively to what I say. 

(1) What are some of the stock reasons given for why human beings are so wondrous?

The Place of Humans in Creation. Pico continues by giving his own explanation of human greatness, which rests on our place in creation. 


By the laws of his hidden wisdom, God the father and master architect built this worldly home which we observe, a most sacred temple of his divinity. The areas above the heavens he gave minds. He gave animated souls to the celestial spheres. He filled the dregs of the lower world with a variety of animals. But when finished, the architect wished that there would be someone to appreciate the work, to love its beauty, and marvel at its size. Thus, all other things finished, as Moses and Timaeus report, he finally considered creating man. But there was nothing in his archetypes from which he could form new progeny, nor anything in his supply house which he might bequeath to a new son, nor was there an empty chair in which this new being could sit and contemplate the world. All places were filled. Everything had been assigned in the highest, middle, and lowest orders. But in this last task, it was not part of the Father’s power to give up as though exhausted. It was not part of his wisdom to waver because of a lack of a clear plan. It was not part of his living kindness that he should be praised for his generosity to others, but condemned for lack of it on himself. Finally, the master architect declared that this creature, to whom nothing unique could be given, should be a composite, and have that which belonged exclusively to all other things. 

(2) What problem did God run into when assigning humanity a spot in the great chain of being?


Thus, God took humanity, creatures of indeterminate form, placed them in a middle place in the world, and said the following: “I have given you, Adam, neither a fixed place nor a fixed form of your own. You may possess any place or any form as you desire. The laws ordained by me establish a limited nature for all other creatures. In accord with your free will, your destiny is in your own hands and you are confined to no bounds. You will fix the limits of your nature yourself. I have put you in the world’s center so that you may look around and examine the world’s content. I have made you neither heavenly nor earthly, neither mortal nor immortal. You may freely and honorably mold, make, and sculpt yourself into any shape you prefer. You can degenerate into the forms of the lower animals, or climb upward by your soul’s reason, to a higher nature which is divine.” What great generosity of God the Father! What great and wonderful happiness of humanity!

(3) What is Pico’s explanation for why human beings are such extraordinary creations?

ERASMUS’S IN PRAISE OF FOLLY
By 1500 humanism spread to Western Europe and found expression in the writings of Dutch monk Desiderius Erasmus (1466-1563), the greatest Renaissance humanist of any nationality. Pressured by his guardians, Erasmus joined a Catholic Augustinian monastery and was ordained in 1492. Eager to leave – although still bound by his vows – he held a brief diplomatic post, studied theology at Paris, and became rector of a college. While in Paris, he was introduced to humanistic thought, and later composed several progressive manuals for his students, the best known of these being his Familiar Colloquies. Desiring more freedom to study and write, he became a wandering scholar, tutoring and writing for his income. While visiting fellow humanist Thomas More in 1509, he composed In Praise of Folly (Encomium Moriae), his most famous and controversial work. In 1517 Erasmus was released from some of the constraints of his monastic vows, which allowed him greater freedom for travel and scholarship. He was sympathetic to the efforts of early reformers, who, in return, admired Erasmus’s own attacks on Catholic hypocrisy. Although at times he seemed to straddle the fence between Catholic and Protestant sympathies, he remained in good Catholic standing and in his final days there was talk of making him a Cardinal. True to the humanist spirit, Erasmus believed that some pagans, such as Socrates, might be saints: “Perhaps the spirit of Christ is more widespread than we understand.” This attitude is particularly present in In Praise of Folly. Modeled after Lucian’s classic Charon, the essay is written as an oratory delivered by the personification of Folly, in which Folly ironically praises foolish activities of the day. Included are attacks on superstitious religious practices, uncritical theories held by traditional scientists, and the vanity of Church leaders. Folly opens the essay explaining his plan.


If you ask me why I appear before you in this strange dress, please lend me your ears, and I’ll tell you. Don’t listen, though, as you do in church, but, instead, listen as you would to jugglers, fools, and clowns, just as our friend Midas once gave to Pan. For I’m willing to play the sophist with you for a while. However, I’m not the sort who nowadays fills young people’s heads with empty ideas and interesting tidbits yet teaches them nothing except an old nag’s way of arguing. Instead, I’ll imitate the ancients who chose to be called “sophists” rather than go by the disreputable name of “philosopher.” Their business was to celebrate and praise the gods as well as valiant people. And similar praises you will hear from me, but neither of Hercules nor Solon. Instead, I will praise my own dear self: Folly.

(4) What was the fundamental business of the Sophists?

Superstitions. Erasmus attacks superstitious folk beliefs in ghosts and goblins as well as Christian rituals involving prayers to the saints. One such superstition involved the sale of indulgence certificates by the Catholic church. An indulgence is a remission punishment for a sin which reduces the time which a person spends in purgatory. To raise money for lavish building projects, Popes authorized the sale of indulgence certificates which could remit punishment for either living people or the souls of the dead currently in purgatory. 


Undoubtedly, Folly owns those people who love to hear or talk about imagined miracles and strange lies. They never tire of repeating such tales, so long as they are about ghosts, spirits, goblins, devils, or the like. The further they are from truth, the more quickly they are listened to by an audience’s itching ears. And these serve not only to pass away time but bring profit, especially to mass priests and indulgence. 


 And next to these are people who foolishly though happily believe that if they merely look at a wooden or painted stature of St. Christopher, they will not die that day. Or they believe that if they salute a carved St. Barbara in the usual set form, they will safely return from battle. Or still they believe that if call to St. Erasmus on certain days with some small wax candles and the proper prayers, they will quickly get rich.... Or what should I say about people who hug themselves with their counterfeit certificates pardoning them from sin [i.e. indulgences]? They have charted the time span of purgatory and can flawlessly demonstrate its ages, years, months, days, hours, minutes, and seconds. Or what about those people who put stake in magical charms and short prayers invented by a religious fraud? Perhaps for spiritual benefit or financial gain, these frauds promise everything: wealth, honor, pleasure, affluence, health, long life, and lively old age. Further, they promise that the believer will be right next to Christ in the afterlife – which they hope doesn’t happen too soon before the pleasures of this life have run out. ...

(5) What is particularly outrageous about those who purchase indulgences?


 Why do I launch out into this ocean of superstitions? If I had a hundred tongues, just as many mouths, and a strong voice, I would still not be able to cover the various kinds of fools, or all the names of folly. They are everywhere! And yet your priests have no problem receiving and cherishing them as proper instruments of profit. Suppose, though, that a person of wisdom came forward to speak about the truth of things. For example, he might say that to live well is the way to die well; the best way to get rid of sin is not simply through monetary offering, but though tears, watchings, prayers, fastings, and improving life; a particular saint will favor you if you imitate his life. If a wise person would say these things to the people, what sort of misery would he lead them to from their current state happiness?

The Scientists. Erasmus continues satirizing an array of people and occupations, including peasants, poets, rhetoricians, and layers. He then turns to the arrogance and narrow-mindedness of natural scientists.


After the layers come our natural scientists. They are revered for their furred gowns and starched beards and view themselves as the only wise people and all others are mere shadows. How pleasantly do they admire themselves while framing innumerable words in their heads. With a pair of compasses, they measure out the sun, the moon, the stars, even the heaven itself. They establish the causes of lightning, winds, eclipses, and other inexplicable matter. And they do all this without the least doubting, as if they were nature’s secretaries, or dropped down among us from the council of the gods. In the meantime, nature laughs at them and all their blind conjectures. The mere fact that they don’t agree among themselves and so are incomprehensible in every subject is a sufficient argument to show that they know nothing.


Though they don’t have the least degree of knowledge, they claim to have mastered everything. Indeed, even though they don’t know themselves, and can’t perceive a ditch or rock in front of them (perhaps most of them are half blind, or they are half wits) they still maintain that they have discovered ideas, universal truths, separated forms, first principles, the essential nature of things, formalities, and the like things. They claim to have discovered things so thin and bodiless that I believe even Lynceus himself was not able to perceive them. Mostly, though, they ridicule the unholy crowd and they cast a mist before the eyes of the ignorant. This they do with their triangles, quadrangles, circles, and the like mathematical devices, more bewildering than a labyrinth, and letters piled on each other, as if battle arrangement. You’ll even find that some of these pretend to foretell things by the stars and promise miracles beyond all wonders. They are thus fortunate to meet people who believe them. 

(6) Give one example of the foolishness of scientists, as noted by Erasmus.
Monks. Erasmus turns to members of his own vocation: those who have taken monastic vows. 


Next are those that commonly call themselves “the religious” or “monks.” Both titles are quite false when most of them are far from religion, they, far from monastic, they can be seen everywhere. I can’t think of any life that could be more miserable than theirs, if I didn’t support them in so many ways. All people detest them to such extremes that they consider it bad luck to meet one of them by chance. Still, they think highly of themselves. First, they think that it is essential to piety to be illiterate, and, thus, they can’t read anything. Also, they run over their daily psalms and prayers which recite by repetition rather than through understanding. In doing so, they believe God is exceptionally pleased with their whinnying. Some, in fact, make a substantial living by begging as they go door to door for their food. Indeed, there is scarcely an inn, wagon, or ship which they don’t visit, and do much better than the typical beggar. Yet, with all this vileness, ignorance, rudeness, and impudence, like pleasant fellows they represent the lives of the apostles – for so they call it. 

(7) Although monks take vows of poverty and many resort to begging for subsistence, what is particularly ironic about this?

Bishops, Cardinals, and Popes. Pulling no punches, Erasmus attacks the behavior of church leaders at the highest levels. 

Bishops, Cardinals, and Popes have so diligently followed the lifestyle of princes, that they’ve almost beat them at their own game. Our bishops should consider what their vestments represent: a blameless life. Their forked miters hats, each point of which is held in by the same knot, represents a perfect knowledge of the Old and New Testaments. Their gloves represent a sincere administration of the Sacraments, free from all contact with worldly business. Their shepherd’s staff represents a dedication to the care of their flock. The cross carried before them in processions represents victory over all earthly affections. If he truly thought about these, and many others, he wouldn’t live a sad and troublesome life. However, they are principally concerned with feeding themselves. As to the care of their flock, they assign this task to either Christ himself, one their subordinates (“suffragans” as they call them), or to some poor church officer. They don’t even remember their own name, or what the word “bishop” signifies, that is, to labor, care, and trouble. But when it comes to gathering money, they certainly act the part of bishops and watch over everything.

(8) What is the Bishop’s staff supposed to represent?


In like manner if cardinals thought of themselves as successors of the apostles, they would likewise imagine that the same things the apostles did are required of them too. Thus, they are not lords of spiritual matters, but dispensers of such things, to which they must shortly give an exact account. They should also reflect on their vestments and consider their meanings. The upper white garment signifies the remarkable and singular integrity of life. The inner purple signifies an earnest and fervent love of God. And consider the outward garment whose loose folds and long train fall round his Reverence’s shoes and are large enough to cover a camel. This signifies the charity that spreads to the nourishment of all people and functions to instruct, exhort, comfort, reprehend, admonish, compose wars, resist wicked princes, and willingly expend not only their wealth but their very lives for the flock of Christ. And what do needy apostles want with all the money that fills the room? If they would duly consider these things, they would not be so ambitious of to have their jobs. Or, if they were, they would willingly live a laborious, and careful life, as did the ancient apostles. 

(9) What is the Cardinal’s large outer garment supposed to represent?


And for Popes who take the place of Christ, they should try to imitate Christ’s life, specifically his poverty, labor, doctrine, cross, and contempt of life. They should also consider that the name “pope” means “father, and reflect on the title “holiness.” They would then live more humble than others. Who then would purchase that chair with all his wealth? Who would defend it, so purchased, with swords, poisons, and all force imaginable? Acquiring wisdom would deprive him of this profit. Wisdom did I say? No! The least grain of that salt of which Christ speaks would have them lose it all, specifically their wealth, honor, riches, victories, offices, dispensations, tribute, and indulgences. They would lose many horses, mules, guards, and much pleasure.

(10) In which ways should the Pope imitate the life of Christ?

MORE’S UTOPIA. 

A dominant theme in humanist writings was the Christianizing of Epicureanism – much the way Augustine Christianized Plato, and Aquinas Christianized Aristotle. Erasmus, for example, argued that the Christian virtues are actually Epicurean since the Christian is to have a life full of true pleasure. One of the clearest expressions of humanistic Epicureanism is given by English statesman Thomas More (1478-1535). In his famous Utopia (1516), literally “no place,” More describes an ideal island containing a society founded on reason. The work has been variously interpreted as a satire on the evils of his times, a dream world for scholars, or a forecast of communism. 

The Island of Utopia. More opens Utopia with a geographical description of this perfect island and an account of their social customs.


The island of Utopia is in the middle 200 miles broad, and holds almost at the same breadth over a great part of it; but it grows narrower toward both ends. ... Utopus that conquered it (whose name it still carries, for Abraxa was its first name) brought the rude and uncivilized inhabitants into such a good government, and to that measure of politeness, that they now far excel all the rest of mankind. ... There are fifty-four cities in the island, all large and well built: the manners, customs, and laws of which are the same, and they are all contrived as near in the same manner as the ground on which they stand will allow. They have built over all the country, farmhouses for husbandmen, which are well contrived, and are furnished with all things necessary for country labor. Inhabitants are sent by turns from the cities to dwell in them. No country family has fewer than forty men and women in it, besides two slaves. There is a master and a mistress set over every family; and over thirty families there is a magistrate. ... Agriculture is that which is so universally understood among them that no person, either man or woman, is ignorant of it. They are instructed in it from their childhood, partly by what they learn at school and partly by practice... Besides agriculture, which is so common to them all, every man has some peculiar trade to which he applies himself, such as the manufacture of wool, or flax, masonry, smith’s work, or carpenter’s work; for there is no sort of trade that is not in great esteem among them. Throughout the island they wear the same sort of clothes without any other distinction, except what is necessary to distinguish the two sexes, and the married and unmarried. The fashion never alters. And as it is neither disagreeable nor uneasy, so it is suited to the climate, and calculated both for their summers and winters. 

(11) What is the makeup of the “country family”?

Happiness, Pleasure, and Religion. More continues running through all the social institutions of the Utopian people. He then describes their various schools of philosophy, giving particular emphasis to the one with Epicurean elements. 


As to moral philosophy, they have the same disputes among them as we have here. They examine what are properly good both for the body and the mind, and whether any outward thing can be called truly good, or if that term belong only to the endowments of the soul. They inquire likewise into the nature of virtue and pleasure. But their chief dispute is concerning the happiness of a human, and wherein it consists. Whether in some one thing, or in a great many? They seem, indeed, more inclinable to that opinion that places, if not the whole, yet the chief part of a person’s happiness in pleasure. And, what may seem more strange, they make use of arguments even from religion, notwithstanding its severity and roughness, for the support of that opinion so indulgent to pleasure. For they never dispute concerning happiness without fetching some arguments from the principles of religion, as well as from natural reason, since without the former they reckon that all our inquiries after happiness must be but conjectural and defective. 

(12) For More, what constitutes the chief point of human happiness?

More briefly discusses the Utopian religious beliefs and the rational foundation of hedonism.


These are their religious principles, that the soul of man is immortal, and that God of his goodness has designed that it should be happy; and that he has therefore appointed rewards for good and virtuous actions, and punishments for vice, to be distributed after this life. Though these principles of religion are conveyed down among them by tradition, they think that even reason itself determines a man to believe and acknowledge them, and freely confess that if these were taken away no person would be so insensible as not to seek after pleasure by all possible means, lawful or unlawful. [They say this] using only this caution, that a lesser pleasure might not stand in the way of a greater, and that no pleasure ought to be pursued that should draw a great deal of pain after it. For they think it the maddest thing in the world to pursue virtue, that is a sour and difficult thing; and not only to renounce the pleasures of life, but willingly to undergo much pain and trouble, if a man has no prospect of a reward. And what reward can there be for one that has passed his whole life, not only without pleasure, but in pain, if there is nothing to be expected after death? Yet they do not place happiness in all sorts of pleasures, but only in those that in themselves are good and honest. 

(13) More argues that pursuing a life without pleasure makes no sense. Suppose that we shun pleasure in this life in hopes of a future reward. More asks rhetorically “what reward can there be?” What is his point?

Advancing Pleasure for Others. According to More, the pleasure we pursue is not simply for ourselves, but for others. 


There is a party among them who place happiness in bare virtue; others think that our natures are conducted by virtue to happiness, as that which is the chief good of man. They define virtue thus, that it is a living according to nature, and think that we are made by God for that end. They believe that a person then follows the dictates of nature when he pursues or avoids things according to the direction of reason. They say that the first dictate of reason is the kindling in us of a love and reverence for the Divine Majesty, to whom we owe both all that we have and all that we can ever hope for. In the next place, reason directs us to keep our minds as free from passion and as cheerful as we can, and that we should consider ourselves as bound by the ties of good-nature and humanity to use our utmost endeavors to help forward the happiness of all other persons. For there never was any person such a morose and severe pursuer of virtue (such an enemy to pleasure, that though he set hard rules for people to undergo much pain, many watchings, and other rigors) yet did not at the same time advise them to do all they could, in order to relieve and ease the miserable, and who did not represent gentleness and good-nature as amiable dispositions. And from thence they infer that if a man ought to advance the welfare and comfort of the rest of mankind, there being no virtue more proper and peculiar to our nature, than to ease the miseries of others, to free from trouble and anxiety, in furnishing them with the comforts of life, in which pleasure consists, nature much more vigorously leads them to do all this for himself. 

(14) More describes one Utopian philosophical school which emphasizes “living according to nature.” What are the two “dictates of reason” concerning this?

Although we are to secure pleasure for others, we do this by beginning with ourselves. 


A life of pleasure is either a real evil, and in that case we ought not to assist others in their pursuit of it, but on the contrary, to keep them from it all we can, as from that which is most hurtful and deadly; or if it is a good thing, so that we not only may, but ought to help others to it, why, then, ought not a man to begin with himself? Since no man can be more bound to look after the good of another than after his own. For nature cannot direct us to be good and kind to others, and yet at the same time to be unmerciful and cruel to ourselves. Thus, as they define virtue to be living according to nature, so they imagine that nature prompts all people on to seek after pleasure, as the end of all they do. They also observe that in order to our supporting the pleasures of life, nature inclines us to enter into society; for there is no man so much raised above the rest of mankind as to be the only favorite of nature who, on the contrary, seems to have placed on a level all those that belong to the same species. Upon this they infer that no man ought to seek his own conveniences so eagerly as to prejudice others. And therefore they think that not only all agreements between private persons ought to be observed, but likewise that all those laws ought to be kept (which either a good prince has published in due form, or to which a people that is neither oppressed with tyranny nor circumvented by fraud, has consented, for distributing those conveniences of life which afford us all our pleasures).

(15) According to this school of Utopians, why shouldn’t we seek out our conveniences at the prejudice (or expense) of others?


They think it is an evidence of true wisdom for a man to pursue his own advantages as far as the laws allow it. They account it piety to prefer the public good to one’s private concerns. But they think it unjust for a person to seek for pleasure by snatching another person’s pleasures from him. And on the contrary, they think it a sign of a gentle and good soul, for a man to dispense with his own advantage for the good of others; and that by this means a good man finds as much pleasure one way as he parts with another. For as he may expect the like from others when he may come to need it, so if that should fail him, yet the sense of a good action, and the reflections that he makes on the love and gratitude of those whom he has so obliged, gives the mind more pleasure than the body could have found in that from which it had restrained itself. They are also persuaded that God will make up the loss of those small pleasures, with a vast and endless joy, of which religion easily convinces a good soul. 

(16) According to this school of Utopians, what consolations do we have when our bodily pleasures are minimal?

Types of Pleasure. More distinguishes between bodily pleasures and mental pleasures – a distinction which is central to 19th century philosopher J.S. Mill in his Utilitarianism. 


Thus, upon an inquiry into the whole matter, they reckon that all our actions, and even all our virtues, terminate in pleasure as our chief end and greatest happiness. They call every motion or state a pleasure (either of body or mind) in which nature. Thus they cautiously limit pleasure to those appetites which nature leads us to. For, they say that nature leads us only to those delights to which reason as well as sense carries us, and by which we neither injure any other person nor lose the possession of greater pleasures, and of such as draw no troubles after them. But they view those delights which men by a foolish though common mistake call pleasure, as if they could change as easily the nature of things as the use of words; as things that greatly obstruct their real happiness instead of advancing it, because they so entirely possess the minds of those that are once captivated by them with a false notion of pleasure, that there is no room left for pleasures of a truer or purer kind

(17) What is More’s attitude about bodily pleasures?

More continues by satirizing those who derive an artificial pleasure from luxuries or misguided etiquette.

 
There are many things that in themselves have nothing that is truly delightful. On the contrary, they have a good deal of bitterness in them. And yet from our perverse appetites after forbidden objects, [these] are not only ranked among the pleasures, but are made even the greatest designs of life. Among those who pursue these sophisticated pleasures, they reckon such as I mentioned before, who think themselves really the better for having fine clothes; in which they think they are doubly mistaken, both in the opinion that they have of their clothes, and in that they have of themselves. For if you consider the use of clothes, why should a fine thread be thought better than a coarse one? And yet these men, as if they had some real advantages beyond others, and did not owe them wholly to their mistakes, look big, seem to fancy themselves to be more valuable, and imagine that a respect is due to them for the sake of a rich garment, to which they would not have pretended if they had been more meanly clothed. And [these people] even resent it as an affront, if that respect is not paid them. It is also a great folly to be taken with outward marks of respect, which signify nothing. For what true or real pleasure can one man find in another’s standing bare, or making legs to him? Will the bending another man’s knees give ease to yours? And will the head’s being bare cure the madness of yours? And yet it is wonderful to see how this false notion of pleasure bewitches many who delight themselves with the fancy of their nobility, and are pleased with this conceit, that they are descended from ancestors who have been held for some successions rich, and who have had great possessions; for this is all that makes nobility at present; yet they do not think themselves a whit the less noble, though their immediate parents have left none of this wealth to them, or though they themselves have squandered it away.

(18) What are some rules of etiquette that More finds groundless?

B. THE REFORMATION
The Protestant Reformation was born on October 31, 1517 when German priest Martin Luther (1483-1546) nailed a revolutionary document to the door of Wittenberg Castle. The situation was ripe in the surrounding German states to revolt in mass against both the religious and political domination of the Catholic church. Several factors in the centuries preceding the reformation contributed to its realization. Early less successful attempts at reform by John Wycliffe (d. 1384) and John Hus (d. 1415) provided a starting point for voicing discontent. Renaissance mystics such as Meister Eckhardt (d. 1327) and Thomas a Kempis (d. 1471) reacted against the dogmas of rationalistic scholastic theology and offered a more inward and personalized approach to religious truth. Renaissance humanism challenged the ill-gotten power of Church leaders, ridiculed superstitious religious practices, and emphasized the spiritual significance behind religious rituals. Finally, Papal interference in European politics set Germany’s political leaders against the entire institution of Catholicism.

LUTHER’S APPEAL
As a young man Luther intended to go into law, but after a frightening experience during a thunderstorm he became an Augustinian monk. Luther had inward struggles about religious hypocrisy and what was necessary to become righteous. In time he became professor of theology at the University of Wittenberg, in Saxony, where he had a religious experience in the tower room of the Augustinian Friary. Studying Romans 1:17, “The just shall live by faith” Luther was persuaded that God’s forgiveness comes through faith alone. Like Erasmus, Luther was also bothered by the sale of indulgences, which was on the rise to pay for the rebuilding of St. Peter’s Basilica. He was particularly offended by Johann Tetzel, an indulgence peddler who came to the borders of Saxony. Local churches competed by offering similar opportunities for remitting divine punishment. Wittenberg Castle Church itself contained 18,000 relics, collected by Frederic of Saxony, which, viewed for a fee, could shorten one’s stay in purgatory by as many as 2,000,000 years. Included among the relics were a baby slain by Herod’s soldiers, a twig from Moses’ burning bush, pieces of Mary’s girdle, feathers dropped by angels, and a tear shed by Jesus. In protest to all these practices, Luther nailed a document containing 95 theses to the door of Wittenberg Castle (which functioned as a public bulletin board). Among the propositions, Luther maintained that God gives full remission of punishment and guilt to all who ask; indulgences are fraudulent, and foster deceit, immorality, skepticism and irreverence; if the Pope cared for people, he would empty purgatory out of love, not for money. Luther was excommunicated by the Pope, but he quickly became a folk hero. To gain support for his proposed reforms, he published his Appeal to the German Nobility (1520) which urged the nobility to correct the abuses of the Church. 

(1) Name three practices Luther objected to.

The Three Walls. In the Appeal Luther argues that the Roman Catholic Church has three walls to protect itself against criticism. The first wall is that, when pushed by temporal (or earthly) powers, they claim to have spiritual power over temporal powers. Luther contends that all people in the “spiritual estate” have equal power. That is, there is a priesthood of all believers, and there are no special spiritual rights of the clergy. Temporal powers have been ordained by God to punish the bad, even if it involves members of the spiritual estate. The second protective wall set up by the Catholic Church is that, when criticized by scripture, it claims that only the Church can interpret the scriptures. Luther argues that, as priests, we all have the power to interpret scripture.


The second wall is even more tottering and weak. It is that they alone pretend to be masters of the Scriptures. They do this even though they learn nothing of the Scriptures their entire lives. They assume authority, and juggle before us with insolent words, saying that the Pope cannot err in matters of faith, whether he is evil or good. Nevertheless, they cannot prove this by a single letter. That is why the canon law contains so many heretical and unchristian – no, unnatural – laws. But of these we need not speak now. For whereas they imagine that the Holy Ghost never leaves them, however unlearned and wicked they may be, they grow bold enough to decree whatever they like. But if this was true, what would the need be of the Holy Scriptures? Let us burn them, and content ourselves with the unlearned gentlemen at Rome, in whom the Holy Ghost dwells! However, on the contrary, the Holy Ghost can dwell only in pious souls. If I had not read their claims, I’d never have believed that the devil would put forth such follies at Rome and find a following.

(2) As understood by Luther, Catholic doctrine maintains that the Holy Ghost dwells in the Pope when he speaks unerringly on matters of faith. For Luther, in what kind of people does the Holy Ghost dwell?


The Catholic Church needs to acknowledge that there are pious Christians among us that have the true faith, spirit, understanding, word, and mind of Christ. Why, then, should we reject their word and understanding and follow a pope who has neither understanding nor spirit? Surely this is to deny our whole faith and the Christian Church. Moreover, if the article of our faith is right, “I believe in the holy Christian Church,” the Pope cannot alone be right. Otherwise, we must say, “I believe in the Pope of Rome,” and reduce the Christian Church to one person, which is a devilish and damnable heresy. Besides that, we are all priests, as I have said, and have all one faith, one Gospel, one Sacrament. How then should we not have the power of discerning and judging what is right or wrong in matters of faith? 

The third wall discussed by Luther is that when the church is threatened by those who wish to call a Church council to resolve problems, the Church claims that no one can call a council but the Pope. Luther responds noting that we are permitted to punish the Pope if he goes wrong since Jesus tells us to “tell it to the Church.”

Against Aristotle. Luther continues in his appeal by listing several points of church doctrine which need reform. He then notes that further reform is needed in other areas of society, including university curriculum. In particular, he criticizes the heavy reliance on Aristotle’s teaching in universities.


The universities also require a good, sound reformation. I must say this, let it bother whom it may. The fact is that whatever the papacy has ordered or instituted is only designed for the propagation of sin and error. What is the present state of universities, but, as the book of Maccabees says, “schools of ‘Greek fashion’ and ‘heathenish manners’” (2 Macc. 4:12-13)? They are full of dissolute living, where very little is taught of the Holy Scriptures and of the Christian faith, and the blind heathen teacher, Aristotle, rules even more than Christ. My advice is that the books of Aristotle, the Physics, the Metaphysics, On the Soul, and the Ethics, which have up till the present been considered the best, be altogether abolished along with all others that claim to examine nature, though nothing can be learned from them, either of natural or spiritual things. Besides, no one has been able to understand his meaning, and much time has been wasted and many noble souls bothered with much useless labor, study, and expense. I venture to say that any potter has more knowledge of natural things than is to be found in these books. My heart is saddened to see how many of the best Christians have been fooled and led astray by the false words of this cursed, proud, and dishonest heathen. God sent him as a plague for our sins. 


Doesn’t the wretched man in his best book, On the Soul, teach that the soul dies with the body, though many have tried to save him with vain words? It is as if we didn’t have the Holy Scriptures to teach us everything completely of which Aristotle had not the slightest perception. Yet this dead heathen has conquered, and has hindered and almost suppressed the books of the living God. Thus, when I see all this misery, I cannot help but think that the evil spirit has introduced this study.

(3) What problem does Luther find with Aristotle’s book, On the Soul?


Then there is the Ethics, which is accounted one of the best, though no book is more directly contrary to God’s will and the Christian virtues. Oh that such books could be kept out of the reach of all Christians! Let no one object that I say too much, or speak without knowledge. My friend, I know what I’m talking about. I know Aristotle as well as you or people like you. I have read him with more understanding than St. Thomas or Scotus, which I may say without arrogance, and can prove this if I need to. It doesn’t matter that so many great minds have exercised themselves in these topics for hundreds of years. Such objections do not affect me as they might have done once, since it is plain as day that many more errors have existed for hundreds of years in the world and the universities. 
(4) What problem does Luther find with Aristotle’s book, The Ethics?

I would, however, gladly consent that Aristotle’s books on Logic, Rhetoric, and Poetics, should be retained, or they might be usefully studied in a condensed form so that young people can practice speaking and preaching. But the notes and comments should be eliminated. Just as Cicero’s Rhetoric is read without note or comment, Aristotle’s Logic should be read without such long commentaries. But now neither speaking nor preaching is taught out of them, and they are used only for argumentation and toil. 

(5) What purpose should Aristotle’s Logic, Rhetoric, and Poetics serve?

CALVIN’S INSTITUTES
John Calvin (1509-1564) was a French theologian and early Protestant reformer. He was raised Catholic, studied theology and law in Paris, and in his early years followed the intellectual path of Renaissance humanism. By 1534 Calvin allied himself with the reformation movement and quickly became influential among French reformers. For safety, he left Paris, and eventually moved to Geneva, Switzerland where, after a shaky start, he established a strict, almost theocratic local government. One of his laws, for example, prohibited any labor on Sunday – including stoking one’s fireplace in winter. He soon became the leader of the Reformation in Switzerland (Presbyterianism) and in France (Huguenotism). Calvin authored several theological works, the most important of which is The Institutes of the Christian Religion. First published in 1536, the Institutes went through several revisions and by the final edition of 1559 was four times the original length. The work is in four books, following the succession of doctrines in the Apostle’s Creed: (1) God the creator, and our knowledge of him; (2) God the redeemer, through Christ’s atoning sacrifice, (3) the holy spirit who leads us to faith, and (4) the church, which is God’s instrument to assist us in our weakness. Fifty years after Calvin’s death, followers of Calvin presented his theology in five points, known as the “five points of Calvinism.” They are, (1) total depravity: humanity’s complete nature is innately corrupted; (2) unconditional election: God predestines some to salvation; (3) limited atonement: salvation is restricted to those elected; (4) irresistible grace: the elect must accept God’s favor; (5) perseverance of the saints: God sustains the elect in spite of their weakness.

Christian Philosophy. In addition to being a theological treatise, Calvin’s Institutes offer a “Christian philosophy” intended to replace both classical and scholastic philosophy. 


Although the holy scriptures contain a perfect doctrine to which nothing can be added ... still every person, not intimately acquainted with them, stands in need of some guidance and direction. Such guidance informs him as to what he ought to look for in the scriptures, so that he may not wander up and down, but pursue a certain path, and attain the end to which the Holy Spirit invites him. 


 Hence it is the duty of those who have received from God more light than others to assist the simple in this matter, and, as it were, lend them their hand to guide and assist them in finding the sum of what God has been pleased to teach us in his word. Now, this cannot be better done in writing than by treating in succession of the principal matters which are comprised in Christian philosophy. For he who understands these will make more progress in the school of God in one day than any other person in three months. This, of course, assumes that he knows to what he should refer each sentence, and has a rule by which to test whatever is presented to him. [Institutes, Preface to French edition of 1545]

(6) In presenting his “Christian philosophy,” for whom is he writing: those who have received more light from God, or those who have received less light from God?

Sense of Divinity. Calvin argues that each person is born with a sense of divinity (sensus divinitatis), that is, an instinctive knowledge of God. This knowledge, he argues, escapes no one.

1. We hold to be beyond dispute that there exists in the human minds and indeed by natural instinct, some sense of divinity. This is so since, to prevent any person from pretending ignorance, God himself has given all people some idea of his Godhead. He constantly renews and occasionally enlarges our memory of this. Thus, being aware that there is a God, and that he is their Maker, people may be condemned by their own conscience when they neither worship him nor consecrate their lives to God’s service. Certainly, if there is any quarter where it may be supposed that God is unknown, the most likely for such an instance to exist is among the dullest tribes farthest removed from civilization. But, as a heathen writer tells us, there is no nation so barbarous, no race so brutish, as not to be endowed with the conviction that there is a God. Even those who in other respects seem to differ very little from the lower animals, constantly retain some sense of religion. This common conviction is thoroughly possessed in the mind and firmly stamped on the breasts of all people. Since, then, there never has been, from the very first, any quarter of the globe, any city, any household even, without religion, this amounts to a tacit confession, that a sense of divinity is inscribed on every heart. No, even idolatry is ample evidence of this fact. For we know how reluctant humans are to lower themselves, in order to set other creatures above them. Therefore, when he chooses to worship wood and stone rather than be thought to have no God, it is evident how very strong this impression of a Deity must be. For, it is more difficult to obliterate it from the minds of people, than to break down the feelings of his nature. These feelings are certainly being broken down, though, when, in opposition to his natural haughtiness, he spontaneously humbles himself before the meanest object as an act of reverence to God. 

(7) How is the sense of divinity reflected in “heathen” religious belief?


 2. It is most absurd, therefore, to maintain, as some do, that religion was devised by the cunning and craft of a few individuals. Supposedly, these cunning individuals did this as a means of keeping the body of the people in due subjection; and, while teaching others to worship God, they themselves could not have believed less in the existence of God. I readily acknowledge, that cunning people have introduced a vast number of fictions into religion, with the view of inspiring the populace with reverence or striking them with terror, and thereby rendering them more submissive. But they never could have succeeded in this, had the minds of men not been previously imbued with that uniform belief in God, from which, as from its seed, the religious propensity springs. ...

(8) Some argue that religion was invented by clever politicians. How does this theory presuppose the sense of divinity?


 3. All people of sound judgment will therefore hold that a sense of divinity is permanently etched on the human heart. This belief is naturally brought out in all, and thoroughly fixed as it were in our very bones. This is strikingly attested by the insubordination of the wicked, who, though they struggle furiously, are unable to untangle themselves from the fear of God. Though Diagoras, and others of like minds, make themselves merry with whatever has been believed in all ages concerning religion, and Dionysus scoffs at the judgment of heaven, it is only a cynical grin. For, the worm of conscience, keener than burning steel, is gnawing them within. ... It follows that this is not a doctrine which is first learned at school, but one as to which every man is his own master, from birth. One which nature herself allows no individual to forget, though many, with all their might, strive to do so. Moreover, all are born and live for the express purpose of learning to know God; and if the knowledge of God fails to fulfill this purpose, then it is fleeting and vain. Thus, it is clear that all those who do not direct the whole thoughts and actions of their lives to this end fail to fulfill the law of their being. This did not escape the observation even of philosophers. For it is exactly what Plato meant in the Phaedrus and the Theatetus when he taught (as he often does) that the chief good of the soul consists in resemblance to God. That is, the soul resembles God when, by means of knowing him, it is completely transformed into God. ... [Institutes, Book I, Ch. 3, Sect. 1-3]

(9) What is the purpose of our lives?

The Soul: Consciousness of Ethics. In describing the nature of humans, Calvin examines the soul. He begins by arguing that the soul is made of an immaterial substance, and it is wrong to reduce the soul to bodily activities as some philosophers do. An important aspect of our soul is a consciousness of ethics, or righteousness. 

6. It is pointless to seek a definition of the soul from philosophers, not one of whom, with the exception of Plato, distinctly maintained its immortality. Others of the school of Socrates, indeed, lean the same way, but still without teaching distinctly a doctrine of which they were not fully persuaded. Plato, however, advanced still further, and regarded the soul as an image of God. Others so attach its powers and faculties to the present life, that they leave nothing external to the body. It was already shown from Scripture that the substance of the soul is incorporeal. We must now add that, though it is not properly enclosed by space, it however occupies the body as a kind of habitation. It not only animates all its parts, and makes the organs fit and useful for their actions, but it also holds the first place in regulating the conduct. It does this not merely in regard to the function of a terrestrial life, but also in regard to the service of God. This, though not clearly seen in our corrupt state, yet the impress of its remains is seen in our very vices. From what source do humans have such a thirst for glory but from a sense of shame? And what is the source of this sense of shame but from a respect for what is honorable? Of this, the first principle and source is a consciousness that they were born to cultivate righteousness, – a consciousness akin to religion. But as people were undoubtedly created to meditate on the heavenly life, so it is certain that the knowledge of it was etched on the soul. And, indeed, people would lack the principal use of their understanding if they were not able to discern their happiness, the perfection of which consists in being united to God. Hence, the principal action of the soul is to aspire to that higher level, and, accordingly, the more a person studies to approach God, the more he proves himself to be endued with reason. 

(10) One aspect of our soul is to provide us with a consciousness of ethics, or righteousness. For Calvin, what does the perfection of our happiness consist in?

The Parts of the Soul. Calvin criticizes those who say that the soul must have several parts since it is often at odds with itself.

There is some plausibility in the opinion of those who maintain that humans have more than one soul, namely, a sentient and a rational. However, if there is no soundness in their arguments, we must reject their views, unless we would torment ourselves with things frivolous and useless. They tell us, there is a great repugnance between organic movements and the rational part of the soul. They say this as if reason also were not at variance with herself, and her counsels sometimes conflicting with each other like hostile armies. But since this disorder results from the depravation of nature, it is erroneous to infer that there are two souls, because the faculties do not accord so harmoniously as they ought. 

(11) According to Calvin, why can’t we infer that there are different parts of the soul, based on its internal inconsistencies? 

But I leave it to philosophers to discourse more subtilely of these faculties. For the edification of the pious, a simple definition will be sufficient. I admit, indeed, that what they ingeniously teach on the subject is true, and not only pleasant, but also useful to be known. Nor do I forbid any who are inclined to pursue the study. First, I admit that there are five senses, which Plato (in Theaeteto) prefers calling organs, by which all objects are brought into a common sensorium, as into a kind of receptacle. Next comes the imagination or the fancy, (phantasia) which distinguishes between the objects brought into the sensorium. Next there is reason, to which the general power of judgment belongs. And, lastly, there is intellect, which contemplates with fixed and quiet look whatever reason discursively revolves. In like manner, to intellect, fancy, and reason, the three cognitive faculties of the soul, correspond three appetite faculties. There is the will, whose office is to choose whatever reason and intellect propound. Next are the irascible (quick-tempered) appetites which seize on what is set before it by reason and fancy. Finally there is the concupiscible (even-tempered) appetites which lay hold of the objects presented by sense and fancy. 

(12) Tentatively following Plato, Calvin divides the soul into three initial divisions: the senses, the cognitive faculties, and the appetitive faculties. What are the three cognitive faculties?

(13) What are the three appetitive faculties?

Calvin recognizes, though, that there are other possible divisions of the faculties.


 Though these things are true, or at least plausible, still (as I fear they are more fitted to entangle by their obscurity than to assist us) I think it best to omit them. If anyone chooses to distribute the powers of the mind in a different manner, calling one appetitive, which, though devoid of reason, yet obeys reason, if directed from a different quarter, and another intellectual, as being by itself participant of reason, I have no great objection. Nor am I disposed to quarrel with the view, that there are three principles of action, viz., sense, intellect, and appetite. But let us rather adopt a division adapted to all capacities – a thing which certainly is not to be obtained from philosophers. For they, when they would speak most plainly, divide the soul into appetite and intellect, but make both double. To the latter they sometimes give the name of contemplative, as being contented with mere knowledge and having no active powers (which circumstance makes Cicero designate it by the name of intellect, ingenii; De Fin. Book 5.) At other times they give it the name of practical, because it variously moves the will by the apprehension of good or evil. Under this class is included the art of living well and justly. The former viz., appetite, they divide into will and concupiscence, calling it “boulesis”, so whenever the appetite, which they call “horme”, obeys the reason. But when appetite, casting off the yoke of reason, runs to intemperance, they call it “pathos”. Thus they always presuppose in man a reason by which he is able to guide himself aright.

Intellect and the Will. Calvin next revises his division of the soul’s faculties. Now he sees the initial division between intellect and the will. 


7. We are forced somewhat to dissent from the method of teaching of the philosophers. For philosophers, being unacquainted with the corruption of nature, which is the punishment of revolt, erroneously confound two states of human which are very different from each other. Let us therefore hold, for the purpose of the present work, that the soul consists of two parts, the intellect and the will, (Book 2 chap. 2 sec. 2, 12) - the office of the intellect being to distinguish between objects, according as they seem deserving of being approved or disapproved; and the office of the will, to choose and follow what the intellect declares to be good, to reject and shun what it declares to be bad (Plato, in the Phaedrus). We dwell not on the subtlety of Aristotle, that the mind has no motion of itself; but that the moving power is choice, which he also terms the appetite intellect. Not to lose ourselves in superfluous questions, let it be enough to know that the intellect is to us, as it were, the guide and ruler of the soul. The will always follows its beck, and waits for its decision, in matters of desire. 

(14) What is the relation between the intellect and the will?

For this reason Aristotle truly taught, that in the appetite there is a pursuit and rejection corresponding in some degree to affirmation and negation in the intellect, (Aristotle, Ethics, Book 6, Sec. 2.) Moreover, it will be seen in another place, (Book 2, Chap. 2, see. 12-26,) how surely the intellect governs the will. Here we only wish to observe, that the soul only possesses those faculties which may are duly referred to one or other of these members. And in this way we comprehend sense under intellect. Others distinguish thus: They say that sense inclines to pleasure in the same way as the intellect to good; that hence the appetite of sense becomes concupiscence and lust, while the affection of the intellect becomes will. For the term appetite, which they prefer, I use that of will, as being more common. 

Human Faculties Before and After the Fall. Calvin contends that we must understand our present human nature by seeing what it became after the fall of Adam, not by considering what it was like in its original and perfect state.


8. Therefore, God has provided the human soul with intellect, by which he might distinguish good from evil, just from unjust, and might know what to follow or to shun, reason going before with her lamp. For this reason, philosophers, in reference to her directing power, have called her “to hegemonikon”. To this he has joined will, to which choice belongs. People excelled in these noble endowments in his primitive condition [i.e. before the fall of Adam]. At that time, reason, intelligence, prudence, and judgment, not only sufficed for the government of his earthly life, but also enabled him to rise up to God and eternal happiness. Thereafter choice was added to direct the appetites, and temper all the organic motions. The will was thus perfectly submissive to the authority of reason. In this upright state, human nature possessed freedom of will, by which, if he chose, he was able to obtain eternal life. 

(15) What was the state of the human will before the fall?

It is unreasonable to introduce here the question concerning the secret predestination of God, because we are not considering what might or might not happen, but what human nature truly was. Adam, therefore, might have stayed in this original state if he chose, since it was only by his own will that he fell. But it was because his will was pliable in either direction (and he had not received constancy to keep going) that he so easily fell. Still he had a free choice of good and evil. And not only so, but in the mind and will there was the highest integrity, and all the organic parts were duly framed to obedience, until humans corrupted its good properties, and destroyed himself. Hence we see the great darkness of philosophers who looked for a complete building within a the rubble of ruins, and fit arrangement in disorder. The principle they set out with was that people could not be rational animals unless they had a free choice of good and evil. They also imagined that the distinction between virtue and vice was destroyed, if man did not of his own counsel arrange his life. So far well, had there been no change in human nature. This being unknown to them, it is not surprising that they throw everything into confusion. 

(16) Ignorant of the fall of humans, what do classical philosophers say about our present human nature with respect to reason, free will, and morality?

However, some, while they profess to be the disciples of Christ, still seek for free-will in human nature, notwithstanding that humans are lost and drowned in spiritual destruction, labor in various delusions. This approach makes for a heterogeneous mixture of inspired doctrine and philosophical opinions, and so erring as to both. But it will be better to leave these things to their own place, (see Book 2 chap. 2). At present it is necessary only to remember, that human nature, at its first creation, was very different from what it has become. It derives its origin from its later state, after it became corrupted, and received a hereditary taint. At first every part of the soul was formed to decency. There was soundness of mind and freedom of will to choose the good. 

(17) What aspect of human will became tainted at the fall?

Calvin next addresses the claim that humanity fell because God didn’t give the first humans a strong enough will in the first place. 

If anyone objects that it was placed, as it were, in a slippery position, because its power was weak, I answer, that the degree conferred was sufficient to take away every excuse. For surely the Deity could not be tied down to this condition, - to make humans such that they either could not or would not sin. Such a nature might have been more excellent. But to expostulate with God as if he had been bound to confer this nature on man, is more than unjust, seeing he had full right to determine how much or how little He would give. Why He did not sustain humans by the virtue of steadfastness is hidden in his own purpose. It is our purpose to keep within the bounds of composure. Humanity had received the power, if it had the will, but it had not the will which would have given the power. For this will would have been followed consistently. Still, after humans had received so much, there is no excuse for them having spontaneously brought death upon themselves. No necessity was laid upon God to give humanity more than an intermediate and even transient will, so that out of humanity’s fall God might extract materials for his own glory. 
[Institutes, Book 1, Ch. 15, Sect. 6, 7, 8]

(18) For Calvin, God gave original humans faculties strong enough to resist evil if they chose. From God’s perspective, why isn’t the fall of humans so bad?

Human Reason Partly Preserved after the Fall. Although, according to Calvin, human free will became tainted with the fall of Adam, what about human reason? Calvin suggests that this remained somewhat more intact, as evidenced by the intellectual achievements of nonbelievers.


15. In reading profane authors, the admirable light of truth displayed in them should remind us, that the human mind, however much fallen and perverted from its original integrity, is still adorned and invested with admirable gifts from its Creator. If we reflect that the Spirit of God is the only fountain of truth, we will be careful, so not to insult him, to avoid rejecting or condemning truth wherever it appears. In despising the gifts, we insult the Giver. How, then, can we deny that truth must have beamed on those ancient lawgivers who arranged civil order and discipline with so much equity? Should we say that the philosophers, in their exquisite researches and skillful description of nature, were blind? Should we deny the possession of intellect to those who drew up rules for discourse, and taught us to speak in accordance with reason? Should we say that those who, by the cultivation of the medical art, expended their industry in our behalf were only raving? What should we say of the mathematical sciences? Should we deem them to be the dreams of madmen? No, we cannot read the writings of the ancients on these subjects without the highest admiration. It is an admiration which their excellence will not allow us to withhold. But should we deem anything to be noble and praiseworthy, without tracing it to the hand of God? Such ingratitude is far from us. This is an ingratitude not chargeable even on heathen poets, who acknowledged that philosophy and laws, and all useful arts were the inventions of the gods. Therefore, since it is manifest that people whom the Scriptures term carnal, are so acute and clear-sighted in the investigation of inferior things, their example should teach us how many gifts the Lord has left in possession of human nature, notwithstanding of its having been despoiled of the true good. 

(19) What disciplines or areas of human reason remained relatively intact after the fall?

God Gives Particular Unique Abilities. Calvin also notes that God’s spirit works though nonbelievers so that their intellectual contributions can benefit believers.


 16. Moreover, let us not forget that there are most excellent blessings which the Divine Spirit dispenses to whom he will for the common benefit of mankind. Consider the skill and knowledge required for the construction of the Tabernacle which was imparted to Bezaleel and Aholiab, [both unbelievers], by the Spirit of God, (Exod. 31: 2; 35: 30). It is not strange, then, that the knowledge of those things which are of the highest excellence in human life is said to be communicated to us by the Spirit. Nor, is there any ground for asking what path the Spirit can have with the ungodly, who are altogether alienated from God? For what is said as to the Spirit dwelling in believers only, is to be understood of the Spirit of holiness by which we are consecrated to God as temples. Notwithstanding of this, He fills, moves, and invigorates all things by the virtue of the Spirit, and that according to the peculiar nature which each class of beings has received by the Law of Creation. But if the Lord has been pleased to assist us by the work and ministry of the ungodly in physics, dialectics, mathematics, and other similar sciences, let us avail ourselves of it. Otherwise, by neglecting the gifts of God spontaneously offered to us, we would be justly punished for our sloth. However, no one should imagine a person is very happy merely because, with reference to the things of this world, he has been endowed with great talents for the investigation of truth. We should add that the whole power of intellect thus given is, in the sight of God, fleeting and vain whenever it is not based on a solid foundation of truth. Augustine ... says most correctly that as the gratuitous gifts given to people were withdrawn, so the natural gifts which remained were corrupted after the fall. Not that they can be polluted in themselves in so far as they proceed from God, but that they have ceased to be pure to polluted man, unless he should by their means obtain any praise. 

(20) According of Augustine, why did our natural gifts, such as reason, become corrupt after the fall?


 17. The sum of the whole is this: From a general survey of the human race, it appears that one of the essential properties of our nature is reason, which distinguishes us from the lower animals, just as these by means of sense are distinguished from inanimate objects. For although some individuals are born without reason, that defect does not impair the general kindness of God, but rather serves to remind us, that whatever we retain ought justly to be ascribed to the Divine indulgence. Had God not so spared us, our revolt would have carried along with it the entire destruction of nature. God shows his favor to us in that some excel in acuteness, and some in judgment, while others have greater readiness in learning some peculiar art. He gives such a variety to prevent anyone from presuming to usurp to himself that which flows from God’s mere liberality. From this basis it is that one is more excellent than another, but that in a common nature the grace of God is specially displayed in passing by many and thus proclaiming that it is under obligation to none. We may add, that each individual is brought under particular influences according to his calling. Many examples of this occur in the Book of Judges, in which the Spirit of the Lord is said to have come upon those whom he called to govern his people, (Judges 6: 34.) In short, in every distinguished act there is a special inspiration.... 

[Institutes, Book 2, Chap. 2, Sect. 15, 16, 17]

(21) What is the source of someone’s unique intellectual ability?

Predestination. One of the most controversial aspects of Calvin’s philosophy is the doctrine of predestination: God selects some people to be saved and selects others to be condemned to hell. This position is sometimes called double predestination since the fates of both the saved and unsaved are predetermined.

1. The covenant of [eternal] life is not preached equally to all, and among those to whom it is preached, it does not always meet with the same reception. This diversity reception displays the unsearchable depth of the divine judgment, and is without doubt a part of God’s purpose of eternal election. But if it is plainly owing to God’s mere pleasure that salvation is spontaneously offered to some, while others have no access to it, great and difficult questions immediately arise. These questions are inexplicable, when proper views are not entertained concerning election and predestination. To many this seems a perplexing subject, because they deem it most incompatible that, of the great totality of mankind, some should be predestined to salvation, and others to destruction. ... However, until we are made acquainted with his eternal election, we will never feel persuaded (as we ought) that our salvation flows from the free mercy of God ... It is plain how ignorance of this principle greatly detracts from the glory of God, and impairs true humility. ... To make it evident that our salvation flows entirely from the good mercy of God, we must be carried back to the origin of election. Thus, those who would extinguish it, wickedly do as much as in them lies to obscure what they ought most loudly to extol, and pluck up humility by the very roots. ...

(22) How does the doctrine of predestination highlight God’s glory?

Some theologians maintain that predestination is simply a consequence of God’s foreknowledge. That is, since God knows ahead of time whether we will accept him or reject him, then our path of acceptance or rejection is already fixed. Calvin argues that predestination is not merely an offshoot of foreknowledge in this manner. Instead, predestination involves an overt, deliberate choice on God’s part. This becomes clear when we closely define both foreknowledge and predestination.


5. No pious person could simply deny the predestination by which God adopts some to the hope of life, and pronounces others to eternal death. But it is greatly undermined especially by those who make foreknowledge its cause. We, indeed, ascribe both foreknowledge and predestination to God. But we say, that it is absurd to make the latter subordinate to the former. When we attribute foreknowledge to God, we mean that all things always were, and ever continue, under his eye. To God’s knowledge there is no past or future, but all things are present. Indeed, all things are so present, that it is not merely the idea of them that is before God (such as objects which we retain in our memories) but that he truly sees and contemplates them as actually under his immediate inspection. This foreknowledge extends to the whole circuit of the world, and to all creatures. 

(23) How does Calvin define “foreknowledge”?
By predestination we mean the eternal decree of God, by which he determined with himself whatever he wished to happen with regard to every person. All are not created on equal terms, but some are preordained to eternal life, others to eternal damnation. Accordingly, as each has been created for one or other of these ends, we say that each person has been predestined to life or to death. God has testified this not only in the case of single individuals, but with communities too. This was so of all future generations of Abraham, to make it plain that the future condition of each nation lives entirely at his disposal. [Instututes, Book 3, Ch. 21, Sect. 1, 5]
(24) How does Calvin define “predestination”?

In summary, the key elements of Calvin’s understanding of human nature are these. The first created humans had pure intellects, genuinely free wills, and were not predestined to fall. After the fall, though, humans lost their freedom of choice, their intellects became compromised to at least some extent, and their salvation and condemnation became predestined by God. Both before and after the fall, humans had and continue to have an instinctive sense of God’s existence and a consciousness of morality.

C. FIDEISM AND SKEPTICISM

In the philosophy of religion, the term “fideism” (literally “faith-ism”) refers to the view that religious knowledge is initially obtained through faith alone, and not through reason. The champion of this view in early Christian theology was Augustine who maintained that “I believe in order that I may know.” During the middle ages, Augustine’s faith approach to religion was quickly overshadowed by Aquinas, Scotus, Ockham, and others who offered rational proofs for God’s existence. The dominance of this rationalistic approach continued through the Renaissance and early modern period. So strong was this tendency, that during the 18th century it was sometimes a worse offense to reject rational proofs for God than to reject the divine status of Jesus. However, beginning in the Renaissance, a vocal minority of philosophers and theologians opposed such rationalism and returned to the fideism of Augustine. These new defenders of fideism not only ridiculed the authority of reason in religious belief, but some maintained that their views were compatible with the skepticism of the ancient Greeks. As the Renaissance witnessed a new appreciation for ancient Greek classics, the skeptical writings of Sextus Empiricus – the best surviving example of the Pyrrhonian skeptical tradition – were also revived and endorsed by several philosophers. For Sextus, complete skepticism entailed doubting God’s existence – a recommendation that fideists certainly rejected. However, the point of commonality was their respective beliefs in the overall bankruptcy of reason.

MONTAIGNE’S APOLOGY
An early defense of fideist skepticism is found in Michel Montaigne’s Apology for Raymond Sebond (1580). Montaigne (1533-1592) was a French lawyer, diplomat, and creator of the literary form known as the “essay.” His collected writings, the Essay, is a chronological arrangement of 107 chapters on various topics presented in three books. The second book represents the more skeptical phase in his writings, the running theme of which is “what do I know?” (que sais-je). His skeptical approach comes to a head in his Apology (first published separately and later included in the Essay), in which he makes specific use of Sextus’s 10 modes of skepticism to explain his discontent with reason. 

Sebond’s Natural Theology. Montaigne opens his “Apology” with a description of Raymond Sebond’s book titled Natural Theology. Sebond (d. 1432) was a 15th century Catholic theologian from Catalonia, Spain. Montaigne’s first published work was a translation of this text (1568-1569), done at his father’s request.


Learning is indeed a very great and considerable quality. Those who despise it invariably discover their own lack of understanding. However, I do not prize it as excessively as others do. For example, Heril the philosopher argued that only the Sovereign Good can make us wise and content. I do not believe this any more than I do the claim made by others that learning is the mother of all virtue, and all vice results from ignorance. Even if it is true, it is subject to a very long interpretation. ... Shortly before my father’s death he accidentally found this book [i.e. the Natural Theology by Raymond Sebond] under a pile of other neglected papers and commanded me to translate it into French for him.... Sebond’s purpose is strong and bold. By human and natural reasoning he undertakes to establish all the articles of Christian religion, contrary to the atheists. He is, in truth, so firm and successful, that I doubt it is possible to do better on that subject, and I doubt that he has been equaled. To me, the work seemed too beautiful and rich for such an unknown author, of whom all we know is that he was a Spanish physics professor at Thoulouse about 200 years ago. I asked Adrian Turnebus, who knows everything, what he thought of the book. He answered that he thought it was an abstract drawn from St. Thomas Aquinas since only Aquinas’s wit, learning, and subtlety could produce those thoughts. So, who ever was the author and inventor (without more argument it is not reasonable to deprive Sebond of that title), he was a person of great sufficiency and admirable abilities. The first thing they attack in his work is that Christians should not base their belief upon human reasoning, as it is only the result of faith and the particular inspiration of divine grace. This objection contains a certain zeal for piety and, thus, with courtesy and respect we should address those who offer it. This is a task more proper for a person well-read in divinity than for me who knows nothing of it. ... 

(1) Assuming that Sebond’s reasoning resembled Aquinas’s, what arguments for God’s existence might he offer, and what implications do they have regarding the domain of reason in religious matters?

Faith. Against Sebond’s rationalistic approach to religious belief, Montaigne argues that our reason cannot be relied upon and religious truth is arrived at through faith.


Nevertheless, it is faith alone that grasps the deep mysteries of our religion. I do not say, though, that it is not a brave and admirable attempt to use our God-given natural and human abilities to the service of our faith. It is undoubtedly the most noble use we can put them to.... I know an important, well educated person who confessed to me that Sebond’s arguments saved him from serious error. ... Let us see, then, if man has in his power some more forcible and convincing reasons than those of Sebond – especially people who are inclined to arrive at certainty by arguments and reasons. St. Augustine, disputing against such people, justly criticizes them for maintaining that our beliefs must be false if they cannot be established by reason. He cleverly offers specific experiments to show that a great variety of known and indubitable things cannot be demonstrated by our natural reason, such as when people confess that they see nothing. Without drawing from unusual examples (as Augustine does) we must do more than this so they will see the weakness of their reason. Consider: reason is so blind that there is no faculty clear enough to distinguish the easy and the hard; nature in general challenges reason’s authority and rejects its mediation in all subjects equally; what does Truth mean when she preaches to us to reject worldly philosophy, or when she so frequently dictates to us that our wisdom is folly in the sight of God? The vainest of all vanities is humanity; the person who presumes upon his wisdom does not yet know what wisdom is; a person seduces and deceives himself if he thinks himself to be something when in fact he is nothing. These sentences of the Holy Ghost clearly and vividly express what I am saying, and I need no other proof against people who would submit to the Holy Spirit’s authority with humility and obedience. But those others will not tolerate anyone to oppose their reasoning, except by reasoning itself; thus they will be punished at their own expense.

(2) What is the message of the “Holy Ghost” concerning the use of reason?

Pyrrhonism. Montaigne continues by describing the skeptical position of Pyrrho, the ancient Greek philosopher.

Suppose that learning and knowledge actually produced the effects they speak of. That is, they could blunt and soften the sharpness of the misfortunes that follow us. Does it do this any better than what ignorance accomplishes much more clearly and simply? The philosopher Pyrrho was at sea, and because of a violent storm was in great danger of being thrown overboard. He offered no comfort to those that were with him in the ship except to follow the example of a pig that was on board. For, nothing at all dismayed the pig, who seemed to watch and outstare the storm. Philosophy, after all her principles, ultimately has us follow the examples of a wrestler or a muleteer. For in them we see less feeling of death, pain, grief, and other inconveniences. They exhibit a more courageous consistency than learning or knowledge could ever give someone, unless, through an inborn habit, he prepared for it. ... 


That ignorance which knows, judges, and condemns itself is not an absolute ignorance. For to be so, it must be completely ignorant of itself. Thus, the profession of the Pyrrhonians is to waver, to doubt, to inquire, and never be assured of anything nor explain himself. Of the three functions or faculties of the soul (i.e. the imaginative, the appetite, and the consenting), they follow the first two, but the last they believe is ambiguous and hold neither one side nor the other with approval or inclination. ... This straight and inflexible attitude of their judgment, receiving all objects without adoption or consent, leads them to their tranquillity. This is the condition of a quiet and settled life, which is exempt from the agitations which we receive by the impression of the opinion and knowledge which we imagine to have of things.
(3) What is the end result of skepticism for Pyrrhonian skeptics?

From such knowledge we get fear, avarice, envy, passionate desires, ambition, pride, superstition, love of novelty, rebellion, disobedience, obstinacy, and a great number of bodily evils. Indeed, by with this attitude they exempt themselves from jealousy within their own discipline. For, they argue only mildly. The do not fear rebuttal or contradiction in their arguments. When they say that heavy things fall downward, they would hate to be believed and wish to be contradicted. This, in turn, brings about doubt and suspense of judgment, which is their purpose. They put forward their propositions only to criticize those they imagine we believe in. If you take their side, then they will try to maintain the opposite view. It is all the same to them, nor do they have a preference. If you propose that snow is black, they will argue on the other side that snow is white. If you say it is neither one nor the other, they will maintain that it is both. 

(4) How do Pyrrhonians typically engage in disputes?

... I understand why the Pyrrhonian philosophers cannot by any manner of speech express their general conception. To do so, they would need a new language. Our language is completely composed of affirmative propositions, which are directly against the Pyrrhonians. Thus, when they say “I doubt” you have them by the throat to make them admit that they doubt; at least you are assured of and know this. So they have been compelled to save themselves with the following comparison from medicine, without which their attitude would be inexplicable. When they say, “I don’t know,” or “I doubt,” they say, that this proposition expels itself along with other propositions, just as rhubarb [i.e. a laxative] purges one of bad humors and is itself purged. This attitude is more clearly seen in the question “What do I know?” I bear these words as inscribed on a pair of balances. 

(5) According to the Pyrrhonians’ “laxative” metaphor, what becomes of the skeptic’s very claim that everything should be doubted?
DE LA MOTHE
For Montaigne, religious belief through faith is the only option given the bankruptcy of reason, as Pyrrhonism shows. The compatibility between faith and Pyrrhonian skepticism is stated more directly by Francois de la Mothe le Vayer (1588-1669), a French disciple of Montaigne. De La Mothe argues that Pyrrhonism is an important tool of theology insofar as it undermines dogmatism. Further, 5th century mystical theologian Pseudo-Dionysius argued that our truest knowledge of God emerges by way of negation. That is, by denying specific attributes of God, we have a more true picture of him than we would if we merely asserted his traditional attributes. Skepticism reinforces this approach.


It is with some reason that we believe the system of the Skeptics, which is based on their insightful acknowledgment of human ignorance. The Skeptics’ system is less contrary to our belief than any other, and is the most fit to make one accept the supernatural light of faith. By endorsing skepticism, we only reiterate what is in accord with the best theology. In particular, St. Dionysius teaches us in more direct terms about the weakness of our minds and our ignorance, especially with respect to divine things. Thus, that great Doctor explains what God himself said by the mouth of his prophets, that he made his retreat in darkness. This being so, we cannot come near God without entering that mysterious obscurity. From this we learn the important lesson that God cannot be known but obscurely, covered with enigmas or clouds, and as the scholastics say, by being ignorant of him. However, those who have always professed humility and ignorance will be better pleased than others with that spiritual obscurity. The Dogmatists, on the other hand, who never feared anything as much as appearing to be ignorant, are presently lost in it. Being so presumptuous as to believe that they are clear-sighted enough to overcome all manner of obscurity, their blindness increases so much the more, as they imagine themselves moving forward in a darkness, into which human nature cannot penetrate. However, it is my opinion that Skepticism is of no little use to a Christian, when it works to undermine all those authoritarian doctrines which St. Paul detests so much. [selections from De la Vertu des Payens]

(6) For De la Mothe, what use does skepticism have for Christianity, and why?

BAYLE’S DICTIONARY
A final illustration of the unusual marriage between fideism and skepticism is the following from Pierre Bayle (1647-1706). Bayle was a French philosophy and history professor who is most remembered for his monumental Historical and Critical Dictionary (1692). The multi-volume work contains entries on over two and a half thousand people – from Adam and Eve to Spinoza – and nearly two hundred entries on non-person topics. Bayle sheltered himself from political repercussions by making conservative statements in the main entries of his articles, but indirectly and obliquely criticizing those views in the extended notes which were several times longer than the initial entry. This approach was adopted by the 18th century Encyclopedists. Critics of Bayle saw through this concealment and accused him of endorsing Manicheanism, Pyrrhonism, Epicureanism, and atheism. Of particular importance were his entries on Eve, David, Pyrrho, the Manicheans, the Paulicans, Zeno, Pomponazzi, Xenophanes, Spinoza, Nicole, and Pellison. The following are selections from his article on Pyrrho. He begins with a harmless description of Pyrrho’s skepticism.


... Pyrrho found reasons to both affirm and deny everything; thus he suspended his assent after he had well examined the arguments pro and con, and reduced all his conclusions to a non liquet, that is, let the matter be further inquired into. So, he sought truth as long as he lived, but he viewed the matter in such a way that he never would grant that he found it. Though he is not the creator of that method of philosophizing, yet it goes by his name. It is commonly called Pyrrhonism (or skepticism) and is the art of disputing everything, without doing anything else but suspending one’s judgment. It is justly detested in the schools of Divinity, where some try to give it a new, though an illusory, strength. However, it may be useful to compel a person out of a sense of ignorance, to call for the help of God, and to submit to the authority of faith. 

Bayle elaborates on the final point above in a footnote:

When a person is able to apprehend all the ways of suspending his judgment, which have been explained by Sextus Empiricus, he may then see that logic is the greatest effort of subtlety that the human mind is capable of. But he will also see that such a subtlety will give him no satisfaction. It confuses itself; for if it were solid, it would necessarily prove that we must doubt. Therefore there would be some certainty, there would be a certain rule of truth. However, that system itself would be destroyed by it. But you need not fear that things would come to that: the reasons for doubting are doubtful themselves: one must therefore doubt whether he ought to doubt. What chaos! What torment for the mind! It seems, therefore, that this unhappy state is the fittest of all to convince us, that our reason is the way to wander, since when it displays itself with the greatest subtlety, it throws us into such emptiness. What naturally follows from this is to renounce that guide, and appeal to the cause of all things to give us a better guide. It is a great step towards the Christian religion, which requires us to expect from God the knowledge of what we are to believe and do, and that we should attach our understanding to the obedience of faith. If a person is first convinced that he can expect no satisfaction from his philosophical studies, he will be more inclined to pray to God; he will ask God for the conviction of the truths which he ought to believe, rather than flattering himself with the success of his reasoning and disputing. It is therefore a welcomed inclination to faith to know the defects of reason. Hence it is that Pascal and some others have said, that to convert Libertines, they must be made sensible of the weakness of reason, and taught to mistrust it. 

(7) According to Bayle, what is the problem of circularity with the Pyrrhonian method of skepticism as advanced by Sextus Empiricus?
(8) For Bayle, how is skepticism “a great step toward the Christian religion”?

PASCAL’S WAGER
Blaise Pascal (1623-1662) is remembered for both his scientific and theological contributions to the 17th century. He devoted himself to science in the early part of his life and invented the first calculating machine, which was one of the first applied achievements of the scientific revolution. He also conducted experiments on air pressure and, contrary to the accepted views at the time, concluded that “nature has no abhorrence of a vacuum.” After a religious experience in 1654, Pascal joined the ascetic Jansenist religious order and devoted most of his writing to theology. He continued writing in the field of mathematics, though, making contributions in probability theory, number theory and geometry. After his death, an unfinished book of his titled Thoughts (Pensees) was published. Although Pascal is a harsh critic of Pyrrhonian skepticism in this work, he nevertheless denies that science can improve the human condition – presumably a conclusion based on the limits he found to his own scientific inquiries. And, even though he strongly attacks religious skepticism, he nevertheless believes that the traditional arguments for God’s existence fail: there is “too much to deny, yet too little to be sure.” Religious belief, then, is a matter of faith and not reason. The most famous part of the work is the “Wager”: when reason is neutral on the issue of God’s existence, the balance of positive and negative consequences of believing vs. disbelieving in God should psychologically compel us to believe that he exists. 

Reason is Neutral Concerning God. Pascal begins his discussion of the Wager by discussing the limitations of reason in proving God’s existence.
By faith we know God’s existence. In the glorious state of heaven we will know his nature. Now, I have already shown that we may easily know the existence of a thing without knowing its nature. Let us speak now according to the light of nature. If there is a God he is infinitely incomprehensible, since, having neither parts nor limits, he has no proportion to us. We are then incapable of knowing either what he is, or whether he is. This being true, who will dare to undertake to resolve this question? It cannot be we who have no proportion to him.


 Who, then, will blame those Christians who are not able to give a reason for their belief insofar as they profess a religion for which they can give no reason? In exposing it to the world, they declare that it is a folly stultitiam (1 Corinthians, 1:18). And then you complain that they do not prove it! If they proved it, they would not keep their word. It is in lacking proofs that they do not lack sense. Yes, but though this may excuse those who offer it such, and take away the blame for producing it without reason, this does not excuse those who receive it.

(9) What does the “light of nature” or reason alone tell us about God’s nature and existence?

Let us examine this point then, and say “God is, or he is not.” But to which side shall we incline? Reason cannot decide it at all. There is an infinite chaos that separates us. A game is being played at the extremity of this infinite distance in which heads or tails must come up. Which will you take? By reason you can wager on neither. By reason you can hinder neither from winning. 


Do not, then, charge those with falsehood who have made a choice. For you know nothing about it. “No. But I blame them for having made, not this choice, but a choice. For although he who takes heads, and the other, are in the same fault, they are both in fault. The proper way is simply not to wager.”
(10) Given that our reason cannot prove God’s existence, what is wrong with just flipping a coin to decide what we should believe?

Stakes of the Wager. Even though we can’t just flip a coin, Pascal believes that ultimately a choice must be made. In William James’s terms, we face a “forced option” where even not choosing constitutes a choice. Not only is our choice forced, but there are tremendous differences in consequences depending on what side we choose.

Yes, but you must wager. This is not voluntary. You have set sail. Which will you take? Let’s see. Since a choice must be made, let’s see which interests you the least. You have two things to lose: the true and the good. And you have two things to stake: your reason and your will; that is, your knowledge and your complete happiness. And your nature has two things to shun: error and misery. Your reason is not more wounded, since a choice must necessarily be made in choosing one rather than the other. Here a point is eliminated. But what about your happiness? Let us weigh the gain and the loss in taking heads that God exists. Let us weigh these two cases. If you gain, you gain all. If you lose, you lose nothing. Wager without hesitation, then, that he is. “This is admirable. Yes, it is necessary to wager, but perhaps I wager too much.” Let us see. Since there is equal risk of gaining or losing, if you had to gain but two lives for one, still you might wager. But if there were three lives to gain, it would be required to play (since you are under the necessity of playing). And, when you are forced to play, you would be imprudent not to risk your life in order to gain three in a play where there is equal hazard of loss and gain. But there is an eternity of life and happiness. And this being true, even if there were an infinity of chances (only one of which might be for you) you would still be right in wagering one in order to have two. And being obliged to play, if there was an infinity of life infinitely happy to gain, you would act foolishly to refuse to play one life against three in a game where among an infinity of chances there is one for you. But there is here an infinity of life infinitely happy to gain. And there is a chance of gain against a finite number of chances of loss, and what you play is finite. 

(11) How much do we stand to gain if we wager in favor of belief in God?

This [the balance of gain over loss] is quite settled. Wherever the infinite is, and where there is not an infinity of chances of loss against the chance of gain, there is nothing to weigh, and we must give all. And thus, when we are forced to play, we must renounce reason in order to keep life, rather than to risk it for the infinite gain, which is as likely to occur as the loss of nothingness. 

The stakes of the wager are illustrated in the following chart:




 Wager he exists
Wager he doesn’t

God exists

| infinite happiness
nothing

God doesn’t exist 
| nothing

nothing

The point of the wager is neither to prove that God exists, nor that belief in God is a rational belief. Instead, the wager aims to show that belief in God is a rational act. An act is rational if it achieves a reasonable end; by contrast, beliefs are rational when they meet certain standards (consistency, due consideration of the relevant evidence). 

Whether Future Happiness is Infinitely Uncertain. Pascal continues voicing a potential criticism to his above reasoning. My happiness in this life is certain, but my alleged future happiness is actually infinitely uncertain. So why gamble on that which is infinitely uncertain, regardless of how great its possible gain?


For there is no use in saying that it is uncertain whether we shall gain, and that it is certain that we risk. And there is no use in saying that, [a] the infinite distance between the certainty of what we risk and, [b] the uncertainty of what we shall gain, raises the finite good which we certainly risk to a level of equality with the uncertain infinite gain. It is not so. Every player, without violating reason, risks a certainty to gain uncertainty, and nevertheless he risks a finite certainty to gain a finite uncertainty. The distance is not infinite between this certainty of what we risk, and the uncertainty of gain. This is false. There is, in truth, an infinity between the certainty of gaining and the certainty of losing. But the uncertainty of gaining is proportioned to the certainty of what we risk, according to the proportion of the chances of gain and loss. It follows from this that if there are as many chances on one side as there are on the other, the game is playing even. And then the certainty of what we risk is equal to the uncertainty of the gain. This is quite far from being infinitely distant. And thus our proposition [of infinite gain] is of infinite force when there is the finite to hazard in a play where the chances of gain and loss are equal, and the infinite to gain. This is demonstrative, and if people are capable of any truths, this is one of them.

Pascal’s response to the above criticism is to deny that our future gain is infinitely uncertain. The odds are the same as to whether we will gain happiness or we won’t. 

Faith. Pascal continues by considering those who say that they are not psychologically capable of making such a belief commitment. 

“I confess it, I admit it. But, still, are there no means of seeing the truth behind the game?” Yes, the scriptures and the rest.


“Yes, but my hands are tied and my mouth is dumb. I am forced to wager, and I am not free. I am chained and so constituted that I cannot believe. What will you have me do then?” It is true. But at least learn your inability to believe, since reason brings you to such belief [given the above reasoning], and yet you cannot believe. Try then to convince yourself not by the addition of proofs for the existence of God, but by the reduction of your own passions. You would have recourse to faith, but don’t know the ways. You wish to be cured of infidelity, and you ask for the remedy. Learn it from those who have been bound like yourself, and who would wager now all their goods. These know the road that you wish to follow, and are cured of a disease that you wish to be cured of. Follow their course, then, from its beginning. It consisted in doing all things as if they believed in them, in using holy water, in having masses said, etc. Naturally this will make you believe and stupefy you at the same time. “But this is what I fear.” And why? What have you to lose?

(12) Pascal’s solution to those who claim an inability to believe is to reduce one’s passions and rely on faith. What steps should we take to have such faith?

No Loss in This Life. Pascal argues that a life of belief in God is not a loss in this life, but is in fact a gain.


But to show you that this leads to it [i.e. belief], this will diminish the passions, which are your great obstacles. Now, what harm will come to you in taking this course? you would be faithful, virtuous, humble, grateful, beneficent, a sincere friend, truthful. Truly, you would not be given up to poisonous pleasures, to false glory, or false joys. But would you not have other pleasures?


I say to you that you will gain by it in this life. And, each step you take in this direction, you will see so much of the certainty of gain, and so much of the nothingness of what you hazard, that you will acknowledge in the end that you have wagered something certain, infinite for which you have given nothing.

James’s Criticisms of Pascal’s Wager. In his essay “The Will to Believe,” early 20th century American philosopher William James criticized Pascal’s Wager on two accounts. James first argues that the calculating nature of the wager is too cold and impersonal and cannot produce sincere belief: 

We feel that a faith in masses and holy water adopted willfully after such a mechanical calculation – would lack the inner soul of faith’s reality; and if we were ourselves in the place of the Deity, we should probably take particular pleasure in cutting off believers of this pattern from their infinite reward. It is evident that unless there be some pre-existing tendency to believe in masses and holy water, the option offered to the will by Pascal is not a living option.

(13) If the point of the wager is to produce a rational action as opposed to a rational belief (as discussed above) is James’ criticism relevant? Explain.
James’s second criticism is that the same argument in the wager applies to belief in other deities since different religions claim to give eternal life:

As well might the Mahdi write to us, saying, “I am the Expected One whom God has created in his effulgence. You shall be infinitely happy if you confess me; otherwise you shall be cut off from the light of the sun. Weigh, then, your infinite gain if I am genuine against your finite sacrifice if I am not! “ 

(14) Illustrate James’s point using either a real or invented world religion.

D. ASTRONOMY


There were two distinct types of contributions in the scientific revolution: (1) particular discoveries, such as the calculus, the sun-centered view of the heavens, and the theory of gravity; and (2) methods of scientific investigation, particularly those by Francis Bacon and René Descartes. This section deals with the first of these, focusing particularly on the contributions to the field of astronomy. The connection between astronomy and philosophy during the scientific revolution may not be immediately obvious and requires an explanation. Some philosophers, such as Pascal, were instrumental in making specific scientific discoveries. More importantly, though, some scientific discoveries had profound effects on the conception of humans in the universe, which ultimately became important for philosophers. This is especially so with the overthrow of the earth-centered system for the sun-centered system.

THE EARTH-CENTERED SYSTEM OF THE UNIVERSE
The medieval earth-centered view of the universe is based on a progression of ideas in ancient Greek astronomy. The dialog began with Thales (636-546 BCE.), who believed that the earth was a flat disk floating on water. More sophisticated systems were soon proposed. Followers of Pythagoras (fl. 530 BCE.) suggested that the earth was round and encircled by several heavenly spheres, similar to the layers of an onion which surround its core. The moon was attached to the inner most sphere, and all the stars to the outer sphere. Attached to the middle spheres were Mercury, Venus, the Sun, Mars, Jupiter, and Saturn. The spheres were perfectly round, and moved in a perfectly uniform shape. The faster spheres were closer to the center (Mercury being the fastest) and the slower ones further away (Saturn being the slowest). A Pythagorean named Philolaus (fl. 425 BCE.) suggested an alternative scheme. A fiery watchtower of the gods was at the center of things, and the earth, the sun, and the planets rotated around the fiery watchtower. This view never took hold. Following the earlier Pythagorean model, Eudoxus (fl. 370 BCE.) offered a system with 27 spheres rotating around the fixed earth. A similar picture of the universe emerges with Aristotle (384-322 BCE.) in “On the Heavens” and Book 8 of the Physics. Aristotle held that the spheres were perfectly shaped solids and totaled 55 in number, resulting from the 55 distinct observable motions in the sky. Each sphere is also accompanied with its own god, and the spheres move with joy in the presence of its god. The gods are eternal, so this produces circular motion, which for him is the only kind of perfect and eternal motion.


An underlying problem with the earth-centered schemes of the universe was explaining the retrograde, or apparent backward motion of the planets. This appears when observing over a period of years the movement of planets against the backdrop of the stars. A theory of perfectly circular spheres in perfectly circular motion could not account for these observations. To bring the models of the universe in line with observed phenomena, different changes were proposed. Aristarchus (fl. 240 BCE.) maintained that the sun was at the center of the universe and the planets – along with the earth – were attached to their own encircling sphere. Aristarchus also proposed that the earth rotated on its axis. Unfortunately, his views were not adopted. A second modification was a system of epicycles. Epicycles are smaller pinwheel-like spheres attached to the larger spheres. The earth remains at the center of surrounding spheres. The planets, then, move around on the smaller epicycles, while the epicycles move around on the larger spheres. This view was developed by Hipparchus (fl. 140 BCE.). A third modification was a system of eccentric circles. On this view, all of the heavenly spheres surround the earth. However, the earth is not at the exact center, but slightly off to one side. As the planetary spheres rotate, the spheres are tugged slightly off center, then on center, then off again. A combination of the rotation and the tugging presents the illusion of retrograde motion from the earth’s perspective.


The eccentric and epicycle model were combined by Ptolemy (fl. 120 CE.), a Greco-Egyptian mathematician and geographer. In his 13 volume Almagest, he presents the accumulated data from years of astronomical observations. He then shows that Hipparchus’s simple account of epicycles cannot be made to fit the data. Instead, he argues that the data is better explained when the planets are attached to epicycles and the earth is slightly off center. Ptolemy’s explanation dominated European astronomy for the next 1300 years. However, as more astronomical data was accumulated during the middle ages, refinements were made to both the pure epicycle system of Hipparchus and Ptolemy’s combination epicycle-eccentric system. Some epicycle systems proposed that there were epicycles within epicycles. The most sophisticated of these had over 200 epicycles. Developments of Ptolemy’s combination system retained a single epicycle; however, they introduced a reference point (called the “equant”) on the other side of the off centered earth. The larger planetary spheres would then speed up and slow down in relation to the area swept by this reference point. 


Medieval systems of the universe retained and further developed the metaphysical aspects of the heavens. Since crystals on earth have a natural symmetry, many believed that the perfect heavenly spheres were a spherical variety of crystals. The heavens were still seen as a place of perfection where spiritual beings dwelled. The universe was finite, extending no further than the final crystalline sphere containing the stars. Following Aristotle, God is the prime mover who starts all motion which then moves down through the spheres, ultimately producing the tides, the winds, the seasons, and the generation of plants and animals. Virtually every astronomer was an astrologer, given that everything in the heavens had significance.

COPERNICUS
Piece by piece, Renaissance astronomers reject the medieval systems of the universe. Polish clergyman Nicholas Copernicus (1473-1543) proposed the sun-centered system in his On the Revolutions of the Heavenly Spheres (1543). On his view, the sun was encircled by a series of perfectly circular spheres which moved the planets. To make his theory match his actual observations of planetary motion, he still needed to postulate 45 epicycles and eccentric planetary orbits. His theory was no more accurate in prediction than either of the earth-centered systems (that is, the elaborate epicycle system or the modified epicycle-eccentric circle system). It also carried over the belief in celestial spheres and a finite universe. Copernicus died shortly after the publication of his work, and thus did not witness the official backlash to his theory from the Catholic Church which condemned his theory in 1616. Nevertheless, astronomers of the time accepted it over rival medieval systems because of its unity and harmony. Many accepted his view as simply a helpful calculating device, without making a commitment to its truth. The following selections are from his “Dedication” to the Pope in On the Revolutions of the Heavenly Spheres. 
Reasons for Writing the Book. Copernicus opens explaining why he published his writings in the first place.


In this book which I have written concerning the revolutions of the heavenly bodies, I ascribe certain motions to the Earth. I can easily conceive, most Holy Father, that as soon as some people learn that, they will cry out at once that I and my theory should be rejected. For I am not so much in love with my conclusions that I will not weigh what others will think about them. I know that the meditations of a philosopher are far removed from the judgment of the laity, because his job is to seek out the truth in all things, so far as this is permitted by God to the human reason. Nevertheless, I still believe that one must avoid theories altogether foreign to orthodoxy. I consider in my own mind how absurd a performance it must seem to those who know that the judgment of many centuries has approved the view that the Earth remains fixed as center in the midst of the heavens. This has me consider if I should, to the contrary, assert that the Earth moves. I was for a long time at a loss to know whether I should publish the commentaries which I have written in proof of its motion. It may be better to follow the example of the Pythagoreans and of some others, who were accustomed to test the secrets of Philosophy not in writing but orally, and only to their relatives and friends, as the letter from Lysis to Hipparchus bears witness. They did this, it seems to me, not because of a certain selfish reluctance to give out their views to the world, as some think. Instead it was so that the noblest truths, worked out by the careful study of great people, should not be rejected by those who are disturbed at the idea of taking great pains with any forms of literature except such as would be profitable. Other people might also reject it who are driven to the study of philosophy for its own sake (by the admonitions and the example of others) but, on account of their stupidity, hold a place among philosophers similar to that of drones among bees. Therefore, when I considered this carefully, the contempt which I had to fear because of the novelty and apparent absurdity of my view, nearly induced me to abandon utterly the work I had began.

(1) According to Copernicus, why did the Pythagoreans not publish their discoveries in writing, but only communicate them orally?


My friends, however, in spite of long delay and even resistance on my part, withheld me from this decision. First among these was Nicolaus Schonberg, Cardinal of Capua, distinguished in all branches of learning. Next to him comes my very dear friend, Tidemann Giese, Bishop of Culm, a most earnest student, as he is, of sacred and, indeed, of all good learning. The latter has often urged me, at times even spurring me on with reproaches, to publish and at last bring to the light the book which had lain in my study not nine years merely, but already going on four times nine. Several other very eminent and scholarly people made the same request, urging that I should no longer through fear refuse to give out my work for the common benefit of students of mathematics. They said I should find that the more absurd most people currently thought this theory of mine concerning the motion of the earth [prior to publication], the more admiration and gratitude it would command after they saw in the publication of my commentaries the mist of absurdity cleared away by most transparent proofs. I was influenced by these advisors and this hope, and I have finally allowed my friends to publish the work, as they had long encouraged to do.

(2) Why did Copernicus decide to publish his ideas?

Problems with Traditional Theories. Copernicus continues by explaining the two existing systems of the universe and noting their respective faults. 


But perhaps Your Holiness will see better why I published these studies after seeing the pains I’ve taken in elaborating them, and have not hesitated to commit my views of the motion of the Earth to writing. You may similarly be curious to hear how it occurred to me to form a conception of any terrestrial motion in the first place – contrary to both the accepted view of mathematicians and common sense. Therefore I will have it known to Your Holiness that the only thing which induced me to look for another way of reckoning the movements of the heavenly bodies was that I knew that mathematicians by no means agree in their investigations of this subject. For, in the first place, they are so much in doubt concerning the motion of the sun and the moon, that they can not even demonstrate and prove by observation the constant length of a complete year. And in the second place, in determining the motions both of these and of the five other planets, they fail to employ consistently one set of first principles and hypotheses; instead, they use methods of proof based only on the apparent revolutions and motions. For some employ concentric circles only [with many epicycles]. Others use eccentric circles and [a single] epicycles. And even by these means they do not completely attain the desired end. For, although those who have depended upon concentric circles [and many epicycles] have shown that certain diverse motions can be deduced from these. Yet they have not succeeded thereby in laying down any sure principle, corresponding indisputably to the phenomena. 

(3) What is the problem with the system of concentric circles and many epicycles?

Those, on the other hand, who have devised systems of eccentric circles, seem in great part to have solved the apparent movements by calculations which by these eccentrics are made to fit. However, they have nevertheless introduced many things which seem to contradict the first principles of the uniformity of motion. Nor have they been able to discover or calculate from these the main points, which is the shape of the world and the fixed symmetry of its parts. Their procedure has been as if someone were to collect hands, feet, a head, and other members from various places, all very fine in themselves, but not proportionate to one body, and no single one corresponding in its turn to the others; from these, then, a monster rather than a man would be formed. Thus in their process of demonstration which they term a “method,” they are found to have omitted something essential, or to have included something foreign and not pertaining to the matter in hand. 

(4) What is the problem with the system of eccentric circles?

This certainly would never have happened to them if they had followed fixed principles. For if the hypotheses they assumed were not false, all that resulted therefrom would be verified indubitably. Those things which I am saying now may be obscure, yet they will be made clearer in their proper place.

Advantages of the Sun-Centered System. Copernicus explains how he got the idea of a sun-centered system from ancient writers. Further, by working out the details of this new system, he explains that there is a symbiotic compatibility among all the parts of the system.


I turned over in my mind for a long time this uncertainty of the traditional mathematical methods of calculating the motions of the celestial bodies. I began to grow disgusted that no more consistent scheme of the movements of the mechanism of the universe (set up for our benefit by that best and most law abiding Architect of all things) was agreed upon by philosophers who otherwise investigate so carefully the most minute details of this world. Thus, I undertook the task of re-reading the books of all the philosophers I could get access to, to see whether anyone ever was of the opinion that the motions of the celestial bodies were other than those postulated by the people who taught mathematics in the schools. And I found first, indeed, in Cicero, that Niceta perceived that the Earth moved. After that, in Plutarch, I found that some others were of this opinion, whose words I have seen fit to quote here, that they may be accessible to all:


Some maintain that the Earth is stationary, but Philolaus the Pythagorean says that it revolves in a circle about the fire of the ecliptic, like the sun and moon. Heraklides of Pontus and Ekphantus the Pythagorean make the Earth move, not changing its position, however, confined in its falling and rising around its own center in the manner of a wheel. 

(5) Which ancient writers proposed a sun-centered system?


Taking this as a starting point, I began to consider the mobility of the Earth. And although the idea seemed absurd, yet because I knew that the liberty had been granted to others before me to postulate all sorts of little circles for explaining the phenomena of the stars, I thought I also might easily be permitted to try whether by postulating some motions of the Earth, more reliable conclusions could be reached regarding the revolution of the heavenly bodies, than those of my predecessors. 


So, I postulated movements which (further on in the book) I ascribe to the Earth, and though many and long observations I discovered the following. I assumed that the movements of the other planets are applied also to the circular motion of the Earth, and are also substituted for the revolution of each star. From this, not only do their phenomena follow logically, but the relative positions and magnitudes both of the stars and all their orbits, and of the heavens themselves, become closely related. So closely related are they that nothing can be changed in any of its parts without causing confusion in the other parts and in the whole universe. Therefore, in the course of the work I have followed this plan: I describe in the first book all the positions of the orbits together with the movements which I ascribe to the Earth, in order that this book might contain, as it were, the general scheme of the universe. In the remaining books, I establish the motions of the other stars and of all their orbits together with the movement of the Earth. This is done so that one may see from this to what extent the movements and appearances of the other stars and their orbits can be saved, if they are transferred to the movement of the Earth. 

(6) According to Copernicus, how can some of the apparent motion of the stars be explained?

Appeal to the Pope. Copernicus concludes his “Dedication” noting that some may oppose his theory on the grounds that it is contrary to scripture. To block such attacks, he requests the Pope’s endorsement.

I do not doubt that inventive and educated mathematicians will support me, so long as they are willing to recognize and weigh those matters which have been adduced by me in this work to demonstrate these theories. They must not do this superficially, though, but with that thoroughness which Philosophy demands above everything. In order, however, that both the learned and the unlearned equally may see that I do not avoid anyone’s judgment, I have preferred to dedicate these studies of mine to your Holiness rather than to any other, because, even in this remote corner of the world where I live, you are considered to be the most eminent man in dignity of rank and in love of all learning and even of mathematics, so that by your authority and judgment you can easily suppress the bites of slanderers, albeit the proverb has it that there is no remedy for the bite of a sycophant. If perchance there shall be idle talkers, who, though they are ignorant of all mathematical sciences, nevertheless assume the right to pass judgment on these things, and if they should dare to criticize and attack this theory of mine because of some passage of scripture which they have falsely distorted for their own purpose, I care not at all; I will even despise their judgment as foolish. For it is not unknown that Lactantius, otherwise a famous writer but a poor mathematicians, speaks most childishly of the shape of the Earth when he makes fun of those who said that the Earth has the form of a sphere. It should not seem strange then to zealous students, if some such people shall ridicule us also. Mathematics are written for mathematicians, to whom, if my opinion does not deceive me, our labors will seem to contribute something to the ecclesiastical state whose chief office Your Holiness now occupies; for when not so very long ago, under Leo X, in the Lateran Council the question of revising the ecclesiastical calendar was discussed, it then remained unsettled, simply because the length of the years and months, and the motions of the sun and moon were held to have been not yet sufficiently determined. Since that time, I have given my attention to observing these more accurately, urged on by a very distinguished man, Paul, Bishop of Fossombrone, who at that time had charge of the matter. But what I may have accomplished herein I leave to the judgment of Your Holiness in particular, and to that of all other learned mathematicians; and lest I seem to Your Holiness to promise. more regarding the usefulness of the work than I can perform, I now pass to the work itself. 

(7) What benefits does Copernicus think his system will have for the Church?


After Copernicus, the next key contribution to sun-centered theory was Johannes Kepler (1571-1603), a German teacher of mathematics and astronomy. Influenced by Neoplatonists who honored the sun, Kepler followed Copernicus’s sun-centered account. He also held that the solar system contained a series of enveloping “regular solids.” Regular solids are three dimensional shapes which have equal edges, equal angles, equal faces and equal corners. Each planetary orbit circled around one of these huge regular solids. The order is as follows: a sphere for Saturn, a cube, a sphere for Jupiter, a tetrahedron, a sphere for Mars, a dodecahedron, a sphere for Earth. Two additional solids rested within earth’s sphere for Venus and Mercury. Excited by this concept, he worked as an assistant to the Danish astronomer Tycho Brahe (1546-1601) in the hopes of gaining access to Brahe’s state of the art observational data. Kepler experimented with different configurations of circular planetary orbits. However, he was dissatisfied because of an observational discrepancy of 8 minutes (where 60 minutes equals one degree). In his On the Motion of Mars (1609) solved the riddle with his proposed three laws of planetary motion: (1) planets travel in elliptical orbits; (2) the radius vector connecting sun and planet sweeps over equal areas in equal times; and (3) the squares of the periods of any two planets are in the same ratio as the cubes of their mean distances from the sun (i.e. the farther away from the sun, the slower a planet moves). In spite of his advances, Kepler’s religious mysticism made him hesitant to abandon the notion of perfect crystalline spheres in the heavens.

GALILEO
The son of a musician, Galileo Galilei (1564-1642) was born near Florence and later studied medicine at the University of Pisa. Legend has it that he observed a swinging lamp in the university cathedral, and noted that it took the same amount of time for it to complete its swing cycle, regardless of how wide the swing was. This inspired him to study mathematics. Galileo took on various teaching posts, and made a name for himself by publishing scientific treatises. In 1592 he was awarded the chair of mathematics at Padua, where he remained for 18 years and did his most important work. In a letter to Kepler during this time (April 4, 1597) he notes that he had for some time been an advocate of the Copernican system, but said nothing of it for fear of ridicule.

The Telescope. Telescopes were invented by Dutch spectacle makers who brought them to sell in Venice. The invention appealed to businesspeople since it could detect cargo ships two hours before they could otherwise be observed, thus giving the businessperson an advantage in the market. Galileo heard of the invention while visiting Venice in the Spring of 1609. On his return to Padua, in one night he thought the idea out himself and made a telescope which had a power of three. In The Assayer (1623) he explains his thought process. 


On the simple information of the effect obtained, I discovered the telescope, not by chance [as was the case with the original Dutch inventor], but by the way of pure reasoning. Here are the steps. The artifice of the instrument depends either on one glass or on several. It cannot depend on one, for that must be either convex, or concave, or plain. The last form neither augments nor diminishes visible objects. The concave diminishes them, and the convex increases them, but both show them blurred and indistinct. Passing then to the combination of two glasses, and knowing that glasses with plain surfaces change nothing, I concluded that the effect could not be produced by combining a plain glass with a convex or a concave one. I was thus left with the two other kinds of glasses, and after a few experiments I saw how the effect sought could be produced. Such was the march of my discovery, in which I was not assisted in any way by the knowledge that the conclusion at which I aimed was a fact.

Galileo explains how he made another telescope with a power of 30 and pointed it at the sky. His findings were published in The Starry Messenger (1610). He recounts that he saw more stars through the telescope than one could with the naked eye. He discovered the moons of Jupiter, and suggested that the earth was just another planet, like moons of the sun. 

The Moon’s Surface. In The Starry Messenger, he also published the first map of the moon; its rough surfaces – seen especially on the boundaries between shadow and light – suggested that it was made of the same general stuff as the earth, and not a perfect, heavenly substance. He writes, “on earth, before the rising of the sun, are not the highest peaks of the mountains illuminated by the sun’s rays while the plains remain in shadow”? The publication of the Starry Messenger prompted numerous exchanges between Galileo and scientists of the day. In the following selection from Galileo’s letter to Giacomo Muti (Feb. 28, 1616), the implications of the moon’s rough surface are discussed, particularly as regards life on the moon.

A few days ago, when paying my respects to the illustrious Cardinal Muti, a discussion arose on the inequalities of the moon’s surface. Signor Alessandro Capoano argued to disprove the fact [of its rough surfaces]. He argued that if the lunar surfaces be unequal and mountainous, and since nature has made our earth mountainous for the benefit of plants and animals beneficial to mankind, one may say as a consequence that on the moon there must be other plants and other animals beneficial to other intellectual creatures. Since such a consequence is most false, he said, then the fact from which it is drawn must also be false; therefore lunar mountains do not exist! To this I replied as follows. As to the inequalities of the moon’s surface we have only to look through a telescope to be convinced of their existence. As to the “consequences,” I said, they are not only unnecessary, but absolutely false and impossible. For I was in a position to prove that neither mankind, nor animals, nor plants as on this earth, nor anything at all like them can exist on the moon. I said then, and I say now, that I do not believe that the body of the moon is composed of earth and water, and wanting these two elements we must necessarily conclude that it wants all the other things which without these elements cannot exist or subsist. I added further that even allowing that the matter of the moon may be like that of the earth (a most improbable supposition), still not one of those things which the earth produces can exist on the moon. For, to their production other things besides earth and water are necessary, namely, the sun – the greatest agent in Nature – and the resulting variance of heat and cold, and of day and night. Now, such variances are on the moon very different from those on the earth. In the latter case, to produce a diversity of seasons, the sun rises and falls more than 47 degrees (in passing from one tropic to the other). In the former case the variation is only 5 degrees on each side of the ecliptic. While, therefore, on the earth the sun in every 24 hours illuminates all parts of its surface, each half of the moon is alternately in sunshine and darkness for 15 continuous days of 24 hours. Now, if our plants and animals were exposed to ardent sunshine every month for 360 consecutive hours, and then for a similar time were plunged in cold and darkness, they could not possibly preserve themselves, much less produce and multiply. We must, therefore, conclude that what would be impossible on our earth under the circumstances we have supposed to exist, must be impossible on the moon where those conditions do exist.

(8) For Galileo, what are the similarities and differences between the surface of the earth and the surfaces of the moon?
Conflicts with the Bible. In 1611 Galileo went to Rome to demonstrate his telescope to Church officials. He was initially well received thereby encouraged to publish his Letters on the Sunspots (1613) which more directly advocate the Copernican system. However, traditional Aristotelian professors soon lobbied against him, contending that his Copernican views contradicted the Bible. Galileo disagreed, and composed a series of letters intended to be read by Roman officials. One such letter was to his student, Benedetto Castelli (Dec. 21, 1613), in which he argues that the domain of Scripture and religious authority does not cross over into areas of scientific study.


The Bible, although dictated by the Holy Spirit, admits ... in many passages of an interpretation other than the literal one. And, moreover, we cannot maintain with certainty that all interpreters are inspired by God. Therefore, I think it would be the part of wisdom not to allow any one to apply passages of Scripture in such a way as to force them to support as true any conclusions concerning nature, the contrary of which may afterwards be revealed by the evidence of our senses, or by actual demonstration. Who will set bounds to human understanding? Who can assure us that everything that can be known in the world is known already? ... I am inclined to think that Holy Scripture is intended to convince people of those truths which are necessary for their salvation, and which being far above human understanding cannot be made credible by any learning, or by any other means than revelation. 

(9) For Galileo, what was God’s intended purpose of scripture?

But it seems to me that I am not bound to believe that the same God who has endowed us with senses, reason, and understanding, does not permit us to use them, and desires to acquaint us in another way [that is, through revelation or religious authority] with such knowledge as we are in a position to acquire for ourselves by means of those faculties. This is especially so concerning those sciences about which the Holy Scriptures contain only small fragments and varying explanations. And this is precisely the case with astronomy, of which there is so little that the planets are not all enumerated, only the sun and moon, and once or twice Venus under the name of Lucifer. This, therefore, being granted, I think that in discussing natural phenomena we ought not to begin with texts from Scripture, but with experiment and demonstration. For, from the Divine Word, both Scripture and Nature do alike proceed. And I can see that that which experience sets before our eyes concerning natural effects, or which demonstration proves to us, ought not on any account to be called in question, much less condemned, upon the testimony of Scriptural texts, which may (under their mere words) have meanings of a contrary nature....

(10) For Galileo, what should be our source of knowledge about astronomy?


To command professors of astronomy that they must themselves see to disproving their own observations and demonstrations is to ask the impossible. For it is not only to command them not to see what they do see, and not to understand what they do understand, but to seek for and to find the contrary. I would beg these wise and prudent Fathers to consider diligently the difference between opinionative and demonstrative doctrines, to the end that they may assure themselves that it is not in the power of professors of demonstrative sciences to change their opinions at pleasure, and adopt first one side and then the other. For, there is a great difference between ordering a mathematician, or a philosopher, as to what opinion to hold, and doing the same with a merchant, or a lawyer. For, demonstrated conclusions touching things of nature and of the heavens cannot be changed with the same facility as opinions touching what is lawful, or not, in a contract, bargain, or bill of exchange. 

(11) What is Galileo’s distinction between opinionative and demonstrative doctrines?


Therefore, let such people apply themselves to the study of the arguments of Copernicus and others, and leave the condemning of them as erroneous and heretical to whom it belongs. Yet, as to this latter, they must not hope to find such rash and hurried determinations in the vigilant Holy Fathers, or in the absolute wisdom of him who cannot err [that is, the Pope], as those into which they permit themselves to be hurried by some particular affection or interest of their own. In these, and such like opinions which are not directly articles of faith, certainly no one doubts that his Holiness has always an absolute power of admitting or condemning them. But it is not in the power of any creature to make them to be true or false, otherwise than as, in fact, they are.

(12) What is not within the Pope’s power?

Galileo developed this line of argumentation further and published it in his Letter to the Grand Duchess Christina (1615). In this work he directly addresses the criticism that the Bible says that the sun moves and the earth stands still. He replies that this principle of literal interpretation would have us assign to God feet, hands, eyes, anger, repentance, hatred, ignorance. The Bible was written in a language which condescends to popular capacity. He writes that, “It is necessary for the Bible, in order to be accommodated to the understanding of every person, to speak many things which appear to differ from the absolute truth so far as the bare meaning of the words is concerned.” He also contends that “the Bible intentionally forbore to speak of these things.” He continues in his letter to Benedetto Castelli that Church officials should not presume to tell scientists what they are to believe. Unfortunately, his various defenses failed. In 1616 Galileo was called before Cardinal Bellarmine who ordered him neither hold nor defend the Copernican world system since it was contrary to scripture. However, he was permitted to discuss it as a mathematical hypothesis. He was also forewarned that Copernicus’s system was soon to be officially condemned by the Church. Indeed, the following year, in 1616, the Church decreed the following: “Propositions to be forbidden: that the sun is immovable at the center of the heaven; that the earth is not at the center of the heaven, and is not immovable, but moves by a double motion.”

Dialogues on the Two Chief Systems of the World. Galileo waited for an intellectual Pope to take office before publishing further defenses of the Copernican theory. He thought he found such a person in his friend Pope Urban VIII, who was a lover of the arts. Galileo visited Pope Urban six times in 1624 hoping that he would let his new ideas slowly replace the old. Galileo was permitted to noncommittally discuss both the Ptolemaic and Copernican systems. He was also required to conclude that God could have created the world in any number of ways, and we cannot know which he chose. In accordance, Galileo published his Dialogues on the Two Chief Systems of the World (1632). The work defends the sun-centered system against criticisms from defenders of the earth-centered system. Publishing the work was difficult, but it was immediately successful. In the following selections from the Introduction to the Dialogue, Galileo delicately balances the interests of the Church with his own scientific concerns. He concedes that the Church’s earlier condemnation of Copernicus was made with full knowledge of the scientific facts. In this context, he explains that he is only advancing the Copernican system as a calculating tool. 

Some years ago a beneficial edict was proclaimed at Rome, which, in order to hinder the dangerous scandals of the present age, commanded a fitting silence on the Pythagorean opinion of the earth’s motion. Some were uninhibited who rashly asserted that this decree originated, not from a judicious examination, but from an ill-informed passion. Complaints were heard that counselors totally inexperienced in astronomical observations ought not by hasty prohibitions to clip the wings of speculative minds. My zeal could not keep silence when I heard these rash lamentations, and I thought it proper, as being fully informed with regard to that most prudent edict, to appear publicly as a witness of the actual truth. At that time I happened to be in Rome. I was admitted to the audiences, and enjoyed the approval of the most distinguished prelates of that Court. Nor did the publication of the aforesaid decree occur without my receiving some prior indication of it. For that reason, ... collecting together all my own speculations on the Copernican system, it is my intention in this present work to show to foreign nations that the knowledge of this preceded the Roman censures. Thus, from this country proceeded not only dogmas for the salvation of the soul, but also inventive discoveries for the gratification of the understanding. With this object I have taken up in the dialogue the Copernican side of the question, treating it as a pure mathematical hypothesis. I try in every artificial manner to represent it as having the advantage, not over the opinion of the stability of the earth absolutely, but over it as taught and defended by some who profess to be peripatetics [that is, followers of Aristotle]. For they retain only the name [“peripatetic”], and are content, without improvement, to worship shadows, not philosophizing with their own reason, but only from the recollection of four principles imperfectly understood.

(13) Galileo explains that he is not defending the Copernican system over the contention itself that the earth is stable. Instead, what is he defending the Copernican system against?

Unfortunately, Galileo’s presentation of the Copernican theory was still too direct. Pope Urban felt betrayed and Galileo was forced to appear before a tribunal of the universal inquisition. Under threat of torture, he signed a recantation of his position and in 1633 was placed under house arrest for his eight remaining years. During these years, he continued publishing, and corresponding with scientists. He died in 1642. 

NEWTON

As the scientific revolution continued, medieval conceptions of the universe were buried even deeper. Such was the result of the contributions by Isaac Newton (1642-1727) who is considered to be among the greatest figures in the history of science. Newton’s childhood years were somewhat unstructured as his father died before he was born, and he was later pulled from school to work on his mother’s farm. Ultimately he continued his education and was awarded the mathematics professorship at Cambridge when he was 26. During these early years, Newton made his three chief scientific discoveries which he refined and published much later. The first was the development of calculus, a mathematical innovation which he termed “fluxions.” The second was his experiments with prisms showing how white light is composed of colored light. The third was the idea of universal gravitation which explained the orbits of the moon and planets. Newton did not publish much, but as his works appeared, he quickly achieved an almost unparalleled fame both within the scientific community and in society at large. He was briefly a member of parliament and resigned his professorship in 1701 when appointed master of the British mint. Soon after he was elected president of the Royal Society, Great Britain’s oldest scientific society, and was re-elected each year until his death in 1727. 

Gravity. Newton’s definitive discussion of universal gravity appeared in Principia Mathematica (1687) in which he showed how the laws of gravity explain planetary motion. In addition to his law of universal gravitation, he also proposed three laws of mechanics (inertia; the relation between force, mass and acceleration; and the relation between action and reaction). In the preface to this work he explains his plan.


In the third book we give an example of this in the explication of the system of the world. For, by the propositions mathematically demonstrated in the first book, we there derive from the celestial phenomena the forces of gravity with which bodies tend to the sun and the several planets. Then, from these forces, by other propositions which are also mathematical, we deduce the motions of the planets, the comets, the moon, and the sea. I wish we could derive the rest of the phenomena of nature by the same kind of reasoning from mechanical principles. For I am induced by many reasons to suspect that they may all depend upon certain forces by which the particles of bodies, by some causes hitherto unknown, are either mutually impelled towards each other and cohere in regular figures, or are repelled and recede from each other. Which forces being unknown, philosophers have hitherto attempted the search of nature in vain. But I hope the principles here laid down will afford some either to that or some truer method of philosophy.
(14) Newton proposes to show how the force of gravity directs celestial phenomena. What else does he hope can be demonstrated at some future time?

God’s Role in the Physical Universe. Historians of science today debate about whether Newton believed that God created a completely self-sustaining universe, or whether God was still needed as an active regulating force. In any event, Newton argues that God went to great measures in making it as self-sustaining as it is, and this reflects intelligent design, rather than a blind natural force. For example, even though gravity alone could account for the formation of celestial bodies, God is still needed to explain why some are luminous, such as the sun and stars, and others are not luminous, such as the planets. Newton describes this in the first of a series of four letters to Richard Bentley.


But if the matter [of the universe] was [initially] evenly disposed throughout an infinite space, it could never convene into one mass. But some of it would convene into one mass and some into another, so as to make an infinite number of great masses, scattered at great distances from one to another throughout all that infinite space. And thus might the sun and fixed stars be formed, supposing the [original] matter were of a lucid nature. But how the matter should divide itself into two sorts, and the part of it which is fit to compose a shining body should fall down into one mass and make a sun and the rest which is fit to compose an opaque body should coalesce (not into one great body, like the shining matter, but into many little ones); or if the sun at first were an opaque body like the planets or the planets lucid bodies like the sun, how he alone should be changed into a shining body whilst all they continue opaque (or all they be changed into opaque ones whilst he remainst unchanged), I do not think explicable by mere natural causes, but am forced to ascribe it to the counsel and contrivance of a voluntary agent.

Newton argues further that God’s creative abilities are also seen in the precise motion of the various planets. Only a few differences here or there would throw the planets into irregular orbits. Newton makes this case in a second letter to Bentley.

Were all the planets as swift as Mercury or as slow as Saturn or his satellites [i.e. its moons]; or were the several velocities otherwise much greater or less than they are (as they might have been had they arose from any other cause than their gravities); or had the distances from the centers about which they move been greater or less than they are (as they might have been had they arose from any other cause than their gravities); or had the quantity of matter in the sun or in Saturn, Jupiter, and the earth (and by consequence their gravitating power) been greater or less than it is; [then, in any of these cases,] the primary planets could not have revolved about the sun nor the secondary ones about Saturn, Jupiter, and the earth, in concentric circles as they do, but would have moved in hyperbolas or parabolas or in ellipses very eccentric. To make this system, therefore, with all its motions, required a cause which understood and compared together the quantities of matter in the several bodies of the sun and planets and the gravitating powers resulting from thence.... And to compare and adjust all these things together in so great a variety of bodies, [such a design] argues that cause to be, not blind and fortuitous, but very well skilled in mechanics and geometry. 
(15) What kind of skills does God have which enable him to make the motion of the planets so perfect?

IMPLICATIONS OF MODERN ASTRONOMY
There are several important implications of the sun-centered system as developed by Copernicus, Kepler, Galileo, and Newton. First, the conception of the size of the universe shifted from being finite to being infinite. The universe, then, has no center and theologians lose an important symbol illustrating how humans are at the center of God’s creative activity. Indeed, we seem insignificant when set against the infinite backdrop of celestial objects. Second, celestial bodies are no longer eternal, but made of the same stuff as earth. Thus, the heavens lose their other-worldly quality. Third, there are no more teleological explanations of the world: mathematical explanations have us ask how something happens, and not why. Finally, God is no longer an active participant in the daily functioning of the universe. He is the brilliant creator of everything, and evidence of his existence is seen in his creation, but he is now a passive spectator to the physical events he set in motion. The phrase “God of the gaps” is sometimes used to describe the tendency during the scientific revolution to look for divine activity in those areas which science cannot fully explain. As science filled the knowledge gaps during the scientific revolution, the role for divine activity lessened.

E. SCIENTIFIC METHOD

As noted, there were two distinct contributions to the scientific revolution: particular discoveries and the development of the scientific method. This section deals with scientific method. Scientific method is a procedure by which we gain scientific knowledge. Strictly speaking, scientific method aims at discovering new facts. However, such methods were often mixed with methods of proof, which involved demonstrating the validity of one’s conclusion. Methods of investigation and proof were so often combined that, in his Dialogue (1632), Galileo insisted that the two are distinct and the method of proof is not typically the same as the method of investigation. Today, method of investigation is what defines a science and distinguishes it from other academic disciplines such as literature and fine art, and from pseudo-sciences such as parapsychology. But today’s tools of precise scientific investigation developed slowly. Aristotle distinguished between two approaches to gaining scientific knowledge. The first is deduction, which involves a structure of demonstration akin to mathematics. For Aristotle, such demonstrations are achieved with a syllogism, the classic example of which is as follows:

(a) All men are mortal

(b) Socrates is a man

(c) Therefore, Socrates is mortal

The second approach Aristotle notes is induction, in which specific instances are used as evidence for a universal conclusion. Aristotle’s own descriptions of induction vary and are ultimately inadequate for purposes of scientific inquiry. Later philosophers describe induction as “ampliative” in the sense that the conclusion goes beyond what is contained in the premises. An example of ampliative induction is as follows:

(a) Rock 1 falls to the ground when I open my hand

(b) Rock 2 falls to the ground when I open my hand

(c) Therefore, all rocks similar to 1 and 2 will probably fall to the ground when I open my hand

Three principal features distinguish deductive arguments from ampliative inductive arguments. First, inductive arguments add new information in their conclusions, unlike deductive arguments where the conclusion is implicitly contained within the premises. Second, even good inductive arguments do not have absolute certainty, and risk some chance of having a false conclusion; with valid deductive arguments, by contrast, the truth of all premises guarantees the truth of the conclusion. Third, deductive arguments are valid or invalid, with no middle ground; inductive arguments are considered strong or weak and anything in between. 


Aristotle also argued that different fields of inquiry require different methods of investigation. The more formal sciences could attain certainty with deductive syllogistic logic. The more empirical sciences could not attain this. Following Aristotle, medieval science employed a disunified collection of scientific approaches. To the extent that formal sciences needed to rise to the level of mathematical certainty, syllogistic deduction was the preferred method. Dissatisfied with the status quo, Renaissance thinkers began almost from scratch in creating methods of scientific inquiry as they streamlined the process of discovery. Many proposed methods were vague, others naive, and most turned out to be dead ends. Some were proposed as techniques exclusively for the physical sciences, and others more broadly for any rational inquiry. The Renaissance philosopher who parted company the most with the Aristotelian and medieval scientific tradition was Francis Bacon who rejected both the deductive syllogistic method and the prevailing opinion that each discipline needed its own method. 

BACON AND INDUCTION
Francis Bacon (1561-1626) was born in London into an aristocratic family. Although he became a member of parliament and a counselor to the queen, he was frustrated by his failure to acquire a political position of substantial influence. During his years of political service, Bacon published his famous collection of essays and several works on reorganizing the natural sciences. The most important of the latter was the New Organon (Novum Organum, 1620). In 1621 he was accused of bribery and corruption, to which he ultimately signed a confession of guilt. Although the initial punishment included fines and imprisonment, these were later reduced. Nevertheless, he was unable to return to politics. He spent the remaining five years of his life writing histories and refining his overhaul of the sciences. He died from bronchitis which he contacted while conducting a winter experiment to see if stuffing a dead fowl with snow would inhibit the rotting process. 


Bacon’s published and unpublished philosophical writings are best seen as part of his grandiose plan to organize the sciences. This involved a projected, and largely unfinished, six part work called the Instauratio. The plan involved (1) a new division of the sciences, (2) a new method of scientific inquiry, (3) a collection of scientific observations and facts, (4) examples of the new method, (5) philosophical precursors to the new philosophy, and (6) the new philosophy itself which results from applying the new method. The following selections are from Bacon’s New Organon, a work which maybe viewed as a preliminary of Division Two of the Instauratio. The title of the work is taken from Aristotle’s Organon (logical works), and, accordingly, signals a radical departure from the traditional method of scientific inquiry. The text consists of a series of aphorisms which loosely revolve around common themes.

Induction vs. Deduction. In the very first aphorism of the New Organon, Bacon grounds the human understanding in observation and experience. This leads to a harsh rejection of Aristotle’s a priori deductive method. The alternative he proposes is an a posteriori and inductive approach. 


1:1. Man, who is the servant and interpreter of nature, can act and understand no further than he has observed in either the operation or the contemplation of the method and order of nature.


1:12. The [deductive] logic now in use serves rather to fix and give stability to the errors which have their foundation in commonly received notions, rather than to help the search after truth. So it does more harm than good.


1:13. The syllogism is no match for the subtlety of nature. Thus, it is not applied to the first principles of sciences, and is applied in vain to intermediate axioms. It commands assent therefore to the [concluding] proposition, but does not take hold of the thing [in nature].


1:18. The discoveries which have previously been made in the sciences are such as lie close to common notions, scarcely beneath the surfaces. In order to penetrate into the inner and further recesses of nature, it is necessary that both notions and axioms be derived from things by a more sure and guarded way. It is necessary that a better and more certain method of intellectual operation be introduced altogether.


1:19. There are and can be only two ways of searching into and discovering truth. The one flies away from the senses and particulars, and instead starts with the most general principles. It simply assumes that the truth of these is settled and immovable. From these general principles it proceeds to judgment and to the discovery of middle principles. And this way is now in fashion. The other way derives general principles from the senses and particulars, rising gradually and continually, so that it arrives at the most general principles last of all. This is the true way, but as yet untried.

(1) For Bacon, which method (inductive or deductive) goes from general to particular, and which goes from particular to general?


1:20. The understanding left to itself follows the first way, which proceeds according to logical order. For the mind longs to spring up to positions of higher generality so that it may find rest there. After a little while it wearies of experiment. But this evil is increased by [deductive] logic, because of the order and solemnity of its disputations.


1:21. The understanding left to itself in a sober, patient, and, grave mind, especially if it is not hindered by received doctrines, tries a little that other way [through induction], which is the right one. However, it has little progress since the understanding is uneven and quite unfit to contend with the obscurity of things – unless it is directed and assisted.

(2) For Bacon, why does the understanding naturally incline toward deductive reasoning?


1:22. Both ways set out from the senses and particulars, and rest in the highest generalities. But the difference between them is infinite. For, the first way just glances at experiment and particulars in passing. The second way dwells duly and orderly among them. The first way, again, begins at once by establishing certain abstract and useless generalities. The second way rises by gradual steps to that which is prior and better known in the order of nature.

The Four Idols. Bacon continues by describing four sources of bias in science. His treatment of these dominates Book One of the New Organon, and indicates the importance he placed on the subject. He refers to these sources of bias as “idols” (idola) and lists them as idols of the tribe (from human nature), idols of the cave (from individual constitution), idols of the marketplace (from words), and idols of the theater (from accepted philosophers).


1:39. There are four classes of Idols which invade people’s minds. To these for distinction’s sake I have assigned names, calling the first class Idols of the Tribe, the second, Idols of the Cave, the third, Idols of the Marketplace, the fourth, Idols of the Theater.

1:40. The formation of ideas and axioms by true induction is no doubt the proper remedy to be applied for the keeping off and clearing away of idols. To point them out, however, is of great use. For the doctrine of Idols is to the Interpretation of Nature what the doctrine of the refutation of sophisms is to common logic.


1:41. The Idols of the Tribe have their foundation in human nature itself, and in the tribe or race of people. For it is a false assertion that the sense of man is the measure of things. On the contrary, all perceptions as well of the sense is of the mind are according to the measure of the individual and not according to the measure of the universe. And the human understanding is like a false mirror which, receiving rays irregularly, distorts and discolors the nature of things by mingling its own nature with it.

(3) Regarding the idols of the tribe, how does human nature affect our perception of the world?


1:42. The Idols of the Cave are the idols of the individual person. For everyone (besides the errors common to human nature in general) has a cave or den of his own, which refracts and discolors the light of nature. This owes either to his own proper and peculiar nature, or to his education and conversation with others, or to the reading of books, and the authority of those whom he esteems and admires, or to the differences of impressions, accordingly as they take place in a mind preoccupied and predisposed or in a mind indifferent and settled, or the like. So that the spirit of humanity (according as it is limited to different individuals) is in fact a variable thing and full of perturbation, and governed as it were by chance. For this reason, it was well observed by Heraclitus that people look for sciences in their own lesser worlds, and not in the greater or common world.

(4) Regarding idols of the cave, how does an individual’s unique mental and physical makeup affect his perception of the world?

1:43. There are also Idols formed by the communication and association of people with each other. I call these Idols of the Marketplace because of the exchange and association of people there. For it is by discourse that people associate. And words are imposed according to the understanding of the common people. And therefore the ill and unfit choice of words wonderfully obstructs the understanding. The matter is not set right by the definitions or explanations of some things which educated people use to guard and defend themselves. But words plainly force and overrule the understanding, and throw all into confusion, and lead men away into numberless empty controversies and idle fancies.

(5) Why does Bacon refer to this third source of bias as idols of the “marketplace”?

1:44. Lastly, there are Idols which have immigrated into people’s minds from the various dogmas of philosophies, and also from wrong laws of demonstration. These I call Idols of the Theater, because in my judgment all the received systems are but so many stage-plays, representing worlds of their own creation after an unreal and scenic fashion. Nor is it only of the systems now in vogue, or only of the ancient sects and philosophies, that I speak. For many more plays of the same kind may yet be composed and in like artificial manner set forth; since errors which are most widely different have nevertheless causes for the most part alike. Neither again do I mean this only of entire systems, but also of many principles and axioms in science, which by tradition, credulity, and negligence have come to be received. 

(6) Why does Bacon refer to this fourth source of bias as idols of the “theater”?

The Forms of Things. Aristotle contended that science involves the discovery of a phenomenon’s causes. For example, to understand the nature of heat, we must discover the causes of heat. For Aristotle, this involves uncovering all four of its causes: formal, material, efficient, and final. In spite of Bacon’s harsh rejection of Aristotle’s deductive syllogism, Bacon follows Aristotle by seeing science as the discovery of causes, and, specifically formal causes. According to Bacon, the formal causes of a thing (or, more concisely, its “forms”) are its physical properties. For example, the form of heat is the violent, irregular motion of particles. Thus, by discovering this form of heat, we reveal the scientific nature of heat itself. 


2:3. If a person is acquainted with the [general] cause of any nature in certain subjects (such as whiteness or heat) his knowledge is imperfect. And if he is able to bring about an effect on certain substances only (of those susceptible of such an effect), then his power is similarly imperfect. Now, if a person’s knowledge is confined to the efficient and material causes (which are unstable causes, and merely vehicles, or causes which convey the form in certain cases) he may arrive at new discoveries in reference to substances in some degree similar to one another, and selected beforehand. But he does not touch the deeper boundaries of things. But whoever is acquainted with forms, embraces the unity of nature in the most dissimilar substances. He is able therefore to detect and bring to light things never yet done. This could not be accomplished by innovation of nature, nor industry in experimenting, nor accident itself , and would never have occurred to the thought of man. Thus, truth in speculation and freedom in operation result from the discovery of forms.

For Bacon a good set of rules of scientific method will reveal the forms of a thing. He explains what we should expect from a good set of such rules.


2:13?. The two roads to human practice and to human knowledge lie close together, and are nearly the same. Nevertheless, because of the dangerous and ingrained habit of dwelling on abstractions, it is more safe to begin with practice and raise the sciences from those foundations which have relation to practice. We should let our active part itself be the seal which prints and determines our contemplative counterpart. Suppose a person wanted to generate and impose a nature on a given object. We must consider what kind of rule or direction or guidance he would most wish for, and express this rule in the simplest and least intricate language. Suppose, for example, that a person wanted to impose the yellow color of gold upon a silver object, or an increase in weight (observing the laws of matter), or impose transparency on an opaque stone, or tenacity on glass, or vegetation on some substance that is not vegetable. We must therefore consider what kind of rule or guidance he would most desire. First, he will undoubtedly wish to be directed to something which will not deceive him in the result nor fail him in the experiment. Secondly, he will wish for a rule which will not tie him down to specific means and particular modes of operation. For it is possible that he might not have those means available, nor be able to conveniently procure them. And if there are other means and other methods for producing the required nature (besides the one recommended) these may perhaps be within his reach. And yet he will be excluded by the narrowness of the rule, and get no good from them. Thirdly, he will desire something to be shown him, which is not as difficult as the thing proposed to be done, but comes nearer to practice.


Thus a true and perfect rule of operation and direction will be that it is certain, free, and leads to action.

(7) What are the three things that a good rule of scientific method should accomplish?

And this is the same thing with the discovery of the true form. For the form of a nature is such, that given the form the nature necessarily follows. Therefore it is always present when the nature is present, and universally applies it, and is consistently inherent in it. Again, the form is such that if it is taken away, then the nature necessarily disappears. Therefore it is always absent when the nature is absent, and implies its absence, and inheres in nothing else. A final feature [of a good rule of scientific investigation] is that the true form deduces the given nature [e.g. heat] from some source of being which is inherent in more natures, and which is better known in the natural order of things than the form itself. For a true and perfect axiom of knowledge and direction will be that another nature will be discovered which is convertible with the given nature [e.g. heat], and yet is a limitation of a more general nature [e.g. violent, irregular motion] , as of a true and real genus. 

In contemporary terminology, the fourth aspect of a good rule of scientific method is that it will lead to the discovery of the necessary and sufficient conditions of a given nature (such as heat). The forms, then, are those necessary and sufficient conditions (such as violent, irregular motion of particles).
Tables of Comparative Instances. Having maintained that the job of science is to uncover a thing’s forms, Bacon finally explains the inductive method by which this is done. Bacon’s specific inductive methodology is presented in what he describes as three “Tables of Comparative Instances” which involve presence, absence and degree. The “Table of Presence” (agreement) involves examining instances in which the same phenomenon is present, and noting what other circumstances are in common. For example, to understand the forms involved with heat, we examine all hot things and see what circumstance is in common (e.g. irregular motion of particles).


2:11. The investigation of forms proceeds as follows. A nature is given [e.g. heat], and we must first of all collect and present to our understanding all known instances which have this particular nature [e.g. all hot things], even in substances which are dissimilar. And such a collection must be made in the manner of a history, without premature speculation, or any great amount of subtlety. For example let the investigation be into the form of heat. 


Instances agreeing in the nature of heat:

1. The rays of the sun, especially in summer and at noon.

2. The rays of the sun reflected and condensed, as between mountains, or on walls, and most of all in burning-glasses and mirrors.

3. Fiery meteors.

4. Burning thunderbolts.

5 Eruptions of flame from the cavities of mountains.

... 

27. Even keen and intense cold produces a kind of sensation of burning.

28. Other instances.

This table I call the “Table of Essence and Presence.”

The second Table, the “Table of Absence,” involves examining instances in which a phenomenon is absent, and noting what circumstances are in common. Thus, to understand heat, for example, we must examine a list of cold things too, and see what features are irrelevant to the production of heat (e.g. density).


2:12. Secondly, we must present to the understanding those instances in which a given nature is wanting. This is because, as stated above, the above form should no less to be absent when the given nature is absent, than present when it is present. But to note all these would be endless.


The negatives should therefore be attached to the affirmatives, and the absence of the given nature [e.g. heat] inquired of only in those subjects that are most close to the others in which it is present and forthcoming. This I call the “Table of Deviation,” or of “Absence in Proximity.”


Instances in proximity where the nature of heat is absent:

1. To the first [on the above chart]: The rays of the moon and of stars and comets are not found to be hot to the touch; indeed the severest colds are observed to be at the full moons. 

...

32. To the 27th [on the above chart]: There are many actions common both to heat and cold, though in a very different manner. For children find that snow after a while seems to burn their hands. Cold preserves meat from rotting, no less than fire. Heat contracts bodies, which cold does also. But these and similar instances may more conveniently be addressed by an inquiry concerning cold.
(8) For the Table of Absence, why does Bacon suggest that we examine only those instances which are similar to those on the Table of Presence (yet lack the property in question, such as heat)?
Finally, the “Table of Degrees” involves examining instances in which a phenomenon is present in varying degrees, noting what circumstances also vary. For example, to understand heat, we must look at things which are at different temperatures and note what circumstances are present in varying degrees (e.g. slow to rapid irregular motion of particles).


2:13. Thirdly we must present to the understanding instances in which the nature under inquiry is found in different degrees, more or less. This must be done by making a comparison either of its increase and decrease in the same subject, or of its amount in different subjects, as compared one with another. For, the form of a thing is the very thing itself. And the thing itself differs from the form no differently than as the apparent differs from the real, or the external from the internal, or the thing in reference to mankind from the thing in reference to the universe. Thus, it necessarily follows that no nature can be assumed to be the true form unless it always decreases when the nature in question decreases, and in like manner always increases when the nature in question increases. Therefore, this Table I call the “Table of Degrees” or the “Table of Comparison.”


Table of Degrees or Comparison in heat.

...

25. Some ignited bodies are found to be much hotter than some flames. Ignited iron, for instance, is much hotter and more consuming than flame of spirit of wine.

26. Of substances also which are not ignited but only heated by fire, as boiling water and air confined in furnaces, some are found to exceed in heat many flames and ignited substances.

27. Motion increases heat, as you may see in bellows, and by blowing. This is in view of the fact that harder metals are not dissolved or melted by a dead or quiet fire until it is made intense by blowing.

...

Inductive inference. By constructing all three Tables of Instances, we thereby eliminate irrelevant properties (such as density) and pinpoint the essential properties (such as irregular motion of particles). This, for Bacon, is true induction.


2:15. The work and office of these three tables I call the “Presentation of Instances to the Understanding.” Once this presentation is made, induction itself must be set at work. For, upon a review of each and every instance, the problem is to find such a nature that is always present or absent with the given nature [e.g. heat], and always increases and decreases with it, and which is (as I have said) a particular case of a more general nature. Now if the mind attempts this affirmatively from the beginning, as when left to itself as it always is inclined to do, the result will be fancies and guesses and poorly defined notions, and axioms that must be mended everyday....


2:16. ... Therefore, the first work of induction (as regards the discovery of forms) is the rejection or exclusion of the several natures which are not found in some instance where the given nature is present, or are found in some instance where the given nature is absent, or are found to increase some instance when the given nature decreases, or to decrease when the given nature increases. Then indeed after the rejection and exclusion has been duly made, there will remain at the bottom an affirmative, solid, true, and well defined form; all superficial opinions will have vanish into smoke. This is quickly said. But the way to come at it is winding and intricate.
(9) What is the first work of induction?

Bacon recognized that we cannot examine an endless number of instances for the three tables. At some point we must stop and survey the instances so far. This review he calls the “first vintage.” 

MATHEMATICS AND SCIENTIFIC METHOD
Although Bacon is considered the father of scientific method, his tables of instances were not adopted by the scientific community of his day. Further, over 200 years passed before inductive reasoning was more precisely formulated by J.S. Mill in his System of Logic (1843). Meanwhile, other scientists and philosophers followed alternative methods of investigation. One broad approach to both scientific method and proof was simply to use mathematics as a means of expanding the boundaries of knowledge. Like Bacon’s method, this mathematical approach abandons Aristotle’s syllogism. However, it remains just as deductive as the syllogism. Kepler, for example, never articulated a formal method of investigation, but was driven by the Pythagorean view that mathematical relationships determined the structure of the universe. Thus, for him, knowledge of the world was gained by making deductions from a priori numerical principles. Galileo also insisted on the centrality of mathematics in understanding the physical world. In perhaps his most famous statement he asserts that the “Book of Nature is written in mathematical characters” (The Assayer, 1623). Similarly, in The Laws of Chance (1657), Christian Huygens writes,

There are very few things which we know which are not capable of being reduced to a mathematical reasoning. And when they cannot, it is a sign our knowledge of them is very small and confused. And where a mathematical reasoning can be had, it is as great folly to make use of any other as to grope for a thing in the dark when you have a candle standing by you. 

Books appeared regularly which used arithmetical calculations in a variety of disciplines. William Petty applied mathematics to political science in his Political Arithmetic (1690). Francis Hutcheson adopted this method for ethics in his Inquiry Concerning Moral Good and Evil (1725). Perhaps the most absurd illustration of this kind was John Craig’s Mathematical Principles of Christian Theology (1699) in which he deduces the approximate time of the second coming of Christ:

It is necessary that Christ come before 1454 years elapse. For it is necessary the Christ come before the probability of the Gospel story vanishes; but that probability will perish when 1454 years (=3150-1696) have elapsed from our time.... And in no time less than 1454 years is it necessary for him to come, insofar as his arrival depends upon the disappearance of the probability of his history. 

Other deductive methods used geometrical systems of definitions, axioms and propositions. Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz all used this technique in discussions of traditional philosophical issues. In Descartes’ case, however, he wrote a discourse explaining his specific method.

DESCARTES’ METHODS
French philosopher and mathematician René Descartes (1596-1650) was an active participant in the scientific revolution in both scientific method and in particular discoveries. Descartes was educated at a Jesuit college which was firmly grounded in the scholastic tradition. After furthering his education in Paris, he enlisted in the Dutch and, later, the Barvarian militaries. In 1629 Descartes moved to Holland where he lived in seclusion for 20 years, changing his residence frequently to preserve his privacy. During this period he produced the writings upon which his fame rests. His studies were first restricted to science, and only later did he explore metaphysics. In 1649 Descartes moved to Stockholm at the request of Queen Christina of Sweden who employed him as a philosophy tutor. Christina scheduled the lectures at 5 A.M. The early hours and harsh climate took their toll on Descartes’ already weakened condition. He died shortly after in 1650. During his life, Descartes’ fame rose to such an extent that many Catholics believed he would be a candidate for sainthood. As his body was transported from Sweden back to France, anxious relic collectors along the path removed pieces of his body. By the time his body reached France, it was considerably reduced in size.


Descartes’ first discussion of scientific method is in an unfinished work of 1628 titled Rules for the Direction of the Mind. The first 12 of the planned 36 rules deal with the general aspects of his proposed methodology, and are considered early versions of principles which made their way into his later writings. In 1633 Descartes prepared for publication a work on physics called Le Monde which defended a heliocentric view of the universe. That same year the Catholic Church condemned Galileo’s Dialogue (1632). Descartes did not think Galileo’s views were prejudicial to religion and he worried that his own views might be censured. Thus he suspended publication of it. In 1637 Descartes published a collection of essays titled Optics, Meterology, and Geometry. Prefaced to these essays was a work titled “Discourse on the Method of Rightly Conducting the Reason and Seeking Truth in the Sciences.” Most of the “Discourse” was written before the 1633 condemnation of Galileo’s Dialogue. However, he later added a concluding section which explained that he insisted on publishing, in spite of political risks. The simple reason was that he counted on the public to help confirm his scientific theories. In the Discourse, Descartes offers a method of inquiry quite different from Bacon’s. Whereas Bacon advocated induction, Descartes insists on a more deductive approach. 

Aim of the Discourse. Descartes opens by highlighting the value which his method of investigation has had in his own investigations.


... I shall not hesitate to say that I have had great good fortune from my youth up, in lighting upon and pursuing certain paths which have conducted me to considerations and maxims from which I have formed a Method. With the assistance of this method it appears to me I have the means of gradually increasing my knowledge and of little by little raising it to the highest possible point which the mediocrity of my talents and the brief duration of my life call permit me to reach. For I have already reaped from it fruits of such a nature that, even though I always try in the judgments I make on myself to lean to the side of self-depreciation rather than to that of arrogance, and though, looking with the eye of a philosopher on the diverse actions and enterprises of all mankind, I find scarcely any which do not seem to me vain and useless, I do not cease to receive extreme satisfaction in the progress which I seem to have already made in the search after truth, and to form such hopes for the future as to venture to believe that, if amongst the occupations of men, simply as men, there is some one in particular that is excellent and important, that is the one which I have selected.

It must always be recollected, however, that possibly I deceive myself, and that what I take to be gold and diamonds is perhaps no more than copper and glass. I know how subject we are to delusion in whatever touches ourselves, and also how much the judgments of our friends ought to be suspected when they are in our favor. But in this Discourse I shall be very happy to show the paths I have followed, and to set forth my life as in a picture, so that everyone may judge of it for himself; and thus in learning from the common talk what are the opinions which are held of it, a new means of obtaining self-instruction will be reached, which I shall add to those which I have been in the habit of using. 


Thus my design is not here to teach the Method which everyone should follow in order to promote the good conduct of his Reason, but only to show in what manner I have endeavored to conduct my own. Those who set about giving precepts must esteem themselves more skillful than those to whom they advance them, and if they fall short in the smallest matter they must of course take the blame for it. But regarding this Treatise simply as a history, or, if you prefer it, a fable in which, amongst certain things which may be imitated, there are possibly others also which it would not be right to follow, I hope that it will be of use to some without being hurtful to any, and that all will thank me for my frankness.
(10) Descartes notes that he is not teaching a method which everyone should follow. What, instead, is he doing?

Replacing the Old with the New. Most of the Discourse is autobiographical insofar as it traces Descartes intellectual development and how his method assisted him in his investigations. Descartes realized that he needed to reject much of the teachings of his youth. This raised the question as to exactly how he should proceed in replacing old theories with new ones. He found his answer by observing how old parts of cities are replaced with the new.


I was then in Germany, to which country I had been attracted by the wars which are not yet at an end. And as I was returning from the coronation of the Emperor to join the army, the setting in of winter detained me in a quarter where, since I found no society to divert me, while fortunately I had also no cares or passions to trouble me, I remained the whole day shut up alone in a stove-heated room, where I had complete leisure to occupy myself with my own thoughts. One of the first of the considerations that occurred to me was that there is very often less perfection in works composed of several portions, and carried out by the hands of various masters, than in those on which one individual alone has worked. Thus we see that buildings planned and carried out by one architect alone are usually more beautiful and better proportioned than those which many have tried to put in order and improve, making use of old walls which were built with other ends in view. In the same way also, those ancient cities which, originally mere villages, have become in the process of time great towns, are usually badly constructed in comparison with those which are regularly laid out on a plain by a surveyor who is free to follow his own ideas. Even though, considering their buildings each one apart, there is often as much or more display of skill in the one case than in the other, the former have large buildings and small buildings indiscriminately placed together, thus rendering the streets crooked and irregular, so that it might be said that it was chance rather than the will of men guided by reason that led to such an arrangement. And if we consider that this happens despite the fact that from all time there have been certain officials who have had the special duty of looking after the buildings of private individuals in order that they may be public ornaments, we shall understand how difficult it is to bring about much that is satisfactory in operating only upon the works of others. 

(11) Which kinds of cities are better and more organized than others?

Thus I imagined that those people who were once half-ravaged, and who have become civilized only by slow degrees, merely forming their laws as the disagreeable necessities of their crimes and quarrels constrained them, could not succeed in establishing so good a system of government as those who, from the time they first came together as communities, carried into effect the constitution laid down by some prudent legislator. Thus it is quite certain that the constitution of the true Religion whose ordinances are of God alone is incomparably better regulated than any other. And, to come down to human affairs, I believe that if Sparta was very flourishing in former times, this was not because of the excellence of each and every one of its laws, seeing that many were very strange and even contrary to good morals, but because, being drawn up by one individual, they all tended towards the same end. 

(12) Which kinds of laws are better and more organized than others?

And similarly I thought that the sciences found in books-in those at least whose reasonings are only probable and which have no demonstrations – composed as they are of the gradually accumulated opinions of many different individuals – do not approach so near to the truth as the simple reasoning which a man of common sense can quite naturally carry out respecting the things which come immediately before him. Again I thought that since we have all been children before being men, and since it has for long fallen to us to be governed by our appetites and by our teachers (who often enough contradicted one another, and none of whom perhaps counseled us always for the best), it is almost impossible that our judgments should be so excellent or solid as they should have been had we had complete use of our reason since our birth, and had we been guided by its means alone. 

(13) Which kinds of scientific theories are better and more organized than others?


It is true that we do not find that all the houses in a town are leveled to the ground for the sole reason that the town is to be rebuilt in another fashion, with streets made more beautiful; but at the same time we see that many people cause their own houses to be knocked down in order to rebuild them, and that sometimes they are forced so to do where there is danger of the houses falling of themselves, and when the foundations are not secure. From such examples I argued to myself that there was no plausibility in the claim of any private individual to reform a state by altering everything, and by overturning it throughout, in order to set it right again. Nor is it likewise probable that the whole body of the Sciences, or the order of teaching established by the Schools, should be reformed. But as regards all the opinions which up to this time I had embraced, I thought I could not do better than try once and for all to sweep them completely away, so that they might later on be replaced, either by others which were better, or by the same, when I had made them conform to the uniformity of a rational scheme. And I firmly believed that by this means I should succeed in directing my life much better than if I had only built on old foundations, and relied on principles of which I allowed myself to be in youth persuaded without having inquired into their truth. 

(14) For Descartes, what is the best way to replace old teachings with new ones?

For although in so doing I recognized various difficulties, these were at the same time not insurmountable, nor comparable to those which are found in reformation of the most insignificant kind in matters which concern the public. In the case of great bodies it is too difficult a task to raise them again when they are once thrown down, or even to keep them in their places when once thoroughly shaken. And their fall cannot be otherwise than very violent. Then as to any imperfections that they may possess (and the very diversity that is found between them is sufficient to tell us that these in many cases exist) custom has doubtless greatly lightened them, while it has also helped us to avoid, or insensibly corrected a number against which mere foresight would have found it difficult to guard. And finally the imperfections are almost always more supportable than would be the process of removing them, just as the great roads which wind about amongst the mountains become, because of being frequented, little by little so well-beaten and easy that it is much better to follow them than to try to go more directly by climbing over rocks and descending to the foot of precipices. 

(15) What are some of the obstacles involved with replacing the old with the new?


Four Rules of Scientific Method. Descartes explains that he had learned a variety of methodological approaches in a variety of disciplines. They all had limits, though. Syllogistic logic, he believes, only communicates what we already know. Geometry and algebra are either too abstract in nature for practical application, or too restricted to the shapes of bodies. However, he believed that a more condensed and universal list of methodological rules was better than a lengthy and varied list. 


In my younger days, I had studied Logic, to a certain extent, among the different branches of Philosophy. I had also studied Mathematics, Geometrical Analysis and Algebra-three arts or sciences which seemed as though they ought to contribute something to the design I had in view. But in examining them I observed in respect to Logic that the syllogisms and the greater part of the other teaching served better in explaining to others those things that one knows (or like the art of Lully, in enabling one to speak without judgment of those things of which one is ignorant) than in learning what is new. And although in reality Logic contains many precepts which are very true and very good, there are at the same time mingled with them so many others which are hurtful or superfluous, that it is almost as difficult to separate the two as to draw a Diana or a Minerva out of a block of marble which is not yet roughly hewn. And as to the Analysis of the ancients and the Algebra of the moderns, besides the fact that they embrace only matters the most abstract, such as appear to have no actual use, the former is always so restricted to the consideration of symbols that it cannot exercise the Understanding without greatly fatiguing the imagination; and in the latter one is so subjected to certain rules and formulas that the result is the construction of an art which is confused and obscure, and which embarrasses the mind, instead of a science which contributes to its cultivation. This made me feel that some other Method must be found, which, comprising the advantages of the three, is yet exempt from their faults. And as a multiplicity of laws often furnishes excuses for evil-doing, and as a State is hence much better ruled when, having but very few laws, these are most strictly observed. So, instead of the great number of precepts of which Logic is composed, I believed that I should find the four which I shall state quite sufficient, provided that I adhered to a firm and constant resolve never on any single occasion to fail in their observance. 


The first of these was to accept nothing as true which I did not clearly recognize to be so; that is to say, carefully to avoid precipitation and prejudice in judgments, and to accept in them nothing more than what was presented to my mind so clearly and distinctly that I could have no occasion to doubt it. 


The second was to divide up each of the difficulties which I examined into as many parts as possible, and as seemed requisite in order that it might be resolved in the best manner possible. 


The third was to carry on my reflections in due order, commencing with objects that were the most simple and easy to understand, in order to rise little by little, or by degrees, to knowledge of the most complex, assuming an order, even if a fictitious one, among those which do not follow a natural sequence relatively to one another. 


The last was in all cases to make enumerations so complete and reviews so general that I should be certain of having omitted nothing. 

(16) Briefly, what are the four rules Descartes offers?

Descartes’ method, as expressed in the above rules, rests on three mental operations: intuition, deduction, and enumeration. These three abilities constitute our human reason. Intuition involves directly apprehending the simplest components (or “simple natures”) of a subject matter. Deduction is not syllogistic, but a process of inferring necessary relations between simple natures. Enumeration is a process of review which we use when deductions become so long that we risk error due to a faulty memory. 


Descartes continues by explaining how use of this method in science led him to the discovery of analytic geometry and a system of the cosmos similar to Galileo’s. In philosophy, he deduced God’s existence, the existence of the external world, and the distinction between the human mind and body. As noted above, Bacon parted company with medieval scientists by offering a single scientific methodology which encompassed all sciences. Descartes goes one step further than Bacon and presents a method which can be used in any rational inquiry – including metaphysics – and not just the natural sciences. 

Provisional Code of Morals. In tearing down old systems and replacing them with new ones, Descartes realized that he needed a provisional set of moral guidelines to carry him through the transition. He presents four such rules.

And finally, as it is not sufficient, before commencing to rebuild the house which we inhabit, to pull it down and provide materials and an architect (or to act in this capacity ourselves, and make a careful drawing of its design), unless we have also provided ourselves with some other house where we can be comfortably lodged during the time of rebuilding, so in order that I should not remain irresolute in my actions while reason obliged me to be so in my judgments, and that I might not omit to carry on my life as happily as I could, I formed for myself a code of morals for the time being which did not consist of more than three or four maxims, which maxims I should like to enumerate to you. 


The first was to obey the laws and customs of my country, adhering constantly to the religion in which by God’s grace I had been instructed since my childhood, and in all other things directing my conduct by opinions the most moderate in nature, and the farthest removed from excess in all those which are commonly received and acted on by the most judicious of those with whom I might come in contact. For since I began to count my own opinions as naught, because I desired to place all under examination, I was convinced that I could not do better than follow those held by people on whose judgment reliance could be placed. And although such persons may possibly exist amongst the Persians and Chinese as well as amongst ourselves, it seemed to me that it was most expedient to bring my conduct into harmony with the ideas of those with whom I should have to live; and that, in order to ascertain that these were their real opinions, I should observe what they did rather than what they said, not only because in the corrupt state of our manners there are few people who desire to say all that they believe, but also because many are themselves ignorant of their beliefs. For since the act of thought by which we believe a thing is different from that by which we know that we believe it, the one often exists without the other. And amongst many opinions all equally received, I chose only the most moderate, both because these are always most suited for putting into practice, and probably the best (for all excess has a tendency to be bad), and also because I should have in a less degree turned aside from the right path, supposing that I was wrong, than if, having chosen an extreme course, I found that I had chosen amiss. I also made a point of counting as excess all the engagements by means of which we limit in some degree our liberty. Not that I hold in low esteem those laws which, in order to remedy the inconstancy of feeble souls, permit, when we have a good object in our view, that certain vows be taken, or contracts made, which oblige us to carry out that object. This sanction is even given for security in commerce where designs are wholly indifferent. But because I saw nothing in all the world remaining constant, and because for my own part I promised myself gradually to get my judgments to grow better and never to grow worse, I should have thought that I had committed a serious sin against commonsense if, because I approved of something at one time, I was obliged to regard it similarly at a later time, after it had possibly ceased to meet my approval, or after I had ceased to regard it in a favorable light. 

(17) What is his first moral maxim?


My second maxim was that of being as firm and resolute in my actions as I could be, and not to follow less faithfully opinions the most dubious, when my mind was once made up regarding them, than if these had been beyond doubt. In this I should be following the example of travelers, who, finding themselves lost in a forest, know that they ought not to wander first to one side and then to the other, nor, still less, to stop in one place, but understand that they should continue to walk as straight as they can in one direction, not diverging for any slight reason, even though it was possibly chance alone that first determined them in their choice. By this means if they do not go exactly where they wish, they will at least arrive somewhere at the end, where probably they will be better off than in the middle of a forest. And thus since often enough in the actions of life no delay is permissible, it is very certain that, when it is beyond our power to discern the opinions which carry most truth, we should follow the most probable; and even although we notice no greater probability in the one opinion than in the other, we at least should make up our minds to follow a particular one and afterwards consider it as no longer doubtful in its relationship to practice, but as very true and very certain, inasmuch as the reason, which caused us to determine upon it is known to be so. And henceforward this principle was sufficient to deliver me from all the penitence and remorse which usually affect the mind and agitate the conscience of those weak and vacillating creatures who allow themselves to keep changing their procedure, and practice as good, things which they afterwards judge to be evil. 

(18) What is his second moral maxim?


My third maxim was to try always to conquer myself rather than fortune, and to alter my desires rather than change the order of the world, and generally to accustom myself to believe that there is nothing entirely within our power but our own thoughts: so that after we have done our best in regard to the things that are without us, our ill-success cannot possibly be failure on our part. And this alone seemed to me sufficient to prevent my desiring anything in the future beyond what I could actually obtain, hence rendering me content; for since our will does not naturally induce us to desire anything but what our understanding represents to it as in some way possible of attainment, it is certain that if we consider all good things which are outside of us as equally outside of our power, we should not have more regret in resigning those goods which appear to pertain to our birth, when we are deprived of them for no fault of our own, than we have in not possessing the kingdoms of China or Mexico. ... 

(19) What is his fourth moral maxim?


And last of all, to conclude this moral code, I felt it incumbent on me to make a review of the various occupations of men in this life in order to try to choose out the best. And without wishing to say anything of the employment of others, I thought that I could not do better than continue in the one in which I found myself engaged. That is to say, I occupy my whole life in cultivating my Reason, and in advancing myself as much as possible in the knowledge of the truth in accordance with the method which I had prescribed myself. I had experienced so much satisfaction since beginning to use this method, that I did not believe that any sweeter or more innocent could in this life be found, every day discovering by its means some truths which seemed to me sufficiently important, although commonly ignored by other men. ... 

(20) What is his last moral maxim?

Although Descartes’ method had its advocates, it was also criticized by his contemporaries, such as the mathematician Pierre de Fermat, and ultimately dismissed. Leibniz says that Descartes’ rules amount to saying “take what you need, and do what you should, and you will get what you want.” 

NEWTON’S METHOD OF INVESTIGATION
As noted, practicing scientists of the day had intuitions and even rules of thumb about how to advance scientific knowledge. Newton, too, had such rules which he clearly articulated in two separate writings.

Rules of Reasoning in Philosophy. At the outset of Principia Mathematica, Newton proposes “Four Rules of Reasoning in Philosophy,” which are his first proposed rules of scientific method. Like Bacon, Newton appears to follow Aristotle’s contention that science is the discovery of causes, as seen specifically in the first two rules below. The first rule advocates a version of Ockham’s razor, insofar as we should not multiply explanatory causes beyond necessity. The second rule is that from the same effects we infer the same causes. This is a foundational notion in inductive arguments from analogy, and was extensively used by 18th century British philosopher David Hume (1711-1776).


Rule 1: We are to admit no more causes of natural things than such as are both true and sufficient to explain their appearances.


To this purpose the philosophers say that nature does nothing in vain, and more is in vain when less will serve. For nature is pleased with simplicity and affects not the pomp of superfluous causes.


Rule 2: Therefore to the same natural effects we must, as far as possible, assign the same causes.


As to respiration in a man and in a beast, the descent of stones in Europe and in America, the light of our culinary fire and of the sun, the reflection of light in the earth and in the planets.


Rule 3. The qualities of bodies, which admit neither intensification nor remission of degrees, and which are found to belong to all bodies within the reach of our experiments, are to be esteemed the universal qualities of all bodies whatsoever.


For since the qualities of bodies are only known to us by experiments, we are to hold for universal all such as universally agree with experiments, and such as are not liable to diminution can never be quite taken away. ...


Rule 4. In experimental philosophy we are to look upon propositions inferred by general induction from phenomena as accurately or very nearly true, notwithstanding any contrary hypotheses that may be imagined, till such time as other phenomena occur by which they may either be made more accurate or liable to exceptions.


This rule we must follow, that the argument of induction may not be evaded by hypotheses.

(21) In rule four above, what is the only thing which can reverse a conclusion which one arrives at through induction?

Method of Analysis. Newton’s second, third, and fourth rules above deal with aspects of inductive reasoning. In his Optics (1704) Newton amplified his account of induction, particularly as appears in rule four above. He describes the inductive scientific process as a method of analysis. Newton first experimented with optics in 1666. The old view of optics, since Aristotle, was that light becomes modified when passing through a prism. Newton’s explanation was that white light becomes separated into a spectrum. As a proof, he showed that once these colors were separated, they could not be further separated by passing it through other prisms. Further, he could recombine colored light into white light. He finally published his results in the Optics. For Newton, scientific reasoning of this sort underscores the importance of method for scientists. The following discussion of his method of analysis is from Optics, Book 3, Queries.


As in mathematics, so in natural philosophy the investigation of difficult things by the method of analysis ought ever to precede the method of composition. This analysis consists in making experiments and observations, and in drawing general conclusions from them by induction, and admitting of no objections against the conclusions but such as are taken from experiments or other certain truths. For, hypotheses are not to be regarded in experimental philosophy. And although the arguing from experiments and observations by induction be no demonstration of general conclusions, yet it is the best way of arguing which the nature of things admits of, and may be looked upon as so much the stronger by how much the induction is more general. And if no exception occurs from phenomena, the conclusion may be pronounced generally. But if at any time afterwards any exception shall occur from experiments, it may then begin to be pronounced with such exceptions as occur. By this way of analysis we may proceed from compounds to ingredients, and from motions to the forces producing them, and, in general, from effects to their causes, and from particular causes to more general ones, until the argument ends in the most general. This is the method of analysis, and the synthesis consists in assuming the causes discovered and established as principles, and by them explaining the phenomena proceeding from them and proving the explanations.

(22) What is Newton’s attitude about the use of hypotheses in scientific investigation?

In his essay, “A Discourse on Descartes’ Method,” Contemporary philosopher Jaakko Hintikka summarizes Newton’s method of analysis as follows: (1) the analysis of a complex phenomenon into ingredients; (2) the experimental or observational discovery of dependencies between different ingredients; (3) the inductive generalization of these dependencies to all similar cases; and, (4) the deductive application of the generalization to other cases. According to Hintikka, this method of analysis is not unique to Newton. Indeed, many modern philosophers and scientists followed this procedure, including Galileo and even Descartes. He argues further that the method of analysis was initially used in Greek mathematics, specifically by Pappus (fl. 4th cn. CE) in his work Mathematical Collections. 

F. POLITICAL THOUGHT

THOMAS HOBBES: THE SOCIAL CONTRACT. In Plato’s dialogue The Republic, one of the characters argues that the laws of justice are created in a compact between people who instinctively exploit one another. Since no one likes to be exploited, each person agrees not to exploit others on the condition that others do not exploit him. This is the central idea of social contract theory – also called contractarianism. British philosopher Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) presents the definitive statement of social contract theory in his book The Leviathan (1651). The starting point for Hobbes’s moral theory is the psychological position that humans are essentially machines that are motivated by self-interest. In the chapter on ethics earlier in this book we examined Hobbes’s argument that every action we perform, no matter how charitable or benevolent, is done for reasons that are ultimately self-serving. For example, when I donate to charity, I am actually taking delight in demonstrating my powers over other people. In its most extreme form, this view of human nature has since been termed psychological egoism. Hobbes believes that any account of human action, including morality, must be consistent with the fact that we are all self-serving. Hobbes speculates about how selfish people would behave in a state of nature, prior to the formation of any government. The following is from Leviathan Chapters 13-15.

The State of Nature: Equality, Quarrel and War. Hobbes begins by noting that humans are essentially equal, both mentally and physically, insofar as even the weakest person has the strength to kill the strongest. 


Nature has made men so equal in the faculties of body and mind, as that though there be found one man sometimes manifestly stronger in body or of quicker mind than another, yet when all is reckoned together, the difference between man and man is not so considerable as that one man can thereupon claim to himself any benefit to which another may not pretend as well as he. For as to the strength of body, the weakest has strength enough to kill the strongest, either by secret machination or by confederacy with others that are in the same danger with himself.


As to the faculties of the mind . . . I find yet a greater equality among men than that of strength. For prudence is but experience, which equal time equally bestows on all men in those things they equally apply themselves to. That which may perhaps make such equality incredible, is but a vain conceit of one’s own wisdom which almost all men think they have in a greater degree than the vulgar, that is, than all men but themselves and a few others whom by fame, or for concurring with themselves, they approve. For such is the nature of men, that howsoever they may acknowledge many others to be more witty, or more eloquent, or more learned, yet they will hardly believe there be many so wise as themselves; for they see their own wit at hand, and other men’s at a distance. But this proves rather that men are in that point equal, than unequal. For there is not ordinarily a greater sign of the equal distribution of anything, than that every man is contented with his share.

(1) How is it that people are equal in body?

(2) How is it that people are equal in mind?


Hobbes continues noting by how situations in nature make us naturally prone to quarrel. There are three natural causes of quarrel: competition for limited supplies of material possessions, distrust of one another, and “glory,” insofar as people remain hostile to preserve their powerful reputation. 

From this equality of ability arises equality of hope in the attaining of our ends. And therefore if any two men desire the same thing, which nevertheless they cannot both enjoy, they become enemies. And in the way to their end (which is principally their own conservation, and sometimes their own delectation only), [they] endeavor to destroy or subdue one another. And from hence it comes to pass that where an invader has no more to fear than another man’s single power, if one plants, sows, builds, or possesses a convenient seat, others may probably be expected to come prepared with forces united, to dispossess and deprive him, not only of the fruit of his labor, but also of his life or liberty. And the invader again is in the like danger of another. 


And from this diffidence [or distrust] of one another, there is no way for any man to secure himself so reasonably as [through] anticipation. That is, by force or wiles, to master the persons of all men he can, so long till he sees no other power great enough to endanger him. And this is no more than his own conservation requires, and is generally allowed. Also because there be some, that taking pleasure in contemplating their own power in the acts of conquest (which they pursue farther than their security requires); if others, that otherwise would be glad to be at ease within modest bounds, should not by invasion increase their power, they would not be able [for a] long time (by standing only on their defense) to subsist. And by consequence, such augmentation of dominion over men, being necessary to a man’s conservation, it ought to be allowed him.


Again, men have no pleasure (but on the contrary a great deal of grief) in keeping company where there is no power able to over-awe them all. For every man looks that his companion should value him at the same rate he sets upon himself. And upon all signs of contempt or undervaluing, [he] naturally endeavors, as far as he dares . . . to extort a greater value from his contemners [or scorners] by damage, and from others by example.


So that in the nature of man, we find three principle causes of quarrel. First, competition; secondly, diffidence [or distrust]; thirdly, glory. The first makes men invade for gain, the second for safety, and the third for reputation. The first uses violence to make themselves masters of other men’s persons, wives, children, and cattle; the second to defend them; the third for trifles, [such] as a word, a smile, a different opinion, and any other sign of undervalue, either direct in their persons, or by reflection in their kindred, their friends, their nation, their profession, or their name.

(3) What is “glory” and how is glory a factor in perpetuating quarrel?


Because of the natural causes of quarrel, Hobbes argues, the natural condition of humans is a state of perpetual war of all against all, where no morality exists, and everyone lives in constant fear.

Hereby it is manifest, that during the time men live without a common power to keep them all in awe, they are in that condition which is called war; and such a war as is of every man against every man. For war consists not in battle only, or the act of fighting, but [also] in a tract of time, wherein the will to contend by battle is sufficiently known; and therefore the notion of time is to be considered in the nature of war, as it is in the nature of weather. For as the nature of foul weather lies not in a shower or two of rain, but in an inclination thereto of many days together; so the nature of war consists not in actual fighting, but in the known disposition thereto, during all the time there is no assurance to the contrary. All other time is peace.


Whatever therefore is consequent to a time of war, where every man is enemy to every man, the same is consequent to the time wherein men live without other security, than what their own strength and their own invention shall furnish them withal. In such condition, there is no place for industry, because the fruit thereof is uncertain; and consequently no culture of the earth, no navigation, nor use of the commodities that may be imported by sea; no commodious building, no instruments of moving and removing such things as require much force; no knowledge of the face of the earth, no account of time, no arts, no letters, no society; and which is worst of all, continual fear and danger of violent death; and the life of man, solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.

(4) Explain why in the state of nature there would be no industry, agriculture, imports, or building. 


Proof of the State of Nature. Hobbes next offers proofs that the state of nature would be as brutal as he describes.


It may seem strange to some man, that has not well weighed these things, that nature should thus dissociate, and render men apt to invade and destroy one another. And he may therefore (not trusting to this inference made from the passions) desire perhaps to have the same confirmed by experience. Let him therefore consider with himself [that], when taking a journey, he arms himself and seeks to go well accompanied. When going to sleep, he locks his doors. When even in his house, he locks his chests, and this when he knows there be laws and public officers armed, to revenge all injuries [which] shall be done [to] him. [Consider] what opinion he has of his fellow subjects when he rides armed; of his fellow citizens when he locks his doors; and of his children and servants when he locks his chests. Does he not there as much accuse mankind by his actions as I do by my words? But neither of us accuse man’s nature in it. The desires, and other passions of man, are in themselves no sin. No more are the actions, that proceed from those passions, till they know a law that forbids them; which till laws be made they cannot know, nor can any law be made till they have agreed upon the person that shall make it.

(5) What are some activities in our daily lives that suggest that Hobbes is correct in his account of the state of nature?


It may perhaps be thought [that] there was never such a time nor condition of war as this, and I believe it was never generally so over all the world. But there are many places where they live so now. For the savage people in many places of America (except the government of small families the concord whereof depends on natural lust) have no government at all and live at this day in that brutish manner, as I said before. However, it may be perceived what manner of life there would be, where there were no common power to fear; [and] by what manner of life, which men that have formerly lived under a peaceful government, . . . [would] degenerate into in a civil war.


But though there had never been anytime wherein particular men were in a condition of war one against another; yet in all times, kings and persons of sovereign authority (because of their independence) are in continual jealousies and in the state and posture of gladiators, having their weapons pointing and their eyes fixed on one another. That is, their forts, garrisons, and guns [are fixed] upon the frontiers of their kingdoms, and continual spies [are fixed] upon their neighbors, which is a posture of war. But because they uphold thereby the industry of their subjects, there does not follow from it that misery which accompanies the liberty of particular men.

(6) According to Hobbes, in countries that have yet to be civilized, how do people treat each other?


To this war of every man against every man, this also is consequent, that nothing can be unjust. The notions of right and wrong, justice and injustice have there no place. Where there is no common power, there is no law; where no law, no injustice. Force and fraud are in war the two cardinal virtues. Justice and injustice are none of the [instinctive] faculties, neither of the body nor mind. If they were, they might be in a man that were alone in the world, as well as his senses and passions. They are qualities that relate to men in society, not in solitude. It is consequent also to the same condition, that there be no propriety, no dominion, no mine and thine distinct; but only that to be every man’s that he can get, and for so long as he can keep it. And thus much for the ill condition which man by mere nature is actually placed in; though with a possibility to come out of it consisting partly in the passions [and] partly in his reason.

(7) What is the status of morality in the state of nature?

Further on Hobbes notes that humans have three motivations for ending this state of war: the fear of death, the desire to have an adequate living, and the hope to attain this through one’s labor. Nevertheless, until the state of war ends, each person has a right to everything, including another person’s life.


First Law of Nature. Hobbes next explores the process by which we get out of the state of nature. The first step involves making contracts with others to secure peace. In articulating this peace-securing process, he draws on the language of the natural law tradition of his time, according to which all particular moral principles derive from immutable principles of reason. Since these moral mandates are fixed in nature, they are thus called “laws of nature.” By using the terminology of natural law theory, Hobbes is suggesting that, from human self-interest and social agreement alone, one can derive the same kinds of laws which more traditional natural law theorists believed were immutably fixed in nature. Throughout his discussion of morality, Hobbes continually re-defines traditional moral terms (such as right, liberty, contract, and justice) in ways which reflect his account of self-interest and social agreement.


The passions that incline men to peace are fear of death, desire of such things as are necessary to commodious living, and a hope by their industry to obtain them. And reason suggests convenient articles of peace, upon which men may be drawn to agreement. These articles are they which otherwise are called the laws of nature, whereof I shall speak more particularly in the two following Chapters.


The right of nature, which writers commonly call jus naturale, is the liberty each man has to use his own power as he will himself, for the preservation of his own nature (that is to say, of his own life, and consequently of doing anything which, in his own judgment and reason, he shall conceive to be the aptest means thereunto).


By liberty is understood, according to the proper signification of the word, the absence of external impediments; which impediments may often take away part of a man’s power to do what he would, but cannot hinder him from using the power left him, according as his judgment and reason shall dictate to him.


A Law of Nature (lex naturalis) is a precept, or general rule, found out by reason, by which a man is forbidden to do that which is destructive of his life, or takes away the means of preserving the same; and to omit that by which he thinks it may be best preserved. For though they that speak of this subject use to confound jus, and lex, right and law; yet they ought to be distinguished. Because, right consists in the liberty to do or to forbear, whereas law determines and binds to one of them, so that law and right differ as much as obligation and liberty, which in one and the same matter are inconsistent.

(8) For traditional natural law theorists, a law of nature is an unchangeable truth that establishes proper conduct. How does Hobbes define “law of nature”?

Hobbes continues by listing specific laws of nature, all of which aim at preserving a person’s life. He derives his laws of nature deductively, modeled after the type of reasoning used in geometry. That is, from a set of general principles, more specific principles are logically derived. Hobbes’s general principles so far are (1) that people pursue only their own self-interest, (2) the equality of people, (3) the causes of quarrel, (4) the natural condition of war, and (5) the motivations for peace. From these he derives at least 15 specific laws. The first three are the most important since they establish the overall framework for putting an end to the state of nature. Since we desire to get out of the state of nature, and thereby preserve our lives, we should therefore seek peace. This for Hobbes is the first law of nature.


And because the condition of man (as has been declared in the precedent chapter) is a condition of war of everyone against everyone, in which case everyone is governed by his own reason (and there is nothing he can make use of that may not be a help to him in preserving his life against his enemies), it follows that in such a condition, every man has a right to everything, even to one another’s body. And therefore, as long as this natural right of every man to everything endures, there can be no security to any man (how strong or wise soever he be) of living out the time which nature ordinarily allows men to live. And consequently it is a precept, or general rule of reason, That every man ought to endeavor peace as far as he has hope of obtaining it; and when he cannot obtain it, that he may seek and use all helps and advantages of war; the first branch of which rule contains the first and fundamental Law of Nature, which is, To seek peace and follow it; the second, the sum of the right of nature, which is, By all means we can, to defend ourselves.

(9) What do we have rights to in the state of nature?


Second Law of Nature. The reasonableness of seeking peace, indicated by the first law, immediately suggests a second law of nature, which is that we mutually divest ourselves of certain rights (such as the right to take another person’s life) so as to achieve peace. The mutual transferring of these rights is called a contract and is the basis of the notion of moral obligation. For example, I agree to give up my right to steal from you, if you give up your right to steal from me. We have then transferred these rights to each other and thereby become obligated to not steal from each other. From selfish reasons alone, we are both motivated to mutually transfer these and other rights, since this will end the dreaded state of war between us.


From this fundamental Law of Nature, by which men are commanded to endeavor peace, is derived this second Law, That a man be willing, when others are so too (as far-forth as for peace and defense of himself he shall think it necessary), to lay down this right to all things; and be contented with so much liberty against other men, as he would allow other men against himself. For so long as every man holds this right of doing anything he likes, [then] so long are all men in the condition of war. But if other men will not lay down their right as well as he, then there is no reason for anyone to divest himself of his. For that were to expose himself to prey (which no man is bound to) rather than to dispose himself to peace. This is that law or the gospel: Whatever you require that others should do to you, that do you to them. And that law of all men: Do not do to others what you would not want done to yourself.


To lay down a man’s right to anything, is to divest himself of the liberty of hindering another of the benefit of his own right to the same. For he that renounces or passes away his right, gives not to any other man a right which he had not before. Because, there is nothing to which every man had not [a] right by nature; but [a person] only stands out of his way, that he may enjoy his own original right, without hindrance from him, [though] not [necessarily] without hindrance from another [person]. So that the effect which redounds [or accrues] to one man by another man’s defect of right, is but so much diminution of impediments to the use of his own right original. 

(10) According to Hobbes’s second law of nature, what rights do we divest ourselves of in the peace process? 

The second law of nature consists of a contract between the agreeing parties. Hobbes takes this notion of contract somewhat literally, and he describes at length the validity of certain contracts. For example, contracts made in the state of nature are not generally binding, for, if I fear that you will violate your part of the bargain, then no true agreement can be reached. No contracts can be made with animals since animals cannot understand an agreement. Most significantly, I cannot contract to give up my right to self-defense since self-preservation is my sole motive for entering into any contract.


Third Law of Nature. Simply making contracts will not in and of itself secure peace. We also need to keep the contracts we make, and this is Hobbes’s third law of nature. 

From that Law of Nature, by which we are obliged to transfer to another such rights as being retained hinder the peace of mankind, there follows a third, which is this: That men perform their covenants made, without which, covenants are in vain, and but empty words. And the right of all men to all things remaining, we are still in the condition of war.


And in this Law of Nature consists the fountain and original of justice. For where no covenant has preceded, there has no right been transferred, and every man has right to everything, and consequently no action can be unjust. But when a covenant is made, then to break it is unjust. And the definition of injustice is no other than the not performance of covenant. And whatever is not unjust, is just.

Hobbes notes a fundamental problem underlying all contracts: as selfish people, each of us will have an incentive to violate a contract when it serves our best interests. For example, it is in the mutual best interests of Jones and me to agree to not steal from each other. However, it is also in my best interest to break this contract and steal from Jones if I can get away with it. And, what complicates matters more, Jones is also aware of this fact. So, it seems that no contract can ever get off the ground. This problem can only be solved, according to Hobbes, by giving unlimited power to a political sovereign who will punish us if we violate our contracts. Again, it is for purely selfish reasons – that is, in order to end the state of nature – that I agree to set up a policing power that will punish me if I violate a contract. 


But because covenants of mutual trust [are invalid] where there is a fear of not performance on either part . . . , though the original of justice be the making of covenants; yet injustice actually there can be none, till the cause of such fear be taken away, which while men are in the natural condition of war, cannot be done. Therefore before the names of just and unjust can have place, there must be some coercive power to compel men equally to the performance of their covenants, by the terror of some punishment greater than the benefit they expect by the breach of their covenant. And [this coercive power serves] to make good that propriety, which by mutual contract men acquire, in recompense of the universal right they abandon. And such power there is none before the erection of a commonwealth. And this is also to be gathered out of the ordinary definition of justice in the schools: for they say that Justice is the constant will of giving to every man is own. And therefore where there is no own, that is, no propriety, there is no injustice. And where there is no coercive power erected (that is, where there is no commonwealth), there nothing is unjust. So that the nature of justice consists in [the] keeping of valid covenants. But the validity of covenants begins not but with the constitution of a civil power, sufficient to compel men to keep them. And then it is also that propriety begins.


The fool has said in his heart, there is no such thing as justice... [and that] to make or not make, keep or not keep covenants [is] not against reason when it conduces to one’s benefit. ... This specious reasoning is nevertheless false. ... [H]e that breaks his covenant, and consequently declares that he thinks he may with reason do so, cannot be received into any society that unite themselves for peace and defense, but by the error of them that receive him. Nor [can he] be retained in it when he is received, without seeing the danger of the error, which errors a person cannot reasonably reckon upon as the means of his security. And therefore if he be left or cast out of society, he perishes. And if he lives in society, it is by the errors of other people which he could not foresee, nor reckon upon, and consequently against the reason of his preservation.... Justice, therefore (that is to say keeping of covenant), is a rule of reason by which we are forbidden to do anything destructive to our life, and consequently a law of nature....

(11) Suppose that I think I can still beat the system by entering into a social contract with no real intention of keeping the contracts that I make. What is Hobbes response to this tactic?

As noted, Hobbes’s first three Laws of Nature establish the overall framework for putting an end to the state of nature. The remaining laws give content to the earlier ones by describing more precisely the kinds of contracts that will preserve peace. For example, the fourth law is to show gratitude toward those who comply with contracts, otherwise people will regret that they complied when someone is ungrateful. Similarly, the fifth law is that we should be accommodating to the interests of society. For, if we quarrel over every minor issue, then this will interrupt the peace process. Briefly, here are the remaining laws: (6) cautiously pardon those who commit past offenses; (7) recognize that the purpose of punishment is to correct the offender, not “an eye for an eye” retribution; (8) avoid direct or indirect signs of hatred or contempt of another; (9) avoid pride; (10) retain only those rights which you would acknowledge in others; (11) be impartial; (12) share in common that which cannot be divided, such as rivers; (13) assign by lot those items which cannot be divided or enjoyed in common; (14) allow mediators of peace safe conduct; (15) resolve disputes through an arbitrator. Hobbes explains that there are other possible laws that are less important, such as those against drunkenness, which tends to the destruction of particular people.


Concluding Comments about the Laws of Nature. At the close of his account of the laws of nature, Hobbes states that morality consists entirely of these laws, which are arrived at though social contract.


The Laws of Nature are immutable and eternal. For injustice, ingratitude, arrogance, pride, iniquity, acception of persons, and the rest, can never be made lawful. For it can never be that war shall preserve life, and peace destroy it.


The laws, because they oblige only to a desire and [an] endeavor (I mean an unfeigned and constant endeavor) are easy to be observed. For in that they require nothing but [an] endeavor, he that endeavors their performance, fulfills them. And he that fulfills the law is just.


And the science of them is the true and only moral philosophy. For moral philosophy is nothing else but the science of what is good and evil in the conservation and society of mankind. Good and evil are names that signify our appetites and aversions, which in different tempers, customs, and doctrines of men, are different. And diverse men differ not only in their judgment on the senses of what is pleasant and unpleasant to the taste, smell, hearing, touch, and sight, but also of what is conformable or disagreeable to reason in the actions of common life. Nay, the same man in diverse times differs from himself, and one time praises (that is, calls good) what another time he dispraises and calls evil, from whence arise disputes controversies, and at last war. And therefore so long a man is in the condition of mere nature (which is a condition of war) as private appetite is the measure of good and evil. 

(12) In what sense are the laws of nature “immutable”?

Contrary to Aristotle’s theory of the virtuous mean, Hobbes adds that moral virtues are relevant to ethical theory only insofar as they promote peace. Outside of this function, virtues have no moral significance.

And consequently all men agree on this, that peace is good, and therefore also the way or means of peace (which, as I have shown before, are justice, gratitude, modesty, equity, mercy, and the rest of the laws of nature) are good. That is to say, moral virtues [are good], and their contrary vices evil. Now the science of virtue and vice is moral philosophy, and therefore the true doctrine of the Laws of Nature is the true moral philosophy. But the writers of moral philosophy, though they acknowledge the same virtues and vices (yet not seeing wherein consisted their goodness, [and] not [seeing] that they come to be praised, as the means of peaceable, sociable, and comfortable living), place them in a mediocrity of passions. [Thus, they treat virtue] as if, not the cause but the degree of daring made fortitude – or, not the cause but the quantity of a gift made liberality.


BERNARD MANDEVILLE: THE FABLE OF THE BEES. Born in Rotterdam, Bernard de Mandeville (1670-1733) was a Dutch prose writer and philosopher who won European fame with The Fable of the Bees. Mandeville graduated in medicine from the University of Leiden in March 1691 and started to practice but very soon went abroad. Arriving in England to learn the language, he "found the Country and the Manners of it agreeable" and settled in London. In 1699 he married an Englishwoman, with whom he had two children. His professional reputation in London was soon established, and he attracted the friendship and patronage of important persons. Mandeville's first works in English were burlesque paraphrases from the 17th-century French poet Jean de La Fontaine and the 1

7th-century French writer Paul Scarron. The 1714 edition of Mandeville's most important work, The Fable of the Bees, was subtitled Private Vices, Publick Benefits and consisted of a preface, the text of The Grumbling Hive, an "Enquiry into the Origin of Moral Virtue," and "Remarks" on the poem. The 1723 edition included an examination of "The Nature of Society" and provoked a long controversy. The 1729 edition remodeled the entire argument to suit Mandeville's philosophical commitment but nevertheless retained something of the original purpose of diverting readers. Mandeville's argument in The Fable, a paradoxical defense of the usefulness of "vices," is based on his definition of all actions as equally vicious in that they are all motivated by self-interest. Yet while the motives must be vicious, the results of action are often socially beneficial, since they produce the wealth and comforts of civilization. [Adapted from the Encyclopedia Britannica]

The Grumbling Hive: Or, Knaves Turned Honest. Mandeville’s Fable of the Bees is an allegory about how society flourishes because of greed, deceit and other vices. The poem opens noting how the bees live in luxury and had a well-regulated government. All occupations had crooks and cheaters, but the hive thrived nonetheless.

A spacious hive well stocked with bees, 

That lived in luxury and ease;

And yet as famed for laws and arms,

As yielding large and early swarms;

Was counted the great nursery

Of sciences and industry.

No bees had better government,

More fickleness, or less content:

They were not slaves to tyranny,

Nor ruled by wild democracy; 

But kings, that could not wrong, because

Their power was circumscribed by laws.

These insects lived like men, and all

Our actions they performed in small:

They did whatever is done in town, 

And what belongs to sword, or gown:

Though the artful works, by nimble slight

Of minute limbs, escaped human sight;

Yet we’ve no engines; laborers,

Ships, castles, arms, artificers, 

Craft, science, shop, or instrument,

But they had an equivalent:

Which, since their language is unknown,

Must be called, as we do our own.

As grant, that among other things, 

They wanted dice, yet they had kings;

And those had guards; from whence we may

Justly conclude, they had some play;

Unless a regiment be shown

Of soldiers, that make use of none. 

Vast numbers thronged the fruitful hive;

Yet those vast numbers made them thrive;

Millions endeavoring to supply

Each other’s lust and vanity;

While other millions were employed, 

To see their handy-works destroyed;

They furnished half the universe;

Yet had more work than laborers.

Some with vast stocks, and little pains

Jumped into business of great gains; 

And some were damned to scythes and spades,

And all those hard laborious trades;

Where willing wretches daily sweat,

And wear out strength and limbs to eat:

While others followed mysteries, 

To which few folks bind apprentices;

That want no stock, but that of brass,

And may set up without a cross [i.e., without money];

As sharpers [i.e., swindlers], parasites, pimps, players,

Pickpockets, coiners, quacks, soothsayers, 

And all those, that, in enmity,

With down-right working, cunningly

Convert to their own use the labor

Of their good-natured heedless neighbor.

These were called knaves; but, bar the name, 

The grave industrious were the same:

All trades and places knew some cheat,

No calling was without deceit.

Mandeville describes the corruption within several occupations, including those of lawyers, physicians, priests, soldiers, government bureaucrats,  

The lawyers, of whose art the basis

Was raising feuds and splitting cases, 

Opposed all registers, that cheats

Might make more work with dipt [i.e., mortgaged] estates;

As were it unlawful, that one’s own,

Without a law-suit, should be known.

They kept off hearings willfully, 

To finger the retaining fee;

And to defend a wicked cause,

Examined and surveyed the laws;

As burglars shops and houses do;

To find out where they’d best break through. 

Physicians valued fame and wealth

Above the drooping patient’s health,

Or their own skill: the greatest part

Studied, instead of rules of art,

Grave pensive looks, and dull behavior; 

To gain the apothecary’s favor,

The praise of mid wives, priests and all

That served at birth, or funeral;

To bear with the ever-talking tribe,

And hear my lady’s aunt prescribe; 

With formal smile, and kind “how do you”,

To fawn on all the family;

And, which of all the greatest curse is,

To endure the impertinence of nurses.

(13) Describe the corruption of lawyers and doctors.

Among the many priests of Jove [i.e., Jupiter], 

Hired to draw blessings from above,

Some few were learned and eloquent,

But thousands hot and ignorant:

Yet all past muster, that could hide

Their sloth, lust, avarice and pride; 

For which they were as famed, as tailors

For cabbage; or for brandy, sailors:

Some meager-looked, and meanly clad,

Would mystically pray for bread,

Meaning by that an ample store, 

Yet literally received no more;

And, while these holy drudges starved,

Some lazy ones, for which they served,

Indulged their ease, with all the graces

Of health and plenty in their faces. 

The soldiers, that were forced to fight,

If they survived, got honor by it;

Though some, that shunned the bloody fray,

Had limbs shot off, that ran away:

Some valiant generals fought the foe; 

Others took bribes to let them go:

Some ventured always where it was warm,

Lost now a leg, and then an arm;

Till quite disabled, and put by,

They lived on half their salary; 

While others never came in play,

And staid at home for double pay.

Their kings were served; but knavishly,

Cheated by their own ministry;

Many, that for their welfare slaved, 

Robbing the very crown they saved:

Pensions were small, and they lived high,

Yet boasted of their honesty.

Calling, whenever they strained their right,

The slippery trick a perquisite [i.e., perk]; 

And, when folks understood their cant,

They changed that for emolument;

Unwilling to be short or plain,

In any thing concerning gain:

For there was not a bee but would 

Get more, I won’t say, than he should;

But than he dared to let them know,

That paid for it; as your gamesters do,

That, though at fair play, never will own

Before the losers what they’ve won. 

(14) describe the corruption of priests soldiers and kings.

Even with vice at all levels of society, the country was not only wealthy but the envy of foreigners.  

But who can all their frauds repeat?

The very stuff, which in the street

They sold for dirt to enrich the ground,

Was often by the buyers found

Sophisticated with a quarter 

Of good-for-nothing stones and mortar;

Though flail had little cause to mutter,

Who sold the other salt for butter.

Justice herself, famed for fair dealing,

By blindness had not lost her feeling; 

Her left hand, which the scales should hold,

Had often dropt them, bribed with gold;

And, though she seemed impartial,

Where punishment was corporal,

Pretended to a regular course, 

In murder, and all crimes of force;

Though some, first pilloried for cheating,

Were hanged in hemp of their own beating;

Yet, it was thought, the sword [of justice] she bore

Checked but the desperate and the poor; 

That, urged by mere necessity,

Were tied up to the wretched tree

For crimes, which not deserved that fate,

But to secure the rich, and great.

Thus every part was full of vice, 

Yet the whole mass a paradise;

Flattered in peace, and feared in wars,

They were the esteem of foreigners,

And lavish of their wealth and lives,

The balance of all other hives. 

Such were the blessings of that state;

Their crimes conspired to make them great;

And virtue, who from politics

Had learned a thousand cunning tricks,

Was, by their happy influence, 

Made friends with vice: and ever since,

The worst of all the multitude

Did something for the common good.

This was the state’s craft, that maintained

The whole of which each part complained: 

This, as in music harmony,

Made jarrings [i.e., grating sounds] in the main agree;

Parties directly opposite,

Assist each other, as it were for spite;

And temperance with sobriety, 

Serve drunkenness and gluttony.

The secret of the hive’s success was that “vice nursed ingenuity”. 

The root of evil avarice,

That damned ill-natured baneful vice,

Was slave to prodigality,

That noble sin; while luxury

Employed a million of the poor,

And odious pride a million more:

Envy itself, and vanity,

Were ministers of industry;

Their darling folly, fickleness 

In diet, furniture and dress,

That strange, ridiculous vice was made

The very wheel that turned the trade.

Their laws and clothes were equally

Objects of mutability; 

For, what was well done for a time,

In half a year became a crime;

Yet while they altered thus their laws,

Still finding and correcting flaws,

They mended by inconstancy 

Faults, which no prudence could foresee.

Thus vice nursed ingenuity,

Which joined with time and industry

Had carried life’s conveniences,

Its real pleasures, comforts, ease, 

To such a height, the very poor

Lived better than the rich before,

And nothing could be added more:

Ashamed by society’s vices, the hive begins to grumble and call for moral change. Hearing their complaint, Jove (i.e., the god Jupiter) instantly wipes out social vice. As soon as does he do this, though, the economic vitality of the hive collapses. 

How vain is mortal happiness!

Had they but known the bounds of bliss; 

And, that perfection here below

Is more than gods can well bestow,

The grumbling brutes had been content

With ministers and government.

But they, at every ill success, 

Like creatures lost without redress,

Cursed politicians, armies, fleets;

While every one cried, “damn the cheats,”

And would, though conscious of his own,

In others barbarously bear none. 

One, that had got a princely store,

By cheating master, king, and poor,

Dared cry aloud; “the land must sink

For all its fraud;” and whom do you think

The sermonizing rascal chid [i.e., scolded]? 

A glover [i.e., glove maker] that sold lamb for kid [i.e., young goat].

The least thing was not done amiss,

Or crossed the public business;

But all the rogues cried brazenly,

“Good Gods, had we but honesty!”

Mercury smiled at the impudence,

And others called it want of sense,

Always to rail at what they loved:

But Jove, with indignation moved,

At last in anger swore, he’d rid 

The bawling hive of fraud, and did.

The very moment it departs,

And honesty fills all their hearts;

There shows them, like the instructive tree,

Those crimes, which they’re ashamed to see; 

Which now in silence they confess,

By blushing at their ugliness:

Like children, that would hide their faults,

And by their color own their thoughts;

Imagining, when they’re looked upon, 

That others see, what they have done.

But, oh you gods! What consternation,

How vast and sudden was the alteration!

In half an hour, the nation round,

Meat fell a penny in the pound. 

The mask hypocrisy’s flung down,

From the great statesman to the clown:

And some, in borrowed looks well known,

Appeared like strangers in their own.

The bar was silent from that day; 

For now the willing debtors pay,

Even what’s by creditors forgot;

Who quitted them, who had it not.

Those that were in the wrong stood mute,

And dropped the patched vexatious suit:

On which, since nothing less can thrive,

Than lawyers in an honest hive,

All, except those, that got enough,

With ink-horns by their sides trooped off.

Justice hanged some, set others free; 

And after goal delivery [i.e., jails were emptied],

Her presence being no more required,

With all her train and pomp retired.

First marched some smiths with locks and grates,

Fetters and doors with iron plates; 

Next goalers [i.e., jailers], turnkeys [i.e., jailers], and assistants:

Before the goddess, at some distance,

Her chief and faithful minister, 

Esquire Catch [i.e., the executioner], the laws great finisher,

Bore not the imaginary sword [of justice], 

But his own tools, an ax and cord:

Then on a cloud the hood-winked fair,

Justice herself was pushed by air:

About her chariot, and behind,

Were sergeants, bums [i.e., bumbailiffs (arresting attorneys)] of every kind, 

Tip-staffs [i.e., police], and all those officers,

That squeeze a living out of tears.

(15) Why did the legal and security professions collapse?

Though physic [i.e., physicians] lived, while folks were ill,

None would prescribe, but bees of skill;

Which, through the hive dispersed so wide, 

That none of them had need to ride,

Waved vain disputes; and strove to free

The patients of their misery;

Left drugs in cheating countries grown,

And used the product of their own, 

Knowing the gods sent no disease

To nations without remedies.

Their clergy roused from laziness,

Laid not their charge on journey-bees [i.e., clergymen];

But served themselves, exempt from vice, 

The gods with prayer and sacrifice;

All those that were unfit, or knew

Their service might be spared, withdrew;

Nor was their business for so many,

(if the honest stand in need of any) 

Few only with the high-priest staid,

To whom the rest obedience paid:

Himself, employed in holy cares;

Resigned to others state affairs:

He chased no starveling [i.e., starving person] from his door, 

Nor pinched the wages of the poor:

But at his house the hungry is fed,

The hireling [i.e., worker] finds unmeasured bread,

The needy traveler board and bed.

Among the king’s great ministers, 

And all the inferior officers

The change was great; for frugally

They now lived on their salary.

That a poor bee should ten times come

To ask his due, a trifling sum, 

And by some well-hired clerk be made

To give a crown, or never be paid,

Would now be called a down-right cheat,

Though formerly a perquisite [i.e., a perk].

All places; managed first by three, 

Who watched each other’s knavery,

And often for a fellow-feeling,

Promoted, one another’s stealing,

Are happily supplied by one;

By which some thousands more are gone. 

(16) What happened with physicians, priests and government bureaucrats? 

No honor now could be content,

To live, and owe for what was spent.

Liveries in brokers shops are hung,

They part with coaches for a song;

Sell stately horses by whole sets; 

And country houses to pay debts.

Vain cost is shunned as much as fraud;

They have no forces kept abroad;

Laugh at the esteem of foreigners,

And empty glory got by wars; 

They fight but for their country’s sake,

When right or liberty’s at stake.

Now mind the glorious hive, and see

How honesty and trade agree.

The show is gone, it thins apace; 

And looks with quite another face.

For it was not only that they went,

By whom vast sums were yearly spent;

But multitudes, that lived on them,

Were daily forced to do the same. 

In vain to other trades they’d fly;

All were over-stocked accordingly.

The price of land and houses falls;

Miraculous palaces, whose walls,

Like those of Thebes, were raised by play [i.e., music and gambling], 

Are to be let; while the once gay,

Well-seated household gods would be

More pleased to expire in flames, than see 

The mean inscription on the door

Smile at the lofty ones they bore. 

The building trade is quite destroyed,

Artificers are not employed;

No limner [i.e., portrait artist] for his art is famed;

Stone-cutters, carvers are not named.

Those, that remained, grown temperate, strive, 

Not how to spend; but how to live,

And, when they paid the tavern score,

Resolved to enter it no more:

No vintner’s [i.e., winemakers] jilt in all the hive

Could wear now cloth of gold and thrive; 

Nor Torcol such vast sums advance,

For Burgundy and Ortelans;

The courtier’s gone, that with his miss

Supped at his house on Christmas peas;

Spending as much in two hours stay, 

As keeps a troop of horse a day.

The haughty Chloe; to live great,

Had made her husband rob the state:

But now she sells her furniture,

Which the Indies had been ransacked for; 

Contracts the expensive bill of fare,

And wears her strong suit a whole year:

The slight and fickle age is past;

And clothes, as well as fashions last.

Weavers that joined rich silk with plate, 

And all the trades subordinate,

Are gone. Still peace and plenty reign,

And every thing is cheap, though plain;

Kind nature, free from gardeners force,

Allows all fruits in her own course; 

But rarities cannot be had,

Where pains to get them are not paid.

As pride and luxury decrease,

So by degrees they leave the seas,

Not merchants now; but companies 

Remove whole manufactories.

All arts and crafts neglected lie;

Content the bane of industry,

Makes them admire their homely store,

And neither seek nor covet more. 

(17) Give some examples of how luxury decreased.

The hive grows so weak that they become targets of attack from outsiders, and most of the bees are killed in battle. 

So few in the vast hive remain;

The hundredth part they can’t maintain

Against the insults of numerous foes;

Whom yet they valiantly oppose;

Till some well-fenced retreat is found; 

And here they die, or stand their ground,

No hireling in their armies known;

But bravely fighting for their own,

Their courage and integrity

At last were crowned with victory. 

They triumphed not without their cost,

For many thousand bees were lost.

Hardened with toils, and exercise,

They counted ease it self a vice;

Which so improved their temperance, 

That to avoid extravagance,

They flew into a hollow tree,

Blessed with content and honesty. 

The Moral.

Then leave complaints: fools only strive

To make a great an honest hive. 

To enjoy the world’s conveniences,

Be famed in war, yet live in ease

Without great vices, is a vain

Utopia seated in the brain.

Fraud, luxury, and pride must live,

While we the benefits receive.

Hunger is a dreadful plague no doubt,

Yet who digests or thrives without?

Do we not owe the growth of wine

To the dry, crooked, shabby vine? 

Which, while its shoots neglected stood,

Choked other plants and ran to wood;

But blessed us with his noble fruit;

As soon as it was tied, and cut:

So vice is beneficial found, 

When it’s by justice lopped and bound;

Nay, where the people would be great,

As necessary to the state,

As hunger is to make them eat.

Bare virtue can’t make nations live 

In splendor; they, that would revive

A golden age, must be as free,

For acorns, as for honesty. 

(18) What is the moral of the story?

#CHAPTER 2
DESCARTES’ MEDITATIONS


Descartes’ philosophy developed in the context of all of the features of Renaissance and early modern philosophy discussed in the previous chapter. Like the humanists, he rejected religious authority in the quest for scientific and philosophical knowledge. For Descartes, reason was both the foundation and guide for pursuing truth. Although Descartes was a devout Catholic, he was also influenced by the Reformation’s challenge to Church authority, particularly the challenge against medieval Aristotelianism. As noted in the previous chapter, he was an active participant in the scientific revolution in both scientific method and in particular discoveries. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, Descartes reacted strongly against the Renaissance resurgence of ancient Greek skepticism. Thus, we find in Descartes’ writings a relentless pursuit of absolute certainty. Descartes’ most famous and influential philosophical writing is his Meditations, the complete text of which is presented here. The full title of the work is Meditations on the First Philosophy: In Which the Existence of God and the Distinction Between Mind and Body are Demonstrated. The work was first published in 1641 in Latin and was translated into French in the following year by the Duc de Luynes. Descartes was so pleased with the French translation that he made some additions and endorsed it for later publication. The following text of the Meditations is based on the Latin version with additions from the French version contained in brackets.
A. DEDICATION


Descartes dedicates the Meditations to the faculty of the Sorbonne, which was the divinity school of the University of Paris. For centuries, the Sorbonne was center of Catholic theology. By dedicating his work to the Sorbonne faculty, Descartes’ was announcing that his philosophy was consistent with traditional Catholic theology. Descartes was a devout Catholic and had no desire to offend the Church. Nevertheless, he believed that Aristotelianism had no place in the new scientific age. Cautioned by the fate of Galileo, Descartes proposed his new theories diplomatically. In his Principles of Philosophy, for example, he cautiously suggests a theory of the solar system similar to Galileo’s. he expresses his hope that his theory could “be used in Christian teaching without contradicting the text of Aristotle.”


TWO KEY ISSUES OF THE MEDITATIONS. Descartes announces at the opening that there are two driving issues behind the Meditations: proving the existence of God and the immortality of the soul through natural reason. One would expect divinity school faculty to approve of this plan. However, it is not entirely that these issues are his chief concern in the Meditations. 


To the Most Wise and Illustrious the Dean and Doctors of the Sacred Faculty of Theology in Paris.


The motive which induces me to present to you this Treatise is so excellent, and, when you become acquainted with its design, I am convinced that you will also have so excellent a motive for taking it under your protection, that I feel that I cannot do better, in order to render it in some sort acceptable to you, than in a few words to state what I have set myself to do.


I have always considered that the two questions respecting God and the Soul were the chief of those that ought to be demonstrated by philosophical rather than theological argument. For although it is quite enough for us faithful ones to accept by means of faith the fact that the human soul does not perish with the body, and that God exists, it certainly does not seem possible ever to persuade infidels of any religion, indeed, we may almost say, of any moral virtue, unless, to begin with, we prove these two facts by means of the natural reason. And inasmuch as often in this life greater rewards are offered for vice than for virtue, few people would prefer the right to the useful, were they restrained neither by the fear of God nor the expectation of another life. 

(1) How must infidels be persuaded of the existence of God and the immortality of the soul?


The Existence of God. Descartes discusses the importance that the Sorbonne faculty themselves place on rational proofs.

And although it is absolutely true that we must believe that there is a God, because we are so taught in the Holy Scriptures, and, on the other hand, that we must believe the Holy Scriptures because they come from God (the reason of this is, that, faith being a gift of God, he who gives the grace to cause us to believe other things can likewise give it to cause us to believe that he exists), we nevertheless could not place this argument before infidels, who might accuse us of reasoning in a circle. And, in truth, I have noticed that you, along with all the theologians, did not only affirm that the existence of God may be proved by the natural reason, but also that it may be inferred from the Holy Scriptures, that knowledge about Him is much clearer than that which we have of many created things, and, as a matter of fact, is so easy to acquire, that those who have it not are culpable in their ignorance. This indeed appears from the Wisdom of Solomon, chapter 8., where it is said “Nonetheless they are not to be excused; for if their understanding was so great that they could discern the world and the creatures, why did they not rather find out the Lord thereof?” and in Romans, chapter 1, it is said that they are “without excuse;” and again in the same place, by these words “that which may be known of God is evident in them,” it seems as though we were shown that all that which can be known of God may be made evident by means which are not derived from anywhere but from ourselves, and from the simple consideration of the nature of our minds. Hence I thought it not beside my purpose to inquire how this is so, and how God may be more easily and certainly known than the things of the world.

(2) What did the faculty of the Sorbonne maintain about the knowledge we may have of God?


The Immortality of the Soul. Descartes continues by noting how skeptics view the immortality of the soul and the Catholic church’s official reaction to such skepticism.


And as regards the soul, many have considered that it is not easy to know its nature, and some have even dared to say that human reasons have convinced us that it would perish with the body, and that faith alone could believe the contrary. Nevertheless, inasmuch as the Lateran Council held under Leo X (in the eighth session) condemns these tenets, and as Leo expressly ordains Christian philosophers to refute their arguments and to employ all their powers in making known the truth, I have ventured in this treatise to undertake the same task.

(3) According to some skeptics, what is the only basis of belief in the immortality of the soul?


Rational Proofs and Method. Descartes stresses the importance of rationally demonstrating the existence of God and the immortality of the soul. He also notes that he intends to follow the method of investigation proposed in his Discourse on the Method.


More than that, I am aware that the principal reason which causes many impious persons not to desire to believe that there is a God, and that the human soul is distinct from the body, is that they declare that until now no one has been able to demonstrate these two facts. And although I am not of their opinion but, on the contrary, hold that the greater part of the reasons which have been brought forward concerning these two questions by so many great men are, when they are rightly understood, equal to so many demonstrations, and that it is almost impossible to invent new ones, it is yet in my opinion the case that nothing more useful can be accomplished in philosophy than once for all to seek with care for the best of these reasons, and to set them forth in so clear and exact a manner, that it will henceforth be evident to everybody that they are veritable demonstrations. And, finally, inasmuch as it was desired that I should undertake this task by many who were aware that I had cultivated a certain Method for the resolution of difficulties of every kind in the Sciences -- a method which it is true is not novel, since there is nothing more ancient than the truth, but of which they were aware that I had made use successfully enough in other matters of difficulty -- I have thought that it was my duty also to make trial of it in the present matter.

(4) What kind of difficulties does Descartes believe his method of investigation can resolve?


Now all that I could accomplish in the matter is contained in this Treatise. Not that I have here drawn together all the different reasons which might be brought forward to serve as proofs of this subject: for that never seemed to be necessary except when there was no one single proof that was certain. But I have treated the first and principal ones in such a manner that I can venture to bring them forward as very evident and very certain demonstrations. And more than that, I will say that these proofs are such that I do not think that there is any way open to the human mind by which it can ever succeed in discovering better. For the importance of the subject, and the glory of God to which all this relates, constrain me to speak here somewhat more freely of myself than is my habit. Nevertheless, whatever certainty and evidence I find in my reasons, I cannot persuade myself that all the world is capable of understanding them. Still, just as in Geometry there are many demonstrations that have been left to us by Archimedes, by Apollonius, by Pappus, and others, which are accepted by everyone as perfectly certain and evident (because they clearly contain nothing which, considered by itself, is not very easy to understand, and as all through that which follows has an exact connection with, and dependence on that which precedes), nevertheless, because they are somewhat lengthy, and demand a mind wholly devoted to their consideration, they are only taken in and understood by a very limited number of persons. 

(5) What is the down side to the demonstrations given by Archimedes, Apollonius, Pappus and others?

Similarly, although I judge that those of which I here make use are equal to, or even surpass in certainty and evidence, the demonstrations of Geometry, I yet see that they cannot be adequately understood by many, both because they are also a little lengthy and dependent the one on the other, and principally because they demand a mind wholly free of prejudices, and one which can be easily detached from the affairs of the senses. And, truth to say, there are not so many in the world who are fitted for metaphysical speculations as there are for those of Geometry. And more than that. There is still this difference, that in Geometry, since each one is persuaded that nothing must be advanced of which there is not a certain demonstration, those who are not entirely adept more frequently err in approving what is false, in order to give the impression that they understand it, than in refuting the true. But the case is different in philosophy where everyone believes that all is problematical, and few give themselves to the search after truth; and the greater number, in their desire to acquire a reputation for boldness of thought, arrogantly combat the most important of truths.
(6) According to Descartes, geometricians rarely show the falsehood of accepted truths and demonstrations. By contrast, how do philosophers approach the pursuit of truth?


PLEA TO THE SORBONNE FACULTY. Descartes closes the dedication pleading with the faculty of the Sorbonne that their support and influence is necessary for the Meditations to be seen as a successful refutation of skepticism.


 That is why, whatever force there may be in my reasonings, seeing they belong to philosophy, I cannot hope that they will have much effect on the minds of men, unless you extend to them your protection. But the estimation in which you company is universally held is so great, and the name of Sorbonne carries with it so much authority, that, next to the Sacred Councils, never has such deference been paid to the judgment of any body, not only in what concerns the faith, but also in what regards human philosophy as well. Everyone indeed believes that it is not possible to discover elsewhere more perspicacity and solidity, or more integrity and wisdom in pronouncing judgment. For this reason I request that you stoop to take the trouble in the first place of correcting this work (for being conscious not only of my infirmity, but also of my ignorance, I should not dare to state that it was free from errors). And then you may add to it these things that are lacking to it, complete those which are imperfect, and yourselves take the trouble to give a more ample explanation of those things which have need of it, or at least make me aware of the defects so that I may apply myself to remedy them. When finally the reasonings by which I prove that there is a God, and that the human soul differs from the body, will be carried to that point of perspicuity to which I am sure they can be carried in order that they may be distinguished as perfectly exact demonstrations, I hope you choose to authorize your approval and to make public testimony to their truth and certainty. When this is done, I do not doubt, I say, that henceforward all the errors and false opinions which have ever existed regarding these two questions will soon be effaced from the minds of men. For the truth itself will easily cause all men of mind and learning to subscribe to your judgment. And your authority will cause the atheists, who are usually more arrogant than learned or judicious, to rid themselves of their spirit of contradiction or lead them possibly themselves to defend the reasonings which they find being received as demonstrations by all persons of consideration, lest they appear not to understand them. And, finally, all others will easily yield to such a mass of evidence, and there will be none who dares to doubt the existence of God and the real and true distinction between the human soul and the body. It is for you now in your singular wisdom to judge of the importance of the establishment of such beliefs [you who see the disorders produced by the doubt of them]. But it would not become me to say more in consideration of the cause of God and religion to those who have always been the most worthy supports of the Catholic Church.

(7) What help does Descartes request of the Sorbonne faculty?

In addition to his Dedication, Descartes opened his meditations with a “Preface to the Reader” and a “Synopsis of the Six Following Meditations.” However, to fully follow Descartes’ comments in these, the reader must first be familiar with the Meditations. Thus, in this chapter, the “Preface” to the Meditations has been placed after Meditation Six, and the “Synopsis” has been broken into six parts and placed at the close of each of the six Meditations respectively. 

B. MEDITATION I: 

CONCERNING THOSE THINGS THAT CAN BE CALLED INTO DOUBT

DOUBTING THE FOUNDATIONS OF OUR KNOWLEDGE. Descartes opens his meditations indicating his desire to have only true beliefs. One way to accomplish this is to doubt everything he has learned that might be suspect of error. 


It is now some years since I detected how many were the false beliefs that I had from my earliest youth admitted as true, and how doubtful was everything I had since constructed on this basis. And from that time I was convinced that I must once for all seriously undertake to rid myself of all the opinions which I had formerly accepted, and commence to build anew from the foundation, if I wanted to establish any firm and permanent structure in the sciences. But as this enterprise appeared to be a very great one, I waited until I had attained an age so mature that I could not hope that at any later date I should be better fitted to execute my design. This reason caused me to delay so long that I should feel that I was doing wrong were I to occupy in deliberation the time that yet remains to me for action. Today, then, since very opportunely for the plan I have in view I have delivered my mind from every care [and am happily agitated by no passions] and since I have procured for myself an assured leisure in a peaceable retirement, I will at last seriously and freely address myself to the general upheaval of all my former opinions.

(1) What reason does Descartes give in the First Meditation for seriously undertaking to rid himself of his former opinions?

Now for this object it is not necessary that I should show that all of these are false I will perhaps never arrive at this end. But inasmuch as reason already persuades me that I ought no less carefully to withhold my assent from matters which are not entirely certain and indubitable than from those which appear to me evidently to be false, if I am able to find in each one some reason to doubt, this will suffice to justify my rejecting the whole. And for that end it will not be requisite that I should examine each in particular, which would be an endless undertaking; for owing to the fact that the destruction of the foundations of necessity brings with it the downfall of the rest of the edifice, I will only in the first place attack those principles upon which all my former opinions rested.


All that up to the present time I have accepted as most true and certain I have learned either from the senses or through the senses; but it is sometimes proved to me that these senses are deceptive, and it is wiser not to trust entirely to anything by which we have once been deceived.

(2) Descartes does not intend to doubt the truth of every specific idea that comes into his head. Rather, what does he plan to undermine?

(3) What is the main assumption which he brings under suspicion?


REASONS FOR DOUBT. In the above, Descartes proposes to systematically follow a process of doubt. The doubt is not a simply common sense one, though, as when I doubt whether black cats are harbingers of bad luck. Instead, his doubting process is philosophical one, and sometimes called “hyperbolic” (or exaggerated) doubt where he proposes to doubt anything which he has some reason to doubt. The goal of this doubting process is to arrive at a list of beliefs which are certain and indubitably true. It thus may be viewed as a systematic doubting experiment which consists in articulating reasons for doubting sensory information. When he presents the last of these reasons, there are virtually no items of knowledge he can have confidence in.


Primary and Secondary Qualities. Before turning to Descartes’ reasons for doubt, some terminological background is needed. Descartes recognizes that some perceptions seem more genuine than others. For instance, we look at an apple and perceive qualities of redness, sweet smell, roundness, and singularity. Descartes recognized that the qualities of redness and sweet smell do not really belong to the apple. Instead these qualities exist only in the mind of an observer, and are then imposed onto the apple. These have been traditionally called secondary qualities. By contrast, the qualities of roundness and singularity belong to the apple itself, and are not products of the observer’s mind. These have been termed primary qualities. For Descartes, secondary qualities arise from what he calls “objects of the senses,” and primary qualities from “objects of mathematics.” The following illustrates the connection:



| Objects
Qualities

_______________________________________

Secondary
|  objects
hardness, heat,



|  of

light, odor, color,



| senses
taste, sound 



|

Primary
| objects
quantity, shape



| of

time, magnitude,



| mathematics

An apple would be a secondary object, or object of the senses, when we consider only its secondary qualities of redness and sweet smell. On the other hand an apple is a primary object, or object of mathematics, when we consider only its primary qualities of shape and singularity (quantity). The root of the primary/secondary distinction is the attribute of extension (or existence in space). Primary qualities are features which necessarily belong to extended objects. All secondary qualities, by contrast, do not necessarily belong to extended objects and, thus, are spectator dependent. In view of this primary/secondary distinction, when Descartes doubts the reliability of his senses, he must find reason to doubt both his primary and secondary perceptions.


Optical Illusions. Descartes begins his systematic doubting experiment by pointing out an obvious credibility problem with our senses: optical illusions.


But it may be that although the senses sometimes deceive us concerning things which are hardly perceptible, or very far away, there are yet many others to be met with as to which we cannot reasonably have any doubt, although we recognize them by their means. For example, there is the fact that I am here, seated by the fire, attired in a dressing gown, having this paper in my hands and other similar matters. And how could I deny that these hands and this body are mine, were it not perhaps that I compare myself to certain persons, devoid of sense, whose cerebella are so troubled and clouded by the violent vapors of black bile, that they constantly assure us that they think they are kings when they are really quite poor, or that they are clothed in purple when they are really without covering, or who imagine that they have an earthenware head or are nothing but pumpkins or are made of glass. But they are mad, and I should not be any the less insane were I to follow examples so extravagant.

(4) Descartes begins doubting the reliability of his senses by noting that we perceive distant objects to be much smaller than they really are. This, though, does not undermine the general reliability of the senses. Why not?

Dream Hypothesis. Continuing his doubting experiment, Descartes suggests the possibility that he his dreaming.


At the same time I must remember that I am a man, and that consequently I am in the habit of sleeping, and in my dreams representing to myself the same things or sometimes even less probable things, than do those who are insane in their waking moments. How often has it happened to me that in the night I dreamt that I found myself in this particular place, that I was dressed and seated near the fire, whilst in reality I was lying undressed in bed! At this moment it does indeed seem to me that it is with eyes awake that I am looking at this paper; that this head which I move is not asleep, that it is deliberately and of set purpose that I extend my hand and perceive it; what happens in sleep does not appear so clear nor so distinct as does all this. But in thinking over this I remind myself that on many occasions I have in sleep been deceived by similar illusions, and in dwelling carefully on this reflection I see so evidently that there are no certain indications by which we may clearly distinguish wakefulness from sleep that I am lost in astonishment. And my astonishment is such that it is almost capable of persuading me that I now dream.

(5) Why is Descartes almost convinced that he is sleeping?

Now let us assume that we are asleep and that all these particulars, for example, that we open our eyes, shake our head, extend our hands, and so on, are but false delusions; and let us reflect that possibly neither our hands nor our whole body are such as they appear to us to be. At the same time we must at least confess that the things which are represented to us in sleep are like painted representations which can only have been formed as the counterparts of something real and true, and that in this way those general things at least, that is, eyes, a head, hands, and a whole body, are not imaginary things, but things really existent. For, as a matter of fact, painters, even when they study with the greatest skill to represent sirens and satyrs by forms the most strange and extraordinary, cannot give them natures which are entirely new, but merely make a certain medley of the members of different animals; or if their imagination is extravagant enough to invent something so novel that nothing similar has ever before been seen, and that then their work represents a thing purely fictitious and absolutely false, it is certain all the same that the colors of which this is composed are necessarily real. And for the same reason, although these general things, to with, [a body], eyes, a head, hands, and such like, may be imaginary, we are bound at the same time to confess that there are at least some other objects yet more simple and more universal, which are real and true; and of these just in the same way as with certain real colors, all these images of things which dwell in our thoughts, whether true and real or false and fantastic, are formed.


To such a class of things pertains corporeal nature in general, and its extension, the figure of extended things, their quantity or magnitude and number, as also the place in which they are, the time which measures their duration, and so on.

(6) What type of information (that is, primary or secondary) comes under doubt when he considers that he may be dreaming?

That is possibly why our reasoning is not unjust when we conclude from this that Physics, Astronomy, Medicine and all other sciences which have as their end the consideration of composite things, are very dubious and uncertain; but that Arithmetic, Geometry and other sciences of that kind which only treat of things that are very simple and very general, without taking great trouble to ascertain whether they are actually existent or not, contain some measure of certainty and an element of the indubitable. For whether I am awake or asleep, two and three together always form five, and the square can never have more than four sides, and it does not seem possible that truths so clear and apparent can be suspected of any falsity [or uncertainty].

(7) What type of knowledge remains incontestable (that is, primary or secondary), and what are the fields of study which examine this information?


The Evil Genius Hypothesis. Taking his doubts further, Descartes initially speculates that God is deceiving him about all of the things which he believes or perceives, including primary objects. 

Nevertheless I have long had fixed in my mind the belief that an all-powerful God existed by whom I have been created such as I am. But how do I know that he has not brought it to pass that there is no earth, no heaven, no extended body, no magnitude, no place, and that nevertheless [I possess the perceptions of all these things and that] they seem to me to exist just exactly as I now see them? And, besides, as I sometimes imagine that others deceive themselves in the things which they think they know best, how do I know that I am not deceived every time that I add two and three, or count the sides of a square, or judge of things yet simpler, if anything simpler can be imagined? 

(8) What examples does he give to show that God could deceive him with mathematics?

This causes him problems, though, because according to traditional Christian theology, infinite goodness is one of God’s necessary attributes. If backed into a corner, some might deny God’s existence rather than admit that he is the cause of deception. With God out of the picture, though, Descartes argues that he would be even more vulnerable to deception.

But possibly God has not desired that I should be thus deceived, for he is said to be supremely good. If, however, it is contrary to his goodness to have made me such that I constantly deceive myself, it would also appear to be contrary to his goodness to permit me to be sometimes deceived, and nevertheless I cannot doubt that he does permit this.


There may indeed be those who would prefer to deny the existence of a God so powerful, rather than believe that all other things are uncertain. But let us not oppose them for the present, and grant that all that is here said of a God is a fable. They may suppose that I have arrived at the state of being that I have reached, attributing it to fate or to accident, or making out that it is by a continual succession of antecedents, or by some other method since to err and deceive oneself is a defect. Nevertheless, as the Author to whom they assign my origin is said to be less powerful, it is clear that the probability increases that I deceive myself even more because of my imperfection. To these reasons I have certainly nothing to reply, but at the end I feel constrained to confess that there is nothing in all that I formerly believed to be true, of which I cannot in some measure doubt. This is so not merely through lack of thought or through frivolity, but for reasons which are very powerful and maturely considered. Thus, if I desire to arrive at any certainty [in the sciences], I should continue to refrain from giving credence to these opinions just as though they were evidently false.

(9) What is Descartes response to those who would deny God’s existence rather than admit that God is the cause of deception?

Descartes reflects on how far astray his doubts may take him, and to what extent they are justified.


But it is not sufficient to have made these remarks, we must also be careful to keep them in mind. For these ancient and commonly held opinions still revert frequently to my mind, long and familiar custom having given them the right to occupy my mind against my inclination and rendered them almost masters of my belief. Nor will I ever lose the habit of deferring to them or of placing my confidence in them, so long as I consider them as they really are, that is, opinions in some measure doubtful, as I have just shown, and at the same time highly probable, so that there is much more reason to believe in than to deny them. That is why I consider that I will not be acting amiss, if, taking of set purpose a contrary belief, I allow myself to be deceived, and for a certain time pretend that all these opinions are entirely false and imaginary, until at last, having thus balanced my former prejudices with my latter [so that they cannot divert my opinions more to one side than to the other], my judgment will no longer be dominated by bad usage or turned away from the right knowledge of the truth. For I am assured that there can be neither peril nor error in this course, and that I cannot at present yield too much to distrust, since I am not considering the question of action, but only of knowledge.

(10) Discussions of skepticism during the modern period often drew a distinction between speculative and actional skepticism. A speculative skeptic merely uncovers theoretical problems, and an actional skeptic continues by recommending a course of action. With religious beliefs in particular, actional skepticism was viewed as more dangerous as it might recommend that we act as though there were no God. What kind of doubt does Descartes propose here?


I will then suppose, not that God who is supremely good and the fountain of truth, but some evil genius not less powerful than deceitful, has employed his whole energies in deceiving me. I will consider that the heavens, the earth, colors, figures, sound, and all other external things are nothing but the illusions and dreams of which this genius has availed himself in order to lay traps for my credulity. I will consider myself as having no hands, no eyes, no flesh, no blood, nor any senses, yet falsely believing myself to possess all these things. I will remain obstinately attached to this idea, and if by this means it is not in my power to arrive at the knowledge of any truth, I may at least do what is in my power [that is, suspend my judgment], and with firm purpose avoid giving credence to any false thing, or being imposed upon by this arch deceiver, however powerful and deceptive he may be. But this task is a laborious one, and insensibly a certain lethargy leads me into the course of my ordinary life. And just as a captive who in sleep enjoys an imaginary liberty, when he begins to suspect that his liberty is but a dream, fears to awaken, and conspires with these agreeable illusions that the deception may be prolonged, so insensibly of my own accord I fall back into my former opinions, and I dread awakening from this slumber, lest the laborious wakefulness which would follow the tranquillity of this calmness should have to be spent not in daylight, but in the excessive darkness of the difficulties which have just been discussed.

(11) How does Descartes revise his doubt so not to run counter to traditional Christian belief?

(12) What external things does Descartes take to be deceptive traps of the evil genius?


SYNOPSIS. As noted, Descartes opened the Meditations with a synopsis of each of the six meditations. His synopsis of the first is as follows.


In the first Meditation I set forth the reasons for which we may, generally speaking, doubt about all things and especially about material things, at least so long as we have no other foundations for the sciences than those which we have until now possessed. But although the utility of a doubt which is so general does not at first appear, it is at the same time very great, inasmuch as it delivers us from every kind of prejudice, and sets out for us a very simple way by which the mind may detach itself from the senses; and finally it makes it impossible for us ever to doubt those things which we have once discovered to be true.

C. MEDITATION II

 CONCERNING THE NATURE OF THE HUMAN MIND: THAT THE MIND IS MORE KNOWN THAN THE BODY

EXTENT OF HIS DOUBT. Descartes opens Meditation Two by describing the extent of his doubt. Virtually every item of knowledge he previously believed is subject to some kind of doubt.

The Meditation of yesterday filled my mind with so many doubts that it is no longer in my power to forget them. And yet I do not see in what manner I can resolve them. And, just as if I had all of a sudden fallen into very deep water, I am so baffled that I can neither make certain of setting my feet on the bottom, nor can I swim and so support myself on the surface. I will nevertheless make an effort and follow anew the same path as that on which I yesterday entered, that is, I will proceed by setting aside all that in which the least doubt could be supposed to exist, just as if I had discovered that it was absolutely false. And I will ever follow in this road until I have met with something which is certain, or at least, if I can do nothing else, until I have learned for certain that there is nothing in the world that is certain. Archimedes, in order that he might draw the terrestrial globe out of its place, and transport it elsewhere, demanded only that one point should be fixed and immovable. In the same way I will have the right to conceive high hopes if I am happy enough to discover one thing only which is certain and indubitable.

(1) Archimedes was an ancient Greek engineer who said “give me a fulcrum and a firm point, and I alone can move the earth.” Finish this analogy: Archimedes’ ability to move the world is to a firm and immovable point just as a true philosophical system (that is, “high hopes”) is to what?

I suppose, then, that all the things that I see are false; I persuade myself that nothing has ever existed of all that my fallacious memory represents to me. I consider that I possess no senses; I imagine that body, figure, extension, movement and place are but the fictions of my mind. What, then, can be distinguished as true? Perhaps nothing at all, unless that there is nothing in the world that is certain.

(2) What are the various things which Descartes doubts at this point in his quest?

But how can I know there is not something different from those things that I have just considered, of which one cannot have the slightest doubt? Is there not some God, or some other being by whatever name we call it, who puts these reflections into my mind? That is not necessary, for is it not possible that I am capable of producing them myself? I myself, am I not at least something? But I have already denied that I had senses and body. Yet I hesitate, for what follows from that? Am I so dependent on body and senses that I cannot exist without these? But I was persuaded that there was nothing in all the world, that there was no heaven, no earth, that there were no minds, nor any bodies: was I not then likewise persuaded that I did not exist? Not at all; of a surety I myself did exist since I persuaded myself of something [or merely because I thought of something]. But there is some deceiver or other, very powerful and very cunning, who ever employs his ingenuity in deceiving me. Then without doubt I exist also if he deceives me, and let him deceive me as much as he will, he can never cause me to be nothing so long as I think that I am something. So that after having reflected well and carefully examined all things, we must come to the definite conclusion that this proposition: I am, I exist, is necessarily true each time that I pronounce it, or that I mentally conceive it.

(3) The one thing Descartes recognizes that he can never doubt is the fact that he exists. Why is this?

In his Discourse on the Method, Descartes summarizes the above line of reasoning in the famous phrase, “I think, therefore I am” (or in Latin, “cogito ergo sum”). Descartes borrowed this strategy from Augustine’s attempt to refute skepticism in his own day. Augustine writes, “On none of these points do I fear the arguments of the skeptics of the Academy who say: what if you are deceived? For if I am deceived, I am. For he who does not exist cannot be deceived. And if I am deceived, by this same token I am” (City of God, 11:26).


WHAT I AM. Once Descartes recognizes the indubitable truth that he exists, he then attempts to further his knowledge by discovering the type of thing he is. 


But I do not yet know clearly enough what I am, I who am certain that I am; and hence I must be careful to see that I do not imprudently take some other object in place of myself, and thus that I do not go astray in respect of this knowledge that I hold to be the most certain and most evident of all that I have formerly learned. That is why I will now consider anew what I believed myself to be before I started upon these last reflections. And of my former opinions I will withdraw all that might even in a small degree be invalidated by the reasons which I have just brought forward, in order that there may be nothing at all left beyond what is absolutely certain and indubitable.


Rational Animal. Trying to understand what he is, Descartes recalls Aristotle’s definition of a human as a rational animal. 


What then did I formerly believe myself to be? Undoubtedly I believed myself to be a human. But what is a human? Should I say a rational animal? Certainly not. For then I should have to inquire what an animal is, and what is rational. And thus from a single question I should insensibly fall into an infinitude of others more difficult; and I should not wish to waste the little time and leisure remaining to me in trying to unravel subtleties like these. 

(4) Why is he dissatisfied with the answer that he is a human or rational animal?


Body and Soul. Continuing his quest for identity, he recalls a more general view he previously had of his identity, which is that he is composed of both body and soul. 

But I will rather stop here to consider the thoughts which of themselves spring up in my mind, and which were not inspired by anything beyond my own nature alone when I applied myself to the consideration of my being. In the first place, then, I considered myself as having a face, hands, arms, and all that system of members composed on bones and flesh as seen in a corpse which I designated by the name of body. In addition to this I considered that I was nourished, that I walked, that I felt, and that I thought, and I referred all these actions to the soul. But I did not stop to consider what the soul was, or if I did stop, I imagined that it was something extremely rare and subtle like a wind, a flame, or an ether, which was spread throughout my grosser parts. As to body I had no manner of doubt about its nature, but thought I had a very clear knowledge of it. And if I had desired to explain it according to the notions that I had then formed of it, I should have described it as follows. By the body I understand all that which can be defined by a certain figure. It is something which can be confined in a certain place, and which can fill a given space in such a way that every other body will be excluded from it. It can be perceived either by touch, or by sight, or by hearing, or by taste, or by smell. It can be moved in many ways, not, in truth, by itself, but by something which is foreign to it, by which it is touched [and from which it receives impressions]. For to have the power of self-movement, as also of feeling or of thinking, I did not consider to belonged to the nature of body. On the contrary, I was rather astonished to find that faculties similar to them existed in some bodies.


But what am I, now that I suppose that there is a certain genius which is extremely powerful, and, if I may say so, malicious, who employs all his powers in deceiving me? Can I affirm that I possess the least of all those things which I have just said pertain to the nature of body? I pause to consider, I revolve all these things in my mind, and I find none of which I can say that it pertains to me. It would be tedious to stop to enumerate them. 

(5) Why can’t he refer to himself as a thing which has a body?

Let us pass to the attributes of soul and see if there is any one which is in me? What of nutrition or walking [the first mentioned]? But if it is so that I have no body it is also true that I can neither walk nor take nourishment. Another attribute is sensation. But one cannot feel without body, and besides I have thought I perceived many things during sleep that I recognized in my waking moments as not having been experienced at all. What of thinking? I find here that thought is an attribute that belongs to me; it alone cannot be separated from me. I am, I exist, that is certain. But how often? Just when I think; for it might possibly be the case if I ceased entirely to think, that I should likewise cease altogether to exist. I do not now admit anything which is not necessarily true: to speak accurately I am not more than a thing which thinks, that is to say a mind or a soul, or an understanding, or a reason, which are terms whose significance was formerly unknown to me. I am, however, a real thing and really exist; but what thing? I have answered: a thing which thinks.

(6) According to classical philosophers such as Plato and Aristotle, the key attributes of the soul involve eating, movement, and sensation. Why can’t he claim to have these attributes of the soul?


Other Possible Attributes. Descartes continues examining other theories of human existence and lists of human attributes. 


And what more? I will exercise my imagination [in order to see if I am not something more]. I am not a collection of members which we call the human body: I am not a subtle air distributed through these members, I am not a wind, a fire, a vapor, a breath, nor anything at all which I can imagine or conceive; because I have assumed that all these were nothing. Without changing that supposition I find that I only leave myself certain of the fact that I am somewhat. But perhaps it is true that these same things which I supposed were non-existent because they are unknown to me, are really not different from the self which I know. I am not sure about this, I will not dispute about it now. I can only give judgment on things that are known to me. 

(7) What are some of the theories of human existence which Descartes rejects?

I know that I exist, and I inquire what I am, I whom I know to exist. But it is very certain that the knowledge of my existence taken in its precise significance does not depend on things whose existence is not yet known to me. Consequently it does not depend on those which I can feign in imagination. And indeed the very term feign in imagination proves to me my error, for I really do this if I imagine myself a something, since to imagine is nothing else than to contemplate the figure or image of a corporeal thing. But I already know for certain that I am, and that it may be that all these images, and, speaking generally, all things that relate to the nature of body are nothing but dreams [and chimeras]. For this reason I see clearly that I have as little reason to say, “I will stimulate my imagination in order to know more distinctly what I am,” than if I were to say, “I am now awake, and I perceive somewhat that is real and true: but because I do not yet perceive it distinctly enough, I will go to sleep of express purpose, so that my dreams may represent the perception with greatest truth and evidence.” And, thus, I know for certain that nothing of all that I can understand by means of my imagination belongs to this knowledge which I have of myself. It is necessary to withdraw the mind from this mode of thought with the utmost diligence in order that it may be able to know its own nature with perfect distinctness.

(8) Descartes can imagine various attributes he might have. What does he do with such imaginary considerations?


I am a Thinking Thing. Descartes concludes that the attribute of thinking is the only quality which he can justifiably claim at this point. But he is quick to point out that thinking is the only attribute about which he is sure -- not that thinking is the only attribute which he has. Nevertheless, this is the starting point of a radical ontological distinction which carries Descartes through his Meditations. That distinction is between thinking substance (res cogitans) and extended substance (res extensa). The two substances are mutually exclusive. A thinking substance is nonphysical or spiritual in nature, and an extended substance is physical, but not capable of consciousness or thought.


But what then am I? A thing which thinks. What is a thing which thinks? It is a thing which doubts, understands, [conceives], affirms, denies, wills, refuses, which also imagines and feels.

(9) What, for Descartes, does thinking entail?

Descartes next justifies his claim to each of these attributes. 


Certainly it is no small matter if all these things pertain to my nature. But why should they not so pertain? Am I not that being who now doubts nearly everything, who nevertheless understands certain things, who affirms that one only is true, who denies all the others, who desires to know more, is averse from being deceived, who imagines many things, sometimes indeed despite his will, and who perceives many likewise, as by the intervention of the bodily organs? Is there nothing in all this which is as true as it is certain that I exist, even though I should always sleep and though he who has given me being employed all his ingenuity in deceiving me? Is there likewise any one of these attributes which can be distinguished from my thought, or which might be said to be separated from myself? For it is so evident of itself that it is I who doubts, who understands, and who desires, that there is no reason here to add anything to explain it. And I have certainly the power of imagining likewise; for although it may happen (as I formerly supposed) that none of the things which I imagine are true, nevertheless this power of imagining does not cease to be really in use, and it forms part of my thought. Finally, I am the same who feels, that is to say, who perceives certain things, as by the organs of sense, since in truth I see light, I hear noise, I feel heat. But it will be said that these phenomena are false and that I am dreaming. Let it be so; still it is at least quite certain that it seems to me that I see light, that I hear noise and that I feel heat. That cannot be false; properly speaking it is what is in me called feeling; and used in this precise sense that is no other thing than thinking.

(10) What justifies Descartes in claiming that he is a thing which doubts?


THE ORDER OF KNOWLEDGE: THE WAX EXAMPLE. Note Descartes’ general strategy for adding to his knowledge. He is first concerned with the issue of personal identity, and will only much later address the issue of external objects (in Meditation Six). He then anticipates the criticism that he is going about his investigation backwards. For, it seems that knowledge of external objects is more obvious and distinct than knowledge of personal identity. Everyone knows what an apple is (an external object), but few people can properly answer the question “who am I” (an issue of personal identity). Thus, it seems that Descartes should tackle the easier problem of external objects first. 


From this time I begin to know what I am with a little more clearness and distinction than before; but nevertheless it still seems to me, and I cannot prevent myself from thinking, that corporeal things, whose images are framed by thought, which are tested by the senses, are much more distinctly known than that obscure part of me which does not come under the imagination. Although really it is very strange to say that I know and understand more distinctly these things whose existence seems to me dubious, which are unknown to me, and which do not belong to me, than others of the truth of which I am convinced, which are known to me and which pertain to my real nature, in a word, than myself. But I see clearly how the case stands: my mind loves to wander, and cannot yet suffer itself to be retained within the just limits of truth. Very good, let us once more give it the freest rein, so that, when afterwards we seize the proper occasion for pulling up, it may the more easily be regulated and controlled.

Descartes does not agree that he proceeds  in a backwards fashion, and argues that our personal identity is actually more clear and fundamental than perception of external objects. He makes his case by comparing our perceptions of a piece of wax at two times: once while the wax is in a solid state, and later after the wax has been melted by a fire. 


The Senses. In arguing that knowledge of the mental realm precedes knowledge of the material realm, Descartes argues that our senses alone cannot inform us of the identity of the two states of the wax.


Let us begin by considering the most common matters, those which we believe to be the most distinctly comprehended, namely, the bodies which we touch and see; not indeed bodies in general, for these general ideas are usually a little more confused, but let us consider one body in particular. Let us take, for example, this piece of wax: it has been taken quite freshly from the hive, and it has not yet lost the sweetness of the honey which it contains; it still retains somewhat of the odor of the flowers from which it has been culled; its color, its figure, its size are apparent; it is hard, cold, easily handled, and if you strike it with the finger, it will emit a sound. Finally all the things which are requisite to cause us distinctly to recognize a body, are met with in it. But notice that while I speak and approach the fire what remained of the taste is exhaled, the smell evaporates, the color alters, the figure is destroyed, the size increases, it becomes liquid, it heats, scarcely can one handle it, and when one strikes it, now sound is emitted. Does the same wax remain after this change? We must confess that it remains; none would judge otherwise. What then did I know so distinctly in this piece of wax? It could certainly be nothing of all that the senses brought to my notice, since all these things which fall under taste, smell, sight, touch, and hearing, are found to be changed, and yet the same wax remains.

(11) Why isn’t the identity of the two states of wax established through the senses?


The Imagination. For Descartes, the continuity of the wax cannot be established though the faculty of the imagination either.


Perhaps it was what I now think, namely, that this wax was not that sweetness of honey, nor that agreeable scent of flowers, nor that particular whiteness, nor that figure, nor that sound, but simply a body which a little while before appeared to me as perceptible under these forms, and which is now perceptible under others. But what, precisely, is it that I imagine when I form such conceptions? Let us attentively consider this, and, abstracting from all that does not belong to the wax, let us see what remains. Certainly nothing remains except a certain extended thing which is flexible and movable. But what is the meaning of flexible and movable? Is it not that I imagine that this piece of wax being round is capable of becoming square and of passing from a square to a triangular figure? No, certainly it is not that, since I imagine it admits of an infinitude of similar changes, and I nevertheless do not know how to compass the infinitude by my imagination, and consequently this conception which I have of the wax is not brought about by the faculty of imagination. What now is this extension? Is it not also unknown? For it becomes greater when the wax is melted, greater when it is boiled, and greater still when the heat increases; and I should not conceive [clearly] according to truth what wax is, if I did not think that even this piece that we are considering is capable of receiving more variations in extension than I have ever imagined. 

(12) Why isn’t the identity of the two states of the wax established through the imagination?


The Mind Alone. Descartes concludes that the identity of the two states of wax is established neither by sight, nor touch, nor imagination, but by an act of the mind alone.

We must then grant that I could not even understand through the imagination what this piece of wax is, and that it is my mind alone which perceives it. I say this piece of wax in particular, for as to wax in general it is yet clearer. But what is this piece of wax which cannot be understood except by the [understanding or] mind? It is certainly the same that I see, touch, imagine, and finally it is the same which I have always believed it to be from the beginning. But what must particularly be observed is that its perception is neither an act of vision, nor of touch, nor of imagination, and has never been such although it may have appeared formerly to be so, but only an intuition of the mind, which may be imperfect and confused as it was formerly, or clear and distinct as it is at present, according as my attention is more or less directed to the elements which are found in it, and of which it is composed.


Possible Criticisms. Descartes considers possible criticisms to his conclusion that we understand the physical world through an act of the mind. In common language we claim that we “see” the same wax in its two states (as opposed to “mentally intuit” the same wax in its two states). Thus, common language seems to suggest that the continuity of the wax is a function of “seeing” (i.e., the senses).


Yet in the meantime I am greatly astonished when I consider [the great feebleness of mind] and its proneness to fall [insensibly] into error. For although without giving expression to my thought I consider all this in my own mind, words often impede me and I am almost deceived by the terms of ordinary language. For we say that we see the same wax, if it is present, and not that we simply judge that it is the same from its having the same color and figure. From this I should conclude that I knew the wax by means of vision and not simply by the intuition of the mind; unless by chance I remember that, when looking from a window and saying I see men who pass in the street, I really do not see them, but infer that what I see is men, just as I say that I see wax. And yet what do I see from the window but hats and coats which may cover automatic machines? Yet I judge these to be men. And similarly solely by the faculty of judgment which rests in my mind, I comprehend that which I believed I saw with my eyes.

(13) When I look out the window, I conclude that we see people crossing the road. What, though, is all that appears to my senses?

Descartes considers again whether we understand the physical world through the senses and imagination together.


A man who makes it his aim to raise his knowledge above the common should be ashamed to derive the occasion for doubting from the forms of speech invented by the vulgar. I prefer to pass on and consider whether I had a more evident and perfect conception of what the wax was when I first perceived it, and when I believed I knew it by means of the external senses or at least by the common sense as it is called (that is to say by the imaginative faculty) or whether my present conception is clearer now that I have most carefully examined what it is, and in what way it can be known. It would certainly be absurd to doubt as to this. For what was there in this first perception which was distinct? What was there which might not as well have been perceived by any of the animals? But when I distinguish the wax from its external forms, and when, just as if I had taken from it its vestments, I consider it quite naked, it is certain that although some error may still be found in my judgment, I can nevertheless not perceive it thus without a human mind.

(14) How does the wax appear to us when we inspect it with our minds (as opposed to our senses or imagination?)

Even if Descartes is wrong and we understand the wax through our senses or our imagination, he argues that the mind is still prior to sensations. For, even if he erroneously judges that the wax exists through sight or imagination, this presupposes that he himself exists.

But finally what will I say of this mind, that is, of myself, for up to this point I do not admit in myself anything but mind? What, then, I who seem to perceive this piece of wax so distinctly, do I not know myself, not only with much more truth and certainty, but also with much more distinctness and clearness? For if I judge that the wax is or exists from the fact that I see it, it certainly follows much more clearly that I am or that I exist myself from the fact that I see it. For it may be that what I see is not really wax, it may also be that I do not possess eyes with which to see anything; but it cannot be that when I see, or (for I no longer take account of the distinction) when I think I see, that I myself who think am nothing. So if I judge that the wax exists from the fact that I touch it, the same thing will follow, namely, that I am. And if I judge that my imagination, or some other cause, whatever it is, persuades me that the wax exists, I will still conclude the same. And what I have here remarked of wax may be applied to all other things which are external to me [and which are met with outside of me]. And further, if the [notion or] perception of wax has seemed to me clearer and more distinct, not only after the sight or the touch, but also after many other causes have rendered it quite evident to me, with how much more [evidence] and distinctness must it be said that I now know myself, since all the reasons which contribute to the knowledge of wax, or any other body whatever, are yet better proofs of the nature of my mind. And there are so many other things in the mind itself which may contribute to the elucidation of its nature, that those which depend on body such as these just mentioned, hardly merit being taken into account.

(15) For Descartes, sensation and imagination are mental attributes which depend on the body. How important are they in defining the nature of the mind?


But finally here I am, having insensibly reverted to the point I desired, for, since it is now evident to me that even bodies are not properly speaking known by the senses or by the faculty of imagination, but by the understanding only, and since they are not known from the fact that they are seen or touched, but only because they are understood, I see clearly that there is nothing which is easier for me to know than my mind. But because it is difficult to rid oneself so promptly of an opinion to which one was accustomed for so long, it will be well that I should halt a little at this point, so that by the length of my meditation I may more deeply imprint on my memory this new knowledge.


SYNOPSIS. Descartes’ synopsis of the Second Meditation (initially presented at the opening of his Meditations) is as follows. 


In the second Meditation, mind (which making use of the liberty which pertains to it) takes for granted that all those things are non-existent of whose existence it has the least doubt. Further, however, it recognizes that it is absolutely impossible that it does not itself exist. This point is likewise of the greatest moment, inasmuch as by this means a distinction is easily drawn between the things which pertain to mind -- that is to say to the intellectual nature -- and those which pertain to body.


Immortality of the Soul. In the Dedication, Descartes argues that one of the two main objectives of the Meditations is to prove the immortality of the soul. Interestingly, Descartes scarcely addresses this issue in the Meditations. His most complete discussion of the subject appears here in the Synopsis to Meditation Two. He begins his discussion by describing when the issue of immortality should be addressed in the order of his investigation.


But because it may be that some expect from me in this place a statement of the reasons establishing the immortality of the soul, I feel that I should here make known to them that having aimed at writing nothing in all this Treatise of which I do not possess very exact demonstrations, I am obliged to follow a similar order to that made use of by the geometers, which is to begin by putting forward as premises all those things upon which the proposition that we seek depends, before coming to any conclusion regarding it. Now the first and principal matter which is requisite for thoroughly understanding the immortality of the soul is to form the clearest possible conception of it, and one which will be entirely distinct from all the conceptions which we may have of body; and in this Meditation this has been done. In addition to this it is requisite that we may be assured that all the things which we conceive clearly and distinctly are true in the very way in which we think them; and this could not be proved previously to the Fourth Mediation. Further we must have a distinct conception of corporeal nature, which is given partly in this Second, and partly in the Fifth and Sixth Meditations. And finally we should conclude from all this, that those things which we conceive clearly and distinctly as being diverse substances, as we regard mind and body to be, are really substances essentially distinct one from the other; and this is the conclusion of the Sixth Meditation. 

(16) What issues must first be addressed before considering the issue of the immortality of the soul?

This is further confirmed in this same Meditation by the fact that we cannot conceive of body except in so far as it is divisible, while the mind cannot be conceived of except as indivisible. For we are not able to conceive of the half of a mind as we can do of the smallest of all bodies; so that we see that not only are their natures different but even in some respects contrary to one another. I have not however dealt further with this matter in this treatise because what I have said is sufficient to show clearly enough that the extinction of the mind does not follow from the corruption of the body, and also to give men the hope of another life after death.

One factor in establishing the immortality of the soul is showing that the soul is composed of an indestructible and unalterable substance. 

I have also not dealt with this issue because the premises from which the immortality of the soul may be deduced depend on an elucidation of a complete system of Physics. This would mean to establish in the first place that all substances generally (that is to say all things which cannot exist without being created by God) are in their nature incorruptible, and that they can never cease to exist unless God, in denying to them his approval, reduce them to nothing. And secondly this means that body, regarded generally, is a substance, which is the reason why it also cannot perish, but that the human body, inasmuch as it differs from other bodies, is composed only of a certain configuration of members and of other similar accidents, while the human mind is not similarly composed of any accidents, but is a pure substance. For although all the accidents of mind be changed, although, for instance, it think certain things, will others, perceive others, etc., despite all this it does not emerge from these changes another mind. The human body on the other hand becomes a different thing from the sole fact that the figure or form of any of its portions is found to be changed. From this it follows that the human body may indeed easily enough perish, but the mind [or soul of man (I make no distinction between them)] is owing to its nature immortal.

(17) Although the material substance of the human body is in general indestructible, the composition of the body is alterable. Thus, it is not eternal. The spiritual substance of the human mind in general is also indestructible. Our minds also change when we have different perceptions. Using Aristotle’s terminology, are these substantial or accidental changes?

D. MEDITATION III:

OF GOD: THAT HE EXISTS.

In the first paragraph of Meditation III, Descartes summarizes his progress to date. He is ready to further his knowledge. 


I will now close my eyes, I will stop my ears, I will call away all my senses, I will efface even from my thoughts all the images of corporeal things, or at least (for that is hardly possible) I will consider them as vain and false; and thus holding converse only with myself and considering my own nature, I will try little by little to reach a better knowledge of and a more familiar acquaintanceship with myself. I am a thing that thinks, that is to say, that doubts, affirms, denies, that knows a few things, that is ignorant of many [that loves, that hates], that wills, that desires, that also imagines and perceives; for as I remarked before, although the things which I perceive and imagine are perhaps nothing at all apart from me and in themselves, I am nevertheless assured that these modes of thought that I call perceptions and imaginations, inasmuch only as they are modes of thought, certainly reside [and are met with] in me.


CLARITY AND DISTINCTNESS. Descartes notes that when he contemplates the certainty of his existence, he knows the truth of his existence clearly and distinctly. 

And in the little that I have just said, I think I have summed up all that I really know, or at least all that until now I was aware that I knew. In order to try to extend my knowledge further, I will now look around more carefully and see whether I cannot still discover in myself some other things which I have not until now perceived. I am certain that I am a thing which thinks. But do I not then likewise know what is requisite to render me certain of a truth? Certainly in this first knowledge there is nothing that assures me of its truth, except the clear and distinct perception of that which I state, which would not indeed suffice to assure me that what I say is true, if it could ever happen that a thing which I conceived so clearly and distinctly could be false; and accordingly it seems to me that already I can establish as a general rule that all things which I perceive very clearly and very distinctly are true.

(1) What is the general rule which Descartes posits regarding clarity and distinctness?

Certainty of the World and Mathematics. Descartes would like to use this general rule and show both the existence of external objects and the truth of mathematics. For, to differing degrees, both of these are vivid concepts. Unfortunately, knowledge of external objects does not rise to the level of clarity and distinctness.


At the same time I have before received and admitted many things to be very certain and evident, which yet I afterwards recognized as being dubious. What then were these things? They were the earth, sky, stars and all other objects which I grasped by means of the senses. But what did I clearly [and distinctly] perceive in them? Nothing more than that the ideas or thoughts of these things were presented to my mind. And not even now do I deny that these ideas are met with in me. But there was yet another thing which I affirmed, and which, owing to the habit which I had formed of believing it, I thought I perceived very clearly, although in truth I did not perceive it at all, namely, that there were objects outside of me from which these ideas proceeded, and to which they were entirely similar. And it was in this that I erred, or, if perchance my judgment was correct, this was not due to any knowledge arising from my perception.

(2) What judgments about the external world at first seemed vivid, but later proved to be questionable?

By contrast, mathematical judgments are perceived clearly and distinctly.


But when I took anything very simple and easy in the sphere of arithmetic or geometry into consideration, for example, that two and three together made five, and other things of the sort, were not these present to my mind so clearly as to enable me to affirm that they were true? Certainly if I judged that since such matters could be doubted, this would not have been so for any other reason than that it came into my mind that perhaps a God might have endowed me with such a nature that I may have been deceived even concerning things which seemed to me most evident. But every time that this preconceived opinion of the sovereign power of a God presents itself to my thought, I am constrained to confess that it is easy to Him, if he wishes it, to cause me to err, even in matters in which I believe myself to have the best evidence. And, on the other hand, always when I direct my attention to things which I believe myself to perceive very clearly, I am so persuaded of their truth that I let myself break out into words such as these: Let who will deceive me, he can never cause me to be nothing while I think that I am, or some day cause it to be true to say that I have never been, it being true now to say that I am, or that two and three make more or less than five, or any such thing in which I see a evident contradiction. 

However, an obstacle remains: God may be deceiving him irrespective of how clearly and distinctly he perceives mathematical truths. To put the general rule of clarity and distinctness on sound footing, Descartes must (a) prove God’s existence, and then (b) show that God is not a deceiver. 
And, certainly, since I have no reason to believe that there is a God who is a deceiver, and as I have not yet satisfied myself that there is a God at all, the reason for doubt which depends on this opinion alone is very slight, and so to speak metaphysical. But in order to be able altogether to remove it, I must inquire whether there is a God as soon as the occasion presents itself; and if I find that there is a God, I must also inquire whether he may be a deceiver. For without a knowledge of these two truths I do not see that I can ever be certain of anything.


THOUGHTS AND IDEAS. In constructing his argument for God’s existence, Descartes makes several prefatory comments about the nature and content of human thought. 

Classification of Thoughts. He begins outlining the various types of thoughts we have.

And in order that I may have an opportunity of inquiring into this in an orderly way [without interrupting the order of meditation which I have proposed to myself, and which is little by little to pass from the notions which I find first of all in my mind to those which I will later on discover in it] it is requisite that I should here divide my thoughts into certain kinds, and that I should consider in which of these kinds there is, properly speaking, truth or error to be found. Of my thoughts some are, so to speak, images of the things, and to these alone is the title “idea” properly applied; examples are my thought of a man or of a chimera, of heaven, of an angel, or [even] of God. But other thoughts possess other forms as well. For example in willing, fearing, approving, denying, though I always perceive something as the subject of the action of my mind, yet by this action I always add something else to the idea which I have of that thing; and of the thoughts of this kind some are called volitions or affections, and others judgments.

(3) Name and give examples of the three classifications of thought.


Now as to what concerns ideas, if we consider them only in themselves and do not relate them to anything else beyond themselves, they cannot properly speaking be false; for whether I imagine a goat or a chimera, it is not less true that I imagine the one that the other. We must not fear likewise that falsity can enter into will and into affections, for although I may desire evil things, or even things that never existed, it is not the less true that I desire them. Thus there remains no more than the judgments which we make, in which I must take the greatest care not to deceive myself. But the principal error and the most common which we may meet with in them, consists in my judging that the ideas which are in me are similar or conformable to the things which are outside me. For without doubt if I considered the ideas only as certain modes of my thoughts, without trying to relate them to anything beyond, they could scarcely give me material for error.

(4) Which of the three types of thought is responsible for decisions about truth and falsehood?

(5) What is the most frequent error found in judgments?

But among these ideas, some appear to me to be innate, some adventitious, and others to be formed [or invented] by myself; for, as I have the power of understanding what is called a thing, or a truth, or a thought, it appears to me that I hold this power from no other source than my own nature. But if I now hear some sound, if I see the sun, or feel heat, I have until now judged that these sensations proceeded from certain things that exist outside of me; and finally it appears to me that sirens, hippogryphs, and the like, are formed out of my own mind. But again I may possibly persuade myself that all these ideas are of the nature of those which I term adventitious, or else that they are all innate, or all fictitious: for I have not yet clearly discovered their true origin.

(6) Name and describe the three kinds of ideas.


Belief Concerning Adventitious Ideas. A final prefatory issue concerns the Adventitious ideas (that is, ideas of external objects). Are they really produced by external objects as they seem to be? 


And my principal task in this place is to consider, in respect to those ideas which appear to me to proceed from certain objects that are outside me, what are the reasons which cause me to think them similar to these objects. It seems indeed in the first place that I am taught this lesson by nature; and, secondly, I experience in myself that these ideas do not depend on my will nor therefore on myself for they often present themselves to my mind in spite of my will. Just now, for instance, whether I will or whether I do not will, I feel heat, and thus I persuade myself that this feeling, or at least this idea of heat, is produced in me by something which is different from me, that is, by the heat of the fire near which I sit. And nothing seems to me more obvious than to judge that this object imprints its likeness rather than anything else upon me.

One reason why we believe adventitious ideas have their origin in physical objects (as opposed to being mere fictions of the mind) is because we are taught this by nature. 


Now I must discover whether these proofs are sufficiently strong and convincing. When I say that I am so instructed by nature, I merely mean a certain spontaneous inclination which impels me to believe in this connection, and not a natural light which makes me recognize that it is true. But these two things are very different. For I cannot doubt that which the natural light causes me to believe to be true, as, for example, it has shown me that I am from the fact that I doubt, or other facts of the same kind. And I possess no other faculty whereby to distinguish truth from falsehood, which can teach me that what this light shows me to be true is not really true, and no other faculty that is equally trustworthy. But as far as [apparently] natural impulses are concerned, I have frequently remarked, when I had to make active choice between virtue and vice, that they often enough led me to the part that was worse. And this is why I do not see any reason for following them in what regards truth and error.

(7) What are the two senses in which we may be taught something by nature?

(8) Descartes believes that nature teaches us in an unabsolute sense (that is, by a spontaneous impulse) that adventitious ideas are caused by external objects. Why, though, can’t we trust natural impulses?

And as to the other reason, which is that these ideas must proceed from objects outside me, since they do not depend on my will, I do not find it any the more convincing. For just as these impulses of which I have spoken are found in me, notwithstanding that they do not always agree with my will, so perhaps there is in me some faculty fitted to produce these ideas without the assistance of any external things, even though it is not yet known by me; just as, apparently, they have until now always been found in me during sleep without the aid of any external objects.

(9) Another reason why we believe adventitious ideas have their origin in external objects is that these ideas are independent of our will or volitions. Why may we not rely on this reason?

And finally, though they did proceed from objects different from myself, it is not a necessary consequence that they should resemble these. On the contrary, I have noticed that in many cases there was a great difference between the object and its idea. I find, for example, two completely diverse ideas of the sun in my mind; the one derives its origin from the senses, and should be placed in the category of adventitious ideas; according to this idea the sun seems to be extremely small; but the other is derived from astronomical reasonings, that is, is elicited from certain notions that are innate in me, or else it is formed by me in some other manner; in accordance with it the sun appears to be several times greater than the earth. These two ideas cannot, indeed, both resemble the same sun, and reason makes me believe that the one which seems to have originated directly from the sun itself, is the one which is most dissimilar to it.

(10) Descartes next argues that even if adventitious ideas were caused by external objects, an idea may in no way resemble the object causing it. How does he illustrate this problem with our two ideas of the sun?

All this causes me to believe that until the present time it has not been by a judgment that was certain [or premeditated], but only by a sort of blind impulse that I believed that things existed outside of, and different from me, which, by the organs of my senses, or by some other method whatever it might be, conveyed these ideas or images to me [and imprinted on me their likenesses].

Descartes concludes that only a “blind impulse” makes us believe that adventitious ideas correspond to real physical objects. 


PROOF OF GOD’S EXISTENCE. Since adventitious ideas have no clear basis in external objects, then Descartes cannot attempt to prove God’s existence through a posteriori arguments (that is, arguments based on our perception of external objects). For example, he cannot argue for God’s existence based on apparent design in the world, since he cannot trust his adventitious ideas of design. However, there is another path open to him. He may simply examine the content of his ideas, ignoring their connection with external objects. In his words, he will consider his ideas as merely “modes of thought.”

But there is yet another method of inquiring whether any of the objects of which I have ideas within me exist outside of me. If ideas are only taken as certain modes of thought, I recognize amongst them no difference or inequality, and all appear to proceed from me in the same manner; but when we consider them as images, one representing one thing and the other another, it is clear that they are very different one from the other. There is no doubt that those which represent to me substances are something more, and contain so to speak more objective reality within them [that is to say, by representation participate in a higher degree of being or perfection] than those that simply represent modes or accidents; and that idea again by which I understand a supreme God, eternal, infinite, [immutable], omniscient, omnipotent, and Creator of all things which are outside of Himself, has certainly more objective reality in itself than those ideas by which finite substances are represented.

When we view ideas merely as modes of thought, some seem more perfect or complex than others. In Descartes’ terminology, a more perfect or complex idea has greater objective reality than a less perfect or complex idea. For example, ideas of eternal substance, such as God, have more perfection than ideas of finite substance, such as trees or dogs. 


Principle of Sufficient Reason. Descartes next discusses a principle of causality: “there must be as much in the total efficient cause as there is in the effect of that same cause.” In short, there must be as much in any cause as there is in its effect. This principle has been traditionally called the principle of sufficient reason. 

Now it is evident by the natural light that there must at least be as much reality in the efficient and total cause as in its effect. For, I ask, from where can the effect derive its reality, if not from its cause? And in what way can this cause communicate this reality to it, unless it possessed it in itself? And from this it follows, not only that something cannot proceed from nothing, but likewise that what is more perfect that is to say, which has more reality within itself cannot proceed from the less perfect. 

(11) How does Descartes know the truth of his principle of sufficient reason?

(12) What are two consequences which follow from the principle of sufficient reason?

Descartes argues that the principle of sufficient reason applies to ideas as well as to physical objects. That is, an idea with a moderate amount of objective reality (let’s say, with five units of complexity) must be produced by something with at least that much objective reality (five or more units of complexity).
And this is not only evidently true of those effects which possess actual or formal reality, but also of the ideas in which we consider merely what is termed objective reality. To take an example, the stone which has not yet existed not only cannot now commence to be unless it has been produced by something which possesses within itself, either formally or eminently, all that enters into the composition of the stone [that is, it must possess the same things or other more excellent things than those which exist in the stone] and heat can only be produced in a subject in which it did not previously exist by a cause that is of an order [degree or kind] at least as perfect as heat, and so in all other cases. 

(13) How does the principle of sufficient reason apply to the causes of an actual stone or some actual heat?

But further, the idea of heat, or of a stone, cannot exist in me unless it has been placed within me by some cause which possesses within it at least as much reality as that which I conceive to exist in the heat or the stone. For although this cause does not transmit anything of its actual or formal reality to my idea, we must not for that reason imagine that it is necessarily a less real cause; we must remember that [since every idea is a work of the mind] its nature is such that it demands of itself no other formal reality than that which it borrows from my thought, of which it is only a mode [that is, a manner or way of thinking]. But in order that an idea should contain some one certain objective reality rather than another, it must without doubt derive it from some cause in which there is at least as much formal reality as this idea contains of objective reality. For if we imagine that something is found in an idea which is not found in the cause, it must then have been derived from nothing; but however imperfect may be this mode of being by which a thing is objectively [or by representation] in the understanding by its idea, we cannot certainly say that this mode of being is nothing, nor consequently, that the idea derives its origin from nothing.

(14) How does the principle of sufficient reason apply to the causes of our ideas of heat or of a stone?

Nor must I imagine that, since the reality that I consider in these ideas is only objective, it is not essential that this reality should be formally in the causes of my ideas, but that it is sufficient that it should be found objectively. For just as this mode of objective existence pertains to ideas by their proper nature, so does the mode of formal existence pertain tot he causes of those ideas (this is at least true of the first and principal) by the nature peculiar to them. And although it may be the case that one idea gives birth to another idea, that cannot continue to be so indefinitely; for in the end we must reach an idea whose cause will be so to speak an archetype, in which the whole reality [or perfection] which is so to speak objectively [or by representation] in these ideas is contained formally [and really]. Thus the light of nature causes me to know clearly that the ideas in me are like [pictures or] images which can, in truth, easily fall short of the perfection of the objects from which they have been derived, but which can never contain anything greater or more perfect.

(15) Descartes argues that the causes of our ideas cannot be explained by an infinite regress other ideas. What sort of first idea must be reached?

And the longer and the more carefully that I investigate these matters, the more clearly and distinctly do I recognize their truth. But what am I to conclude from it all in the end? It is this, that if the objective reality of any one of my ideas is of such a nature as clearly to make me recognize that it is not in me either formally or eminently, and that consequently I cannot myself be the cause of it, it follows of necessity that I am not alone in the world, but that there is another being which exists, or which is the cause of this idea. On the other hand, had no such an idea existed in me, I should have had no sufficient argument to convince me of the existence of any being beyond myself; for I have made very careful investigation everywhere and up to the present time have been able to find no other ground.

(16)
Suppose Descartes came across an idea in his mind which contained more objective reality than he alone could cause. What would necessary follow from this?

Origin of our Various Ideas. Based on the principle of sufficient reason as it applies to ideas, Descartes believes that there are important conclusions we can draw about the origin of specific ideas.


But of my ideas, beyond that which represents me to myself, as to which there can here be no difficulty, there is another which represents a God, and there are others representing corporeal and inanimate things, others angels, others animals, and others again which represent to me men similar to myself.


As regards the ideas which represent to me other men or animals, or angels, I can however easily conceive that they might be formed by an admixture of the other ideas which I have of myself, of corporeal things, and of God, even although there were apart from me neither men nor animals, nor angels, in all the world.

(17) Why does Descartes believe that his ideas of people, animals or angels could have arisen from within himself?
Descartes continues discussing the origins of ideas of physical objects, particularly regarding their secondary and primary qualities.


And in regard to the ideas of corporeal objects, I do not recognize in them anything so great or so excellent that they might not have possibly proceeded from myself; for if I consider them more closely, and examine them individually, as I yesterday examined the idea of wax, I find that there is very little in them which I perceive clearly and distinctly. Magnitude or extension in length, breadth, or depth, I do so perceive; also figure which results from a termination of this extension, the situation which bodies of different figure preserve in relation to one another, and movement or change of situation; to which we may also add substance, duration and number. As to other things such as light, colors, sounds, scents, tastes, heat, cold and the other tactile qualities, they are thought by me with so much obscurity and confusion that I do not even know if they are true or false, that is, whether the ideas which I form of these qualities are actually the ideas of real objects or not [or whether they only represent chimeras which cannot exist in fact]. For although I have before remarked that it is only in judgments that falsity, properly speaking, or formal falsity, can be met with, a certain material falsity may nevertheless be found in ideas, that is, when these ideas represent what is nothing as though it were something. For example, the ideas which I have of cold and heat are so far from clear and distinct that by their means I cannot tell whether cold is merely an absence of heat, or heat an absence of cold, or whether both are real qualities, or are not such. And inasmuch as [since ideas resemble images] there cannot be any ideas which do not appear to represent some things, if it is correct to say that cold is merely an absence of heat, the idea which represents it to me as something real and positive will not be improperly termed false, and the same holds good of other similar ideas.


To these it is certainly not necessary that I should attribute any author other than myself. For if they are false, that is, if they represent things which do not exist, the light of nature shows me that they issue from nothing, that is to say, that they are only in me so far as something is lacking to the perfection of my nature. But if they are true, nevertheless because they exhibit so little reality to me that I cannot even clearly distinguish the thing represented from non-being, I do not see any reason why they should not be produced by myself.

(18) Why does Descartes believe that his ideas of light, colors, sounds, odors, tastes, and heat (that is, secondary qualities) need no explanation outside of himself?
Descartes next draws conclusions about the possible origins of our ideas of primary qualities.


As to the clear and distinct idea which I have of corporeal things, some of them seem as though I might have derived them from the idea which I possess of myself, as those which I have of substance, duration, number, and such like. For [even] when I think that a stone is a substance, or at least a thing capable of existing of itself, and that I am a substance also, although I conceive that I am a thing that thinks and not one that is extended, and that the stone on the other hand is an extended thing which does not think, and that thus there is a notable difference between the two conceptions they seem, nevertheless, to agree in this, that both represent substances. In the same way, when I perceive that I now exist and further recollect that I have in former times existed, and when I remember that I have various thoughts of which I can recognize the number, I acquire ideas of duration and number which I can afterwards transfer to any object that I please. But as to all the other qualities of which the ideas of corporeal things are composed, namely, extension, figure, situation and motion, it is true that they are not formally in me, since I am only a thing that thinks. But because they are merely certain modes of substance [and so to speak the vestments under which corporeal substance appears to us] and because I myself am also a substance, it would seem that they might be contained in me eminently.

(19) Descartes also argues that primary qualities, such as substance, duration, and number, may also be explained by the idea of himself. When substance is defined as an aptitude for existing, how might he arrive at the idea of substance by himself?

(20) How might he acquire the ideas of duration and number?


Origin of the Idea of Infinite Perfection. Finally, Descartes considers the idea of God which is in his mind. This idea is that of “an infinite and independent substance.” More to the point, he has in his mind an idea of infinite perfection. 

Hence there remains only the idea of God, concerning which we must consider whether it is something which cannot have proceeded from me myself. By the name God I understand a substance that is infinite [eternal, immutable], independent, all-knowing, all-powerful, and by which I myself and everything else, if anything else does exist, have been created. Now all these characteristics are such that the more diligently I attend to them, the less do they appear capable of proceeding from me alone; hence, from what has been already said, we must conclude that God necessarily exists.

(21) Since Descartes’ idea of infinite perfection could not have been produced by himself, what must he conclude?

Formally, Descartes’ argument for God’s existence is as follows:


(a) We have an idea of infinite perfection.


(b) The idea we have of ourselves entails finitude and imperfection.


(c) There must be as much reality in the cause of any idea as in the idea itself (the principle of sufficient reason). 


(e) Therefore, the idea we have of infinite perfection originated from a being with infinite perfection, and this being is God.


REPLIES TO POSSIBLE CRITICISMS. Once proving God’s existence, Descartes addresses three possible criticisms of his proof. Each of these possible criticisms suggests that our idea of infinite perfection need not be caused by God himself. 


Perhaps the Finite is a Negation of the Infinite. A first possible criticism is based on Descartes assumption that we initially possess an idea of the infinite, and that our idea of the finite consists of the negation of our idea of the infinite. A critic might argue that the opposite is the case: we have an initial idea of the finite and our idea of the infinite is its negation. In this case, we could be the cause of infinite perfection by (a) taking the idea of finite imperfection from ourselves, and (b) negating this idea. Thus, for Descartes’ proof to be successful, he needs to show that we initially possess an idea of the infinite. 


For although the idea of substance is within me owing to the fact that I am substance, nevertheless I should not have the idea of an infinite substance since I am finite if it had not proceeded from some substance which was truly infinite.


Nor should I imagine that I do not perceive the infinite by a true idea, but only by the negation of the finite, just as I perceive calmness and darkness by the negation of movement and of light; for, on the contrary, I see that there is evidently more reality in infinite substance than in finite, and therefore that in some way I have in me the notion of the infinite earlier then the finite namely, the notion of God before that of myself. For how would it be possible that I should know that I doubt and desire, that is to say, that something is lacking to me, and that I am not quite perfect, unless I had within me some idea of a Being more perfect than myself, in comparison with which I should recognize the deficiencies of my nature?

(22) How does Descartes know that we initially possess an idea of the infinite?

Perhaps the Idea of Infinite Perfection came from Nothing. A second possible criticism is that the idea of infinite perfection is “materially false and can therefore be from nothing.” More simply, the suggestion is that the idea of infinite perfection is an incoherent concept, and needs no explanation beyond itself. 


And we cannot say that this idea of God is perhaps materially false and that consequently I can derive it from nothing [that is, that possibly it exists in me because I am imperfect], as I have just said is the case with ideas of heat, cold and other such things; for, on the contrary, as this idea is very clear and distinct and contains within it more objective reality than any other, there can be none which is of itself more true, nor any in which there can be less suspicion of falsehood. The idea, I say, of this Being who is absolutely perfect and infinite, is entirely true; for although, perhaps, we can imagine that such a Being does not exist, we cannot nevertheless imagine that his idea represents nothing real to me, as I have said of the idea of cold. This idea is also very clear and distinct; since all that I conceive clearly and distinctly of the real and the true, and of what conveys some perfection, is in its entirety contained in this idea. And this does not cease to be true although I do not comprehend the infinite, or though in God there is an infinitude of things which I cannot comprehend, nor possibly even reach in any way by thought; for it is of the nature of the infinite that my nature, which is finite and limited, should not comprehend it; and it is sufficient that I should understand this, and that I should judge that all things which I clearly perceive and in which I know that there is some perfection, and possibly likewise an infinitude of properties of which I am ignorant, are in God formally or eminently, so that the idea which I have of Him may become the most true, most clear, and most distinct of all the ideas that are in my mind.

(23) What is Descartes’ reply to the criticism that the idea of infinite perfection came from nothing?


Perhaps I am Potentially Infinitely Perfect. A third possible criticism is that perhaps we are potentially infinitely perfect, and thus produced the idea of infinite perfection from our hidden potential. 

But possibly I am something more than I suppose myself to be, and perhaps all those perfections which I attribute to God are in some way potentially in me, although they do not yet disclose themselves, or issue in action. As a matter of fact I am already sensible that my knowledge increases [and perfects itself] little by little, and I see nothing which can prevent it from increasing more and more into infinitude; nor do I see, after it has thus been increased [or perfected], anything to prevent my being able to acquire by its means all the other perfections of the Divine nature; nor finally why the power I have of acquiring these perfections, if it really exists in me, will not suffice to produce the ideas of them.

Descartes gives three replies to this third criticism. First, if his potential perfection can be actualized only gradually (through a gradual increase in knowledge), this implies that he is finite. And, if he is a finite being, he could not produce the idea of infinite perfection. Second, he argues that even if his knowledge would increase gradually over an infinite amount of time, at no point would he have infinite knowledge.

At the same time I recognize that this cannot be. For, in the first place, although it were true that every day my knowledge acquired new degrees of perfection, and that there were in my nature many things potentially which are not yet there actually, nevertheless these excellences do not pertain to [or make the smallest approach to] the idea which I have of God in whom there is nothing merely potential [but in whom all is present really and actually]; for it is an infallible token of imperfection in my knowledge that it increases little by little. and further, although my knowledge grows more and more, nevertheless I do not for that reason believe that it can ever be actually infinite, since it can never reach a point so high that it will be unable to attain to any greater increase. But I understand God to be actually infinite, so that he can add nothing to his supreme perfection. And finally I perceive that the objective being of an idea cannot be produced by a being that exists potentially only, which properly speaking is nothing, but only by a being which is formal or actual.

(24) What is his third and final reply to the above criticism?


THE SOURCE OF MY EXISTENCE. Since Descartes has proven his own existence and the existence of God, he now finds it appropriate to show that God was the cause of his existence. He shows this through the process of elimination, arguing that he could not be produced by (a) himself, (b) a finite cause less perfect than God, (c) by several partial causes, or (d) by his parents. God is the only possible cause for his existence.

To speak the truth, I see nothing in all that I have just said which by the light of nature is not evident to anyone who desires to think attentively on the subject; but when I slightly relax my attention, my mind, finding its vision somewhat obscured and so to speak blinded by the images of sensible objects, I do not easily recollect the reason why the idea that I possess of a being more perfect then I, must necessarily have been placed in me by a being which is really more perfect; and this is why I wish here to go on to inquire whether I, who have this idea, can exist if no such being exists.


And I ask, from whom do I then derive my existence? Perhaps from myself or from my parents, or from some other source less perfect than God; for we can imagine nothing more perfect than God, or even as perfect as he is.


Perhaps I Caused my Existence. Descartes first considers whether he is the cause of his own existence.


But [were I independent of every other and] were I myself the author of my being, I should doubt nothing and I should desire nothing, and finally no perfection would be lacking to me; for I should have bestowed on myself every perfection of which I possessed any idea and should thus be God. And it must not be imagined that those things that are lacking to me are perhaps more difficult of attainment than those which I already possess; for, on the contrary, it is quite evident that it was a matter of much greater difficulty to bring to pass that I, that is to say, a thing or a substance that thinks, should emerge out of nothing, than it would be to attain to the knowledge of many things of which I am ignorant, and which are only the accidents of this thinking substance. But it is clear that if I had of myself possessed this greater perfection of which I have just spoken [that is to say, if I had been the author of my own existence], I should not at least have denied myself the things which are the more easy to acquire [namely, many branches of knowledge of which my nature is destitute]; nor should I have deprived myself of any of the things contained in the idea which I form of God, because there are none of them which seem to me specially difficult to acquire: and if there were any that were more difficult to acquire, they would certainly appear to me to be such (supposing I myself were the origin of the other things which I possess) since I should discover in them that my powers were limited.

(25) Descartes gives two replies to the suggestion that he was derived from himself. His first reply is that if he caused himself, then he would be God. Why is this?

But though I assume that perhaps I have always existed just as I am at present, neither can I escape the force of this reasoning, and imagine that the conclusion to be drawn from this is, that I need not seek for any author of my existence. For all the course of my life may be divided into an infinite number of parts, none of which is in any way dependent on the other; and thus from the fact that I was in existence a short time ago it does not follow that I must be in existence now, unless some cause at this instant, so to speak, produces me anew, that is to say, conserves me. It is as a matter of fact perfectly clear and evident to all those who consider with attention the nature of time, that, in order to be conserved in each moment in which it endures, a substance has need of the same power and action as would be necessary to produce and create it anew, supposing it did not yet exist, so that the light of nature shows us clearly that the distinction between creation and conservation is solely a distinction of the reason.


All that I thus require here is that I should interrogate myself, if I wish to know whether I possess a power which is capable of bringing it to pass that I who now am will still be in the future; for since I am nothing but a thinking thing, or at least since thus far it is only this portion of myself which is precisely in question at present, if such a power did reside in me, I should certainly be conscious of it. But I am conscious of nothing of the kind, and by this I know clearly that I depend on some being different from myself.

(26) Descartes’ second reply is based on the fact that he exists over time. Each of the parts and moments of his existence depends on others. He then asks whether “I have some power through which I can bring it about that I myself, who now am, will also exist a little later?” What is his answer?


Perhaps a Finite Cause Created Me. Another suggestion is that he was caused by a finite cause less perfect than God. He responds noting that this finite cause would have to possess the idea of infinite perfection too, hence we need to inquire into its cause as well. 


Possibly, however, this being on which I depend is not that which I call God, and I am created either by my parents or by some other cause less perfect than God. This cannot be, because, as I have just said, it is perfectly evident that there must be at least as much reality in the cause as in the effect; and thus since I am a thinking thing, and possess an idea of God within me, whatever in the end be the cause assigned to my existence, it must be allowed that it is likewise a thinking thing and that it possesses in itself the idea of all the perfections which I attribute to God. We may again inquire whether this cause derives its origin from itself or from some other thing. For if from itself, it follows by the reasons before brought forward, that this cause must itself be God; for since it possesses the virtue of self-existence, it must also without doubt have the power of actually possessing all the perfections of which it has the idea, that is, all those which I conceive as existing in God. But if it derives its existence from some other cause than itself, we will again ask, for the same reason, whether this second cause exists by itself or through another, until from one step to another, we finally arrive at an ultimate cause, which will be God.


And it is perfectly evident that in this there can be no regression into infinity, since what is in question is not so much the cause which formerly created me, as that which conserves me at the present time.

(27) Why can’t there be an infinite regress of such finite causes?

Perhaps Several Partial Causes Created Me. Another suggestion is that he was created by several partial causes.


Nor can we suppose that several causes may have collaborated in my production, and that from one I have received the idea of one of the perfections which I attribute to God, and from another the idea of some other, so that all these perfections indeed exist somewhere in the universe, but not as complete in one unity which is God. On the contrary, the unity, the simplicity or the inseparability of all things which are in god is one of the principal perfections which I conceive to be in Him. And certainly the idea of this unity of all Divine perfections cannot have been placed in me by any cause from which I have not likewise received the ideas of all the other perfections; for this cause could not make me able to comprehend them as joined together in an inseparable unity without having at the same time caused me in some measure to know what they are [and in some way to recognize each one of them].

(28) What is wrong with this suggestion that he was created by several partial causes?

Perhaps my Parents Created Me. Finally, he addresses the suggestion that he was caused by his parents. 


Finally, so far as my parents [from whom it appears I have sprung] are concerned, although all that I have ever been able to believe of them were true, that does not make it follow that it is they who conserve me, nor are they even the authors of my being in any sense, in so far as I am a thinking being; since what they did was merely to implant certain dispositions in that matter in which the self that is, the mind, which alone I at present identify with myself is by me deemed to exist. And thus there can be no difficulty in their regard, but we must of necessity conclude from the fact alone that I exist, or that the idea of a Being supremely perfect that is of God is in me, that the proof of God’s existence is grounded on the highest evidence.

(29) Although his parents may be the cause of his body, in what two respects could they not be his cause?


God the is the Cause of Me. Descartes concludes that God must be the cause of him, and that God innately implanted the idea of infinite perfection in him. 


It only remains to me to examine into the manner in which I have acquired this idea from God; for I have not received it through the senses, and it is never presented to me unexpectedly, as is usual with the ideas of sensible things when these things present themselves, or seem to present themselves, to the external organs of my senses; nor is it likewise a fiction of my mind, for it is not in my power to take from or to add anything to it; and consequently the only alternative is that it is innate in me, just as the idea of myself is innate in me.


GOD IS NOT A DECEIVER. Descartes closes Meditation Three arguing that God is not a deceiver. 

And one certainly ought not to find it strange that God, in creating me, placed this idea within me to be like the mark of the workman imprinted on his work; and it is likewise not essential that the mark will be something different from the work itself. For from the sole fact that God created me it is most probable that in some way he has placed his image and likeness upon me, and that I perceive this likeness (in which the idea of God is contained) by means of the same faculty by which I perceive myself.  That is to say, when I reflect on myself I not only know that I am something [imperfect], incomplete and dependent on another, which incessantly aspires after something which is better and greater than myself, but I also know that he on whom I depend possesses in Himself all the great things towards which I aspire [and the ideas of which I find within myself]. And he possesses this not indefinitely or potentially alone, but really, actually and infinitely; and that thus he is God. And the whole strength of the argument which I have here made use of to prove the existence of God consists in this, that I recognize that it is not possible that my nature should be what it is, and indeed that I should have in myself the idea of a God -- if God did not truly exist a God, I say, whose idea is in me, that is, who possesses all those supreme perfections of which our mind may indeed have some idea but without understanding them all, who is liable to no errors or defect [and who has none of all those marks which denote imperfection]. From this it is evident that he cannot be a deceiver, since the light of nature teaches us that fraud and deception necessarily proceed from some defect.

(30) When focusing on God’s nature, why does he conclude that God is not a deceiver?


But before I examine this matter with more care, and pass on to the consideration of other truths which may be derived from it, it seems to me right to pause for a while in order to contemplate God Himself, to ponder at leisure his marvelous attributes, to consider, and admire, and adore, the beauty of this light so resplendent, at least as far as the strength of my mind, which is in some measure dazzled by the sight, will allow me to do so. For just as faith teaches us that the supreme felicity of the other life consists only in this contemplation of the Divine Majesty, so we continue to learn by experience that a similar meditation, though incomparably less perfect, causes us to enjoy the greatest satisfaction of which we are capable in this life.


SYNOPSIS. Descartes’ synopsis of the Third Meditation (initially presented at the opening of his Meditations) is as follows. 


In the third Meditation it seems to me that I have explained at sufficient length the principal argument of which I make use in order to prove the existence of God. But none the less, because I did not wish in that place to make use of any comparisons derived from corporeal things, so as to withdraw as much as I could the minds of readers from the senses, there may perhaps have remained many obscurities which, however, will, I hope, be entirely removed by the Replies which I have made to the Objections which have been set before me. Amongst others there is, for example, this one, “How the idea in us of a being supremely perfect possesses so much objective reality [that is to say participates by representation in so many degrees of being and perfection] that it necessarily proceeds from a cause which is absolutely perfect.” This is illustrated in these Replies by the comparison of a very perfect machine, the idea of which is found in the mind of some workman. For as the objective contrivance of this idea must have some cause, that is, either the science of the workman or that of some other from whom he has received the idea, it is similarly impossible that the idea of God which is in us should not have God himself as its cause.

E. MEDITATION IV:
OF THE TRUE AND THE FALSE
At the close of the Third Meditation, Descartes has arrived at all of the fundamental principles he needs in his quest for truth: (1) he exists (a foundational fact which is indubitable), (2) God exists and is not a deceiver, and (3) clarity and distinctness are reliable indicators of truth. Descartes’ goal is to show that we can rely on our senses to at least some degree. Meditations IV and V do not contribute directly to this goal. Meditation IV explains the source of human error and argues that God is not responsible for our mistakes. Descartes’ concept of “error” is broad, referring to any mistaken judgment whatever. This includes assertions, predictions, ethical judgments, or judgments leading to an action. 


SEVERAL WRONG THEORIES. Descartes begins his quest for the origin of error by considering several theories which he ultimately rejects.


Perhaps God is the Cause of my Error. Descartes first considers whether God could be the cause of his error. 

I have been well accustomed these past days to detach my mind from my senses, and I have accurately observed that there are very few things that one knows with certainty respecting corporeal objects, that there are many more which are known to us respecting the human mind, and yet more still regarding God Himself; so that I will now without any difficulty abstract my thoughts from the consideration of [sensible or] imaginable objects, and carry them to those which, being withdrawn from all contact with matter, are purely intelligible. And certainly the idea which I possess of the human mind inasmuch as it is a thinking thing, and not extended in length, width and depth, nor participating in anything pertaining to body, is incomparably more distinct than is the idea of any corporeal thing. And when I consider that I doubt, that is to say, that I am an incomplete and dependent being, the idea of a being that is complete and independent, that is of God, presents itself to my mind with so much distinctness and clearness -- and from the fact alone that this idea is found in me, or that I who possess this idea exist, I conclude so certainly that God exists, and that my existence depends entirely on Him in every moment of my life -- that I do not think that the human mind is capable of knowing anything with more evidence and certitude. And it seems to me that I now have before me a road which will lead us from the contemplation of the true God (in whom all the treasures of science and wisdom are contained) to the knowledge of the other objects of the universe.


For, first of all, I recognize it to be impossible that he should ever deceive me; for in all fraud and deception some imperfection is to be found, and although it may appear that the power of deception is a mark of subtlety or power, yet the desire to deceive without doubt testifies to malice or feebleness, and accordingly cannot be found in God.

(1) Why does Descartes reject the view that God is the source of error?


Perhaps Error Results from an Imperfect Faculty of Judgment. Descartes considers the possibility that human error results from his faculty of judgment. This makes sense since he sees himself as finite, existing on a middle rung of the great chain of being between God and nothing. Thus, error would seem to be a defect which we can blame on our faculty of judgment.

In the next place I experienced in myself a certain capacity for judging which I have doubtless received from God, like all the other things that I possess; and as he could not desire to deceive me, it is clear that he has not given me a faculty that will lead me to err if I use it aright.


And no doubt respecting this matter could remain, if it were not that the consequence would seem to follow that I can thus never be deceived; for if I hold all that I possess from God, and if he has not placed in me the capacity for error, it seems as though I could never fall into error. And it is true that when I think only of God [and direct my mind wholly to Him], I discover [in myself] no cause of error, or falsity; yet directly afterwards, when recurring to myself, experience shows me that I am nevertheless subject to an infinitude of errors, as to which, when we come to investigate them more closely, I notice that not only is there a real and positive idea of God or of a Being of supreme perfection present to my mind, but also, so to speak, a certain negative idea of nothing, that is, of that which is infinitely removed from any kind of perfection; and that I am in a sense something intermediate between God and nothing, that is, placed in such a manner between the supreme Being and non-being, that there is in truth nothing in me that can lead to error in so far as a sovereign Being has formed me; but that, as I in some degree participate likewise in nothing or in non-being, that is, in so far as I am not myself the supreme Being, and as I find myself subject to an infinitude of imperfections, I ought not to be astonished if I should fall into error. Thus do I recognize that error, in so far as it is such, is not a real thing depending on God, but simply a defect. And therefore, in order to fall into it, that I have no need to possess a special faculty given me by God for this very purpose, but that I fall into error from the fact that the power given me by God for the purpose of distinguishing truth from error is not infinite.


Nevertheless this does not quite satisfy me. For error is not a pure negation [that is, is not the dimple defect or want of some perfection which ought not to be mine], but it is a lack of some knowledge which it seems that I ought to possess. And on considering the nature of God it does not appear to me possible that he should have given me a faculty which is not perfect of its kind, that is, which is wanting in some perfection due to it. For if it is true that the more skillful the artisan, the more perfect is the work of his hands, what can have been produced by this supreme Creator of all things that is not in all its parts perfect? And certainly there is no doubt that God could have created me so that I could never have been subject to error. It is also certain that he always wills what is best. Is it then better that I should be subject to err than that I should not?

(2) Why is it unsatisfactory to say that human error results from his faculty of judgment? 


Perhaps the Source of Error is Inexplicable. Descartes is puzzled that God could have made him such that he would never err, yet he clearly does err. Descartes suggests that maybe he can never know God’s purpose in allowing us to err, since the wisdom of God is above human intellect. 


In considering this more attentively, it occurs to me in the first place that I should not be astonished if my intelligence is not capable of comprehending why God acts as he does; and that there is thus no reason to doubt of his existence from the fact that I may perhaps find many other things besides this as to which I am able to understand neither for what reason nor how God has produced them. For, in the first place, knowing that my nature is extremely feeble and limited, and that the nature of God is on the contrary immense, incomprehensible, and infinite, I have no further difficulty in recognizing that there is an infinitude of matter in his power, the causes of which transcend my knowledge. And this reason suffices to convince me that the species of cause termed final, finds no useful employment in physical [or natural] things. For it does not appear to me that I can without temerity seek to investigate the [inscrutable] ends of God.


It further occurs to me that we should not consider one single creature separately, when we inquire as to whether the works of God are perfect, but should regard all his creations together. For the same thing which might possibly seem very imperfect with some semblance of reason if regarded by itself, is found to be very perfect if regarded as part of the whole universe. And although, since I resolved to doubt all things, I as yet have only known certainly my own existence and that of God, nevertheless since I have recognized the infinite power of God, I cannot deny that he may have produced many other things, or at least that he has the power of producing them, so that I may obtain a place as a part of a great universe.

(3) Rather than examining God’s purpose in allowing him personally (as one creature) to err, how should this be viewed?


FACULTIES OF THE UNDERSTANDING AND THE WILL. After rejecting the above suggestions, Descartes considers the specific faculties involved when we make mistakes. 

Whereupon, regarding myself more closely, and considering what are my errors (for they alone testify to there being any imperfection in me), I answer that they depend on a combination of two causes, namely, on the faculty of knowledge that rests in me, and on the power of choice or of free will -- that is to say, of the understanding and at the same time of the will. 

(4) What are the two mental faculties involved when we fall into error?


Perhaps the Understanding causes Error. Descartes can find no reason to hold either of these faculties individually responsible for error. He begins by looking at the understanding.

For by the understanding alone I [neither assert nor deny anything, but] mean the ideas of things as to which I can form a judgment. But no error is properly speaking found in it, provided the word error is taken in its proper meaning. And though there is possibly an infinitude of things in the world of which I have no idea in my understanding, we cannot for all that say that it is deprived of these ideas [as we might say of something which is required by its nature], but simply it does not possess these; because in truth there is no reason to prove that God should have given me a greater faculty of knowledge than he has given me. And however skillful a workman I represent Him to be, I should not for all that consider that he was bound to have placed in each of his works all the perfections which he may have been able to place in some. 

(5) Why does he find no fault exclusively with the faculty of understanding (or reason) in producing error?


Perhaps the Will is Responsible for Error. Descartes next considers the will alone.

I likewise cannot complain that God has not given me a free choice or a will which is sufficient, ample and perfect, since as a matter of fact I am conscious of a will so extended as to be subject to no limits. And what seems to me very remarkable in this regard is that of all the qualities which I possess there is no one so perfect and so comprehensive that I do not very clearly recognize that it might be yet greater and more perfect. For, to take an example, if I consider the faculty of comprehension which I possess, I find that it is of very small extent and extremely limited, and at the same time I find the idea of another faculty much more ample and even infinite, and seeing that I can form the idea of it, I recognize from this very fact that it pertains to the nature of God. If in the same way I examine the memory, the imagination, or some other faculty, I do not find any which is not small and circumscribed, while in God it is immense [or infinite]. It is free-will alone or liberty of choice which I find to be so great in me that I can conceive no other idea to be more great; it is indeed the case that it is for the most part this will that causes me to know that in some manner I bear the image and likeness of God. For although the power of will is incomparably greater in God than in me, both by reason of the knowledge and the power which, conjoined with it, render it stronger and more efficacious, and by reason of its object, inasmuch as in God it extends to a great many things; it nevertheless does not seem to me greater if I consider it formally and precisely in itself: for the faculty of will consists alone in our having the power of choosing to do a thing or choosing not to do it (that is, to affirm or deny, to pursue or to shun it), or rather it consists alone in the fact that in order to affirm or deny, pursue or shun those things placed before us by the understanding, we act so that we are unconscious that any outside force constrains us in doing so. 

(6) Why is no fault to be found with the faculty of the will in the production of error?

(7) Why is the will of a human as perfect as God’s will?

Descartes briefly discusses the free nature of our will.

For in order that I should be free it is not necessary that I should be indifferent as to the choice of one or the other of two contraries; but contrariwise the more I lean to the one -- whether I recognize clearly that the reasons of the good and true are to be found in it, or whether God so disposes my inward thought -- the more freely do I choose and embrace it. And undoubtedly both divine grace and natural knowledge, far from diminishing my liberty, rather increase it and strengthen it. Hence this indifference which I feel, when I am not swayed to one side rather than to the other by lack of reason, is the lowest grade of liberty, and rather evinces a lack or negation in knowledge than a perfection of will: for if I always recognized clearly what was true and good, I should never have trouble in deliberating as to what judgment or choice I should make, and then I should be entirely free without ever being indifferent.

(8) Descartes notes that even when strong motives incline us toward one direction, we choose all the more freely in that direction. What does he consider the lowest level of freedom?

Extending the Will Beyond our Knowledge. Descartes considers a final view that error results when we extend our will beyond our knowledge.


From all this I recognize that the power of will which I have received from God is not of itself the source of my errors -- for it is very ample and very perfect of its kind -- any more than is the power of understanding; for since I understand nothing but by the power which God has given me for understanding, there is no doubt that all that I understand, I understand as I ought, and it is not possible that I err in this. Whence then come my errors? They come from the sole fact that since the will is much wider in its range and compass than the understanding, I do not restrain it within the same bounds, but extend it also to things which I do not understand: and as the will is of itself indifferent to these, it easily falls into error and sin, and chooses the evil for the good, or the false for the true.

(9) What is the ultimate source of our errors?


THE PROPER USE OF THE WILL. According to Descartes, our will often becomes indifferent (or lazy) and accidentally extends beyond the bounds of our knowledge. He stresses that we should abstain from willing when we have insufficient knowledge. As an example, he explains that at this stage in his investigation he doesn’t know whether his essential qualities include mind, body, or both. Hence, he abstains from any willful judgment on this issue. In this and similar cases, he believes that proper use of freedom requires us to abstain from willful judgment.


For example, when I lately examined whether anything existed in the world, and found that from the very fact that I considered this question it followed very clearly that I myself existed, I could not prevent myself from believing that a thing I so clearly conceived was true: not that I found myself compelled to do so by some external cause, but simply because from great clearness in my mind there followed a great inclination of my will; and I believed this with so much the greater freedom or spontaneity as I possessed the less indifference towards it. Now, on the contrary, I not only know that I exist, inasmuch as I am a thinking thing, but a certain representation of corporeal nature is also presented to my mind. And it comes to pass that I doubt whether this thinking nature which is in me, or rather by which I am what I am, differs from this corporeal nature, or whether both are not simply the same thing. And I here suppose that I do not yet know any reason to persuade me to adopt the one belief rather than the other. From this it follows that I am entirely indifferent as to which of the two I affirm or deny, or even whether I abstain from forming any judgment in the matter.


And this indifference does not only extend to matters as to which the understanding has no knowledge, but also in general to all those which are not grasped with perfect clearness at the moment when the will is deliberating upon them. For, however probable are the conjectures which render me disposed to form a judgment respecting anything, the simple knowledge that I have that those are conjectures alone and not certain and indubitable reasons, suffices to occasion me to judge the contrary. Of this I have had great experience of late when I set aside as false all that I had formerly held to be absolutely true, for the sole reason that I remarked that it might in some measure be doubted.

Descartes considers that, by chance, we sometimes stumble upon some truth beyond the scope of our knowledge.


But if I abstain from giving my judgment on anything when I do not perceive it with sufficient clearness and distinctness, it is plain that I act rightly and am not deceived. But if I determine to deny or affirm, I no longer make use as I should of my free will, and if I affirm what is not true, it is evident that I deceive myself; even though I judge according to truth, this comes about only by chance, and I do not escape the blame of misusing my freedom. For the light of nature teaches us that the knowledge of the understanding should always precede the determination of the will. And it is in the misuse of the free will that the privation which constitutes the characteristic nature of error is met with. Privation, I say, is found in the act, in so far as it proceeds from me, but it is not found in the faculty which I have received from God, nor even in the act in so far as it depends on Him. 

(10) Why does Descartes believes it is improper to use the will to accidentally discover truths?


GOD IS NOT RESPONSIBLE. Descartes next argues that even though God created us, God is not responsible for errors that we make. He considers several possible criticisms against God’s role. One might first criticize God for giving us limited knowledge. 


For I have certainly no cause to complain that God has not given me an intelligence which is more powerful, or a natural light which is stronger than that which I have received from Him, since it is proper to the finite understanding not to comprehend a multitude of things, and it is proper to a created understanding to be finite; on the contrary, I have every reason to render thanks to God who owes me nothing and who has given me all the perfections I possess, and I should be far from charging Him with injustice, and with having deprived me of, or wrongfully withheld from me, these perfections which he has not bestowed upon me.

(11) What is wrong with this attack?

One might also criticize God for giving me such a boundless will. 


I have further no reason to complain that he has given me a will more ample than my understanding, for since the will consists only of one single element, and is so to speak indivisible, it appears that its nature is such that nothing can be abstracted from it [without destroying it]; and certainly the more comprehensive it is found to be, the more reason I have to render gratitude to the giver.

(12) What is wrong with this attack?

One might criticize God for allowing us to extend our will beyond our knowledge. In reply, Descartes argues that God merely allows us to make erroneous willful judgments, but does not cause us to make them. 

And, finally, I must also not complain that God collaborates with me in forming the acts of the will, that is the judgment in which I go astray, because these acts are entirely true and good, inasmuch as they depend on God. And in a certain sense more perfection accrues to my nature from the fact that I can form them, than if I could not do so. As to the privation in which alone the formal reason of error or sin consists, it has no need of any approval from God, since it is not a thing [or an existence], and since it is not related to God as to a cause, but should be termed merely a negation [according to the significance given to these words in the Schools]. For in fact it is not an imperfection in God that he has given me the liberty to give or withhold my assent from certain things as to which he has not placed a clear and distinct knowledge in my understanding. But it is without doubt an imperfection in me not to make a good use of my freedom, and to give my judgment readily on matters which I only understand obscurely. 

(13) How do the “Schools” (that is, medieval philosophers) understand the privation of our wills?


Perhaps God should Actively Help Me. One might also criticize God for not more actively preventing me from erring. For example, God could have given me clear and distinct perception of everything I would ever need to know. Alternatively, God could have impressed more firmly on my memory the importance of not extending my will beyond my knowledge. 

I nevertheless perceive that God could easily have created me so that I never should err, although I still remained free, and endowed with a limited knowledge. He could have done this by giving to my understanding a clear and distinct intelligence of all things as to which I should ever have to deliberate. Or simply, he could have engraved deeply in my memory the resolution never to form a judgment on anything without having a clear and distinct understanding of it, so that I could never forget it. And it is easy for me to understand that, in so far as I consider myself alone, and as if there were only myself in the world, I should have been much more perfect than I am, if God had created me so that I could never err. Nevertheless I cannot deny that in some sense it is a greater perfection in the whole universe that certain parts should not be exempt from error as others are than that all parts should be exactly similar. And I have no right to complain if God, having placed me in the world, has not called upon me to play a part that excels all others in distinction and perfection.

(14) What is wrong with these attacks?


GOOD HABITS OF AVOIDING ERROR. Descartes argues that we don’t need God to impress more firmly on our memories the importance of restraining the will. By developing the right habits, we can do this ourselves. 


And further I have reason to be glad on the ground that if he has not given me the power of never going astray by the first means pointed out above, which depends on a clear and evident knowledge of all the things regarding which I can deliberate, he has at least left within my power the other means, which is firmly to adhere to the resolution never to give judgment on matters whose truth is not clearly known to me; for although I notice a certain weakness in my nature in that I cannot continually concentrate my mind on one single thought, I can yet, by attentive and frequently repeated meditation, impress it so forcibly on my memory that I will never fail to recollect it whenever I have need of it, and thus acquire the habit of never going astray.

(15) How does Descartes recommend that we acquire a habit of not erring?


And inasmuch as it is in this that the greatest and principal perfection of man consists, it seems to me that I have not gained little by this day’s Meditation, since I have discovered the source of falsity and error. And certainly there can be no other source than that which I have explained; for as often as I so restrain my will within the limits of my knowledge that it forms no judgment except on matters which are clearly and distinctly represented to it by the understanding, I can never be deceived; for every clear and distinct conception is without doubt something, and hence cannot derive its origin from what is nothing, but must of necessity have God as its author -- God, I say, who being supremely perfect, cannot be the cause of any error; and consequently we must conclude that such a conception [or such a judgment] is true. Nor have I only learned to-day what I should avoid in order that I may not err, but also how I should act in order to arrive at a knowledge of the truth; for without doubt I will arrive at this end if I devote my attention sufficiently to those things which I perfectly understand; and if I separate from these that which I only understand confusedly and with obscurity. To these I will henceforth diligently give heed.


SYNOPSIS. Descartes’ synopsis of the Fourth Meditation (initially presented at the opening of his Meditations) is as follows. 


In the fourth Meditation it is shown that all these things which we very clearly and distinctly perceive are true, and at the same time it is explained in what the nature of error or falsity consists. This must of necessity be known both for the confirmation of the preceding truths and for the better comprehension of those that follow. (But it must meanwhile be remarked that I do not in any way there treat of sin -- that is to say of the error which is committed in the pursuit of good and evil, but only of that which arises in the deciding between the true and the false. And I do not intend to speak of matters pertaining to the Faith or the conduct of life, but only of those which concern speculative truths, and which may be known by the sole aid of the light of nature.)

MEDITATION V:

OF THE ESSENCE OF MATERIAL THINGS, 

AND, AGAIN, OF GOD, THAT HE EXISTS.

In the Fifth Meditation, Descartes presents another argument for God’s existence. Like the argument in Meditation III, Descartes’ argument here does not appeal to sensory information (such as natural design). Instead, it is based on the content of his thoughts. The proof in this Meditation follows Anselm’s ontological argument. 


ESSENTIAL QUALITIES OF OBJECTS. Descartes begins Meditation Five noting that he can imagine an array of two and three dimensional shapes. Some of these, like triangles, portray such clear and distinct attributes which necessarily belong to them. 


Many other matters respecting the attributes of God and my own nature or mind remain for consideration. But I will possibly on another occasion resume the investigation of these. Now (after first noting what must be done or avoided, in order to arrive at a knowledge of the truth) my principal task is to try to emerge from the state of doubt into which I have these last days fallen, and to see whether nothing certain can be known regarding material things.


But before examining whether any such objects as I conceive exist outside of me, I must consider the ideas of them in so far as they are in my thought, and see which of them are distinct and which confused.


In the first place, I am able distinctly to imagine that quantity which philosophers commonly call continuous, or the extension in length, breadth, or depth, that is in this quantity, or rather in the object to which it is attributed. Further, I can number in it many different parts, and attribute to each of its parts many sorts of size, figure, situation and local movement, and, finally, I can assign to each of these movements all degrees of duration.


And not only do I know these things with distinctness when I consider them in general, but, likewise [however little I apply my attention to the matter], I discover an infinitude of particulars respecting numbers, figures, movements, and other such things, whose truth is so evident, and so well accords with my nature, that when I begin to discover them, it seems to me that I learn nothing new, or recollect what I formerly knew -- that is to say, that I for the first time perceive things which were already present to my mind, although I had not as yet applied my mind to them.


And what I here find to be most important is that I discover in myself an infinitude of ideas of certain things which cannot be considered to be pure negations, although they may possibly have no existence outside of my thought, and which are not framed by me, although it is within my power either to think or not to think them, but which possess natures which are true and immutable. For example, when I imagine a triangle, although there may nowhere in the world be such a figure outside my thought, or ever have been, there is nevertheless in this figure a certain determinate nature, form, or essence, which is immutable and eternal, which I have not invented, and which in no wise depends on my mind. This appears from the fact that diverse properties of that triangle can be demonstrated, namely, that its three angles are equal to two right angles, that the greatest side is subtended by the greatest angle, and the like. Whether I wish it or do not wish it, I now recognize these very clearly as pertaining to it, although I never thought of the matter at all when I imagined a triangle for the first time, and which therefore cannot be said to have been invented by me.

(1) What is one necessary attribute of a triangle?


Nor does the objection hold good that possibly this idea of a triangle has reached my mind through the medium of my senses, since I have sometimes seen bodies triangular in shape. Because I can form in my mind an infinitude of other figures regarding which we cannot have the least conception of their ever having been objects of sense, and I can nevertheless demonstrate various properties pertaining to their nature as well as to that of the triangle, and these must certainly all be true since I conceive them clearly. Hence they are something, and not pure negation. For it is perfectly clear that all that is true is something, and I have already fully demonstrated that all that I know clearly is true. And even although I had not demonstrated this, the nature of my mind is such that I could not prevent myself from holding them to be true so long as I conceive them clearly. And I recollect that even when I was still strongly attached to the objects of sense, I counted as the most certain those truths which I conceived clearly as regards figures, numbers, and the other matters which pertain to arithmetic and geometry, and, in general, to pure and abstract mathematics.


ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT FOR GOD. Since from the mere idea of a triangle one can deduce necessary attributes of a triangle, in the same way, from the mere idea of God (that is, a supremely perfect being) we can arrive at necessary attributes that belong to him. 

But now, if just because I can draw the idea of something from my thought, it follows that all which I know clearly and distinctly as pertaining to this object does really belong to it, may I not derive from this an argument demonstrating the existence of God? It is certain that I no less find the idea of God, that is to say, the idea of a supremely perfect being, in me, than that of any figure or number whatever it is. And I do not know any less clearly and distinctly that an [actual and] eternal existence pertains to this nature than I know that all that which I am able to demonstrate of some figure or number truly pertains to the nature of this figure or number, and therefore, although all that I concluded in the preceding Meditations were found to be false, the existence of God would pass with me as at least as certain as I have ever held the truths of mathematics (which concern only numbers and figures) to be.

(2) What attribute clearly and distinctly pertains to the nature of a supremely perfect being?

Put more precisely, Descartes’ proof of God is this:

(a)
I have an idea of a supremely perfect being

(b)
The idea of this being necessarily entails every perfection

(c)
Existence is a perfection

(d)
Therefore, the idea of a supremely perfect being entails existence (that is, a supremely perfect being exists)


REPLIES TO POSSIBLE CRITICISMS. Descartes next anticipates three possible objections to his argument. 


Perhaps We can Separate God’s Existence from his Essence. A first objection to Descartes’ proof is God can be thought of as not existing. That is, we can separate his existence from his essential attributes. 


This indeed is not at first evident, since it would seem to present some appearance of being a sophism. For being accustomed in all other things to make a distinction between existence and essence, I easily persuade myself that the existence can be separated from the essence of God, and that we can thus conceive God as not actually existing. But, nevertheless, when I think of it with more attention, I clearly see that existence can no more be separated from the essence of God than can its having its three angles equal to two right angles be separated from the essence of a [rectilinear] triangle, or the idea of a mountain from the idea of a valley; and so there is not any less repugnance to our conceiving a God (that is, a Being supremely perfect) to whom existence is lacking (that is to say, to whom a certain perfection is lacking), than to conceive of a mountain which has no valley.

(3) Since, according to the critic, we can conceive of God as not existing, then existence is not a necessary attribute of this idea. What is Descartes’ reply?


Perhaps Having a Necessary Quality Doesn’t Imply Existence. A second objection to Descartes’ proof is that even though a necessary attribute of a mountain is that it be adjacent to a valley, it doesn’t follow that any mountains or valleys exist. In the same way, even though the concept of supremely perfect being necessarily possesses certain attributes, it doesn’t follow that this being exists. 

But although I cannot really conceive of a God without existence any more than a mountain without a valley, still from the fact that I conceive of a mountain with a valley, it does not follow that there is such a mountain in the world. Similarly although I conceive of God as possessing existence, it would seem that it does not follow that there is a God which exists. For my thought does not impose any necessity upon things, and just as I may imagine a winged horse, although no horse with wings exists, so I could perhaps attribute existence to God, although no God existed.


But a sophism is concealed in this objection; for from the fact that I cannot conceive a mountain without a valley, it does not follow that there is any mountain or any valley in existence, but only that the mountain and the valley, whether they exist or do not exist, cannot in any way be separated one from the other. While from the fact that I cannot conceive God without existence, it follows that existence is inseparable from Him, and hence that he really exists; not that my thought can bring this to pass, or impose any necessity on things, but, on the contrary, because the necessity which lies in the thing itself, that is, the necessity of the existence of God determines me to think in this way. For it is not within my power to think of God without existence (that is of a supremely perfect Being devoid of a supreme perfection) though it is in my power to imagine a horse either with wings or without wings.

(4) What is the sophism which Descartes believes is lurking here?


Perhaps we Don’t need to Consider the Idea of God. A third criticism of Descartes’ proof is that if we don’t bother considering the idea of a supremely perfect being, then we won’t be forced into asserting that existence is one of his perfections. 

And we must not here object that it is in truth necessary for me to assert that God exists after having presupposed that he possesses every sort of perfection, since existence is one of these, but that as a matter of fact my original supposition was not necessary, just as it is not necessary to consider that all quadrilateral figures can be inscribed in the circle; for supposing I thought this, I should be constrained to admit that the rhombus might be inscribed in the circle since it is a quadrilateral figure, which, however, is evidently false. [We must not, I say, make any such allegations because] although it is not necessary that I should at any time entertain the notion of God, nevertheless whenever it happens that I think of a first and a sovereign Being, and, so to speak, derive the idea of Him from the storehouse of my mind, it is necessary that I should attribute to Him every sort of perfection, although I do not get so far as to enumerate them all, or to apply my mind to each one in particular. 

(5) What is Descartes’ reply to the objection that we don’t need to consider the idea of God? 

And this necessity suffices to make me conclude (after having recognized that existence is a perfection) that this first and sovereign being really exists. Just as though it is not necessary for me ever to imagine any triangle, yet, whenever I wish to consider a rectilinear figure composed only of three angles, it is absolutely essential that I should attribute to it all those properties which serve to bring about the conclusion that its three angles are not greater than two right angles, even although I may not then be considering this point in particular. But when I consider which figures are capable of being inscribed in the circle, it is in no wise necessary that I should think that all quadrilateral figures are of this number. On the contrary, I cannot even pretend that this is the case, so long as I do not desire to accept anything which I cannot conceive clearly and distinctly. And in consequence there is a great difference between the false suppositions such as this, and the true ideas born within me, the first and principal of which is that of God. 

(6) When we do consider the idea of God, what does it necessarily contain?

Descartes argues that not only does the idea of God necessarily include existence, but the initial idea of God itself is innate.

For really I discern in many ways that this idea is not something factitious, and depending solely on my thought, but that it is the image of a true and immutable nature; first of all, because I cannot conceive anything but God himself to whose essence existence [necessarily] pertains; in the second place because it is not possible for me to conceive two or more Gods in this same position; and, granted that there is one such God who now exists, I see clearly that it is necessary that he should have existed from all eternity, and that he must exist eternally; and finally, because I know an infinitude of other properties in God, none of which I can either diminish or change.

(7) Descartes gives three reasons showing that he is not inventing existence as an attribute of God. What are these reasons?

Unlike elaborate proofs in geometry, Descartes argues that it is quite easy to understand that existence is a necessary attribute of a supremely perfect being.


For the rest, whatever proof or argument I avail myself of, we must always return to the point that it is only those things which we conceive clearly and distinctly that have the power of persuading me entirely. And although amongst the matters which I conceive of in this way, some indeed are evidently obvious to all, while others only evident themselves to those who consider them closely and examine them attentively. Still, after they have once been discovered, the latter are not considered any less certain than the former. For example, in the case of every right-angled triangle, it does not so evidently appear that the square of the base is equal to the squares of the two other sides as that this base is opposite to the greatest angle. Still, when this has once been understood, we are just as certain of its truth as of the truth of the other. And as regards God, if my mind were not pre-occupied with prejudices, and if my thought did not find itself on all hands diverted by the continual pressure of sensible things, there would be nothing which I could know more immediately and more easily than Him. For is there anything more evident than that there is a God, that is to say, a Supreme Being, to whose essence alone existence pertains?


CONTINUED CONFIDENCE IN PROOFS. Descartes argues that absolute knowledge of anything, including geometry, depends on a prior knowledge of God. Suppose we are analyzing an elaborate geometrical proof. While all of the ideas are fresh in our minds, we can see that the proof is sound. However, as time passes, the details of the proof are no longer in our minds, and we might then doubt the soundness of our proof. 


And although for a firm grasp of this truth I have need of a strenuous application of mind, at present I not only feel myself to be as assured of it as of all that I hold as most certain, but I also remark that the certainty of all other things depends on it so absolutely, that without this knowledge it is impossible ever to know anything perfectly.


For although I am of such a nature that as long as I understand anything very clearly and distinctly, I am naturally impelled to believe it to be true, yet because I am also of such a nature that I cannot have my mind constantly fixed on the same object in order to perceive it clearly, and as I often recollect having formed a past judgment without at the same time properly recollecting the reasons that led me to make it, it may happen meanwhile that other reasons present themselves to me, which would easily cause me to change my opinion, if I were ignorant of the facts of the existence of God, and thus I should have no true and certain knowledge, but only vague and vacillating opinions. Thus, for example, when I consider the nature of a [rectilinear] triangle, I who have some little knowledge of the principles of geometry recognize quite clearly that the three angles are equal to two right angles, and it is not possible for me not to believe this so long as I apply my mind to its demonstration; but so soon as I abstain from attending to the proof, although I still recollect having clearly comprehended it, it may easily occur that I come to doubt its truth, if I am ignorant of there being a God. For I can persuade myself of having been so constituted by nature that I can easily deceive myself even in those matters which I believe myself to grasp with the greatest evidence and certainty, especially when I recollect that I have frequently judged matters to be true and certain which other reasons have afterwards impelled me to judge to be altogether false.


But after I have recognized that there is a God -- because at the same time I have also recognized that all things depend upon Him, and that he is not a deceiver, and from that have inferred that what I perceive clearly and distinctly cannot fail to be true -- although I no longer pay attention to the reasons for which I have judged this to be true, provided that I recollect having clearly and distinctly perceived it no contrary reason can be brought forward which could ever cause me to doubt of its truth. And thus I have a true and certain knowledge of it. And this same knowledge extends likewise to all other things which I recollect having formerly demonstrated, such as the truths of geometry and the like; for what can be alleged against them to cause me to place them in doubt? Will it be said that my nature is such as to cause me to be frequently deceived? But I already know that I cannot be deceived in the judgment whose grounds I know clearly. Will it be said that I formerly held many things to be true and certain which I have afterwards recognized to be false? But I had not had any clear and distinct knowledge of these things, and not as yet knowing the rule whereby I assure myself of the truth, I had been impelled to give my assent from reasons which I have since recognized to be less strong than I had at the time imagined them to be. What further objection can then be raised? That possibly I am dreaming (an objection I myself made a little while ago), or that all the thoughts which I now have are no more true than the fantasies of my dreams? But even though I slept the case would be the same, for all that is clearly present to my mind is absolutely true.

(8) How does God’s existence assure us that we can trust that a geometrical proof is sound, even when the details of the proof are no longer before our minds?


And so I very clearly recognize that the certainty and truth of all knowledge depends alone on the knowledge of the true God, in so much that, before I knew Him, I could not have a perfect knowledge of any other thing. And now that I know Him I have the means of acquiring a perfect knowledge of an infinitude of things, not only of those which relate to God Himself and other intellectual matters, but also of those which pertain to corporeal nature in so far as it is the object of pure mathematics [which have no concern with whether it exists or not].


SYNOPSIS. Descartes’ synopsis of the Fifth Meditation (initially presented at the opening of his Meditations) is as follows. 


In the fifth Meditation corporeal nature generally is explained, and in addition to this the existence of God is demonstrated by a new proof in which there may possibly be certain difficulties also, but the solution of these will be seen in the Replies to the Objections. And further I show in what sense it is true to say that the certainty of geometrical demonstrations is itself dependent on the knowledge of God.

F. MEDITATION VI:
OF THE EXISTENCE OF MATERIAL THINGS, 

AND OF THE REAL DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE SOUL AND BODY OF MAN

At this point in the Meditations, Descartes has obtained certainty about a variety of topics: his existence, his essence, the causal principle, God’s existence, that God made him, that God is not a deceiver, that clarity and distinctness are indicators of truth, that he has a free will, the source of error, and that God is the source of confidence in elaborate proofs. Descartes sets two aims in Meditation VI: first, to show the existence of material objects, and, second, to show that mind is distinct from body. 


EXISTENCE OF PRIMARY OBJECTS. Recalling the distinction made earlier between primary objects of perception (objects of mathematics) and secondary objects of perception (objects of the senses), Descartes investigates whether material objects exist by asking two questions: (1) do primary objects exist? and (2) do secondary objects exist? In answering the first question, Descartes draws on a distinction between imagining primary objects and conceiving of primary objects. He notes that he conceives of primary objects (such as triangles) clearly and distinctly, but this in no way means that such objects actually exist. It only means that they might exist since the idea contains no contradiction. In addition to conceiving of primary objects, though, Descartes says that he can imagine many primary objects as well.


Nothing further now remains but to inquire whether material things exist. And certainly I at least know that these may exist in so far as they are considered as the objects of pure mathematics, since in this aspect I perceive them clearly and distinctly. For there is no doubt that God possesses the power to produce everything that I am capable of perceiving with distinctness, and I have never deemed that anything was impossible for Him, unless I found a contradiction in attempting to conceive it clearly. Further, the faculty of imagination which I possess, and of which, experience tells me, I make use when I apply myself to the consideration of material things, is capable of persuading me of their existence. For when I attentively consider what imagination is, I find that it is nothing but a certain application of the faculty of knowledge to the body which is immediately present to it, and which therefore exists.


Imagination and Conception. Descartes continues by illustrating the difference between conception and imagination.


And to render this quite clear, I remark in the first place the difference that exists between the imagination and pure intellection [or conception]. For example, when I imagine a triangle, I do not conceive it only as a figure comprehended by three lines, but I also see these three lines as present by the power and inward vision of my mind, and this is what I call imagining. But if I desire to think of a chiliagon, I certainly conceive truly that it is a figure composed of a thousand sides, just as easily as I conceive of a triangle that it is a figure of three sides only; but I cannot in any way imagine the thousand sides of a chiliagon [as I do the three sides of a triangle], nor do I, so to speak, regard them as present [with the eyes of my mind]. And although in accordance with the habit I have formed of always employing the aid of my imagination when I think of corporeal things, it may happen that in imagining a chiliagon I confusedly represent to myself some figure, yet it is very evident that this figure is not a chiliagon, since it in no way differs from that which I represent to myself when I think of a myriagon or any other many-sided figure. Nor does it serve my purpose in discovering the properties which go to form the distinction between a chiliagon and other polygons. But if the question turns upon a pentagon, it is quite true that I can conceive its figure as well as that of a chiliagon without the help of my imagination. But I can also imagine it by applying the attention of my mind to each of its five sides, and at the same time to the space which they enclose. And thus I clearly recognize that I have need of a particular effort of mind in order to effect the act of imagination, such as I do not require in order to understand. And this particular effort of mind clearly shows the difference which exists between imagination and pure intellection.

(1) How does Descartes’ chiliagon example illustrate the difference between conception and imagination?

Descartes notes another distinction between conception and imagination: one faculty is necessary to who he is, and the other is not.


I remark besides that this power of imagination which is in one, inasmuch as it differs from the power of understanding, is in no wise a necessary element in my nature, or in [my essence, that is to say, in] the essence of my mind. For although I did not possess it I should doubtless ever remain the same as I now am, from which it appears that we might conclude that it depends on something which differs from me. And I easily conceive that if some body exists with which my mind is conjoined and united in such a way that it can apply itself to consider it when it pleases, it may be that by this means it can imagine corporeal objects; so that this mode of thinking differs from pure intellection only inasmuch as mind in its intellectual activity in some manner turns on itself, and considers some of the ideas which it possesses in itself; while in imagining it turns towards the body, and there beholds in it something conformable to the idea which it has either conceived of itself or perceived by the senses. I easily understand, I say, that the imagination could be thus constituted if it is true that body exists; and because I can discover no other convenient mode of explaining it, I conjecture with probability that body does exist. But this is only with probability, and although I examine all things with care, I nevertheless do not find that from this distinct idea of corporeal nature, which I have in my imagination, I can derive any argument from which there will necessarily be deduced the existence of body.

(2) Between conception and imagination, which of the two is not a necessary attribute of humans, and why?

(3) What does Descartes conclude to be the difference between conception (pure intellection) and imagination?

Since Descartes can conceive of primary objects, then such objects possibly exist. Since he can also imagine these objects, then such objects probably exist, yet he cannot say for sure whether they do exist.


PERCEPTION AND THE EXISTENCE OF SECONDARY OBJECTS. Failing to attain certainty about the existence of primary material objects, Descartes turns his attention to secondary material objects. Since his notion of secondary objects rests on his faculty of secondary perception (which still might only be an illusion) he needs to explore this faculty. He does this by giving a summary of the first three Meditations, noting what conclusions he has already arrived at about secondary perception.


But I am in the habit of imagining many other things besides this corporeal nature which is the object of pure mathematics, namely, the colors, sounds, scents, pain, and other such things, although less distinctly. And inasmuch as I perceive these things much better through the senses, by the medium of which, and by the memory, they seem to have reached my imagination, I believe that, in order to examine them more conveniently, it is right that I should at the same time investigate the nature of sense perception, and that I should see if from the ideas which I grasp by this mode of thought, which I call feeling, I cannot derive some certain proof of the existence of corporeal objects.


And first of all I will recall to my memory those matters which I until now held to be true, as having perceived them through the senses, and the foundations on which my belief has rested; in the next place I will examine the reasons which have since obliged me to place them in doubt; in the last place I will consider which of them I must now believe.


Naive Confidence in Senses. He recalls first that he had a naive confidence in his senses (secondary perception) by which he perceived the different parts of his body, different emotional and physiological appetites, and various secondary qualities in objects such as heat and color.


First of all, then, I perceived that I had a head, hands, feet, and all other members of which this body -- which I considered as a part, or possibly even as the whole, of myself -- is composed. Further I was sensible that this body was placed amidst many others, from which it was capable of being affected in many different ways, beneficial and hurtful, and I remarked that a certain feeling of pleasure accompanied those that were beneficial, and pain those which were harmful. And in addition to this pleasure and pain, I also experienced hunger, thirst, and other similar appetites, as also certain corporeal inclinations towards joy, sadness, anger, and other similar passions. And outside myself, in addition to extension, figure, and motions of bodies, I remarked in them hardness, heat, and all other tactile qualities, and, further, light and color, and scents and sounds. The variety of these gave me the means of distinguishing the sky, the earth, the sea, and generally all the other bodies, one from the other. And certainly (considering the ideas of all these qualities which presented themselves to my mind, and which alone I perceived properly or immediately) it was not without reason that I believed myself to perceive objects quite different from my thought, namely, bodies from which those ideas proceeded. For I found by experience that these ideas presented themselves to me without my consent being requisite, so that I could not perceive any object, however desirous I might be, unless it were present to the organs of sense; and it was not in my power not to perceive it, when it was present. And because the ideas which I received through the senses were much more lively, more clear, and even, in their own way, more distinct than any of those which I could of myself frame in meditation, or than those I found impressed on my memory, it appeared as though they could not have proceeded from my mind, so that they must necessarily have been produced in me by some other things. And having no knowledge of those objects except the knowledge which the ideas themselves gave me, nothing was more likely to occur to my mind than that the objects were similar to the ideas which were caused. And because I likewise remembered that I had formerly made use of my senses rather than my reason, and recognized that the ideas which I formed of myself were not so distinct as those which I perceived through the senses, and that they were most frequently even composed of portions of these last, I persuaded myself easily that I had no idea in my mind which had not formerly come to me through the senses. Nor was it without some reason that I believed that this body (which be a certain special right I call my own) belonged to me more properly and more strictly than any other. For in fact I could never be separated from it as from other bodies. I experienced in it and on account of it all my appetites and affections, and finally I was touched by the feeling of pain and the titillation of pleasure in its parts, and not in the parts of other bodies which were separated from it. But when I inquired as to why sadness of mind follows from some (I know not what) painful sensation, and joy arises from the pleasurable sensation, or why this mysterious pinching of the stomach which I call hunger causes me to desire to eat, and dryness of throat causes a desire to drink, and so on, I could give no reason except that nature taught me so. For there is certainly no affinity (that I at least can understand) between the craving of the stomach and the desire to eat, any more than between the perception of whatever causes pain and the thought of sadness which arises from this perception. And in the same way it appeared to me that I had learned from nature all the other judgments which I formed regarding the objects of my senses, since I remarked that these judgments were formed in me before I had the leisure to weigh and consider any reasons which might oblige me to make them.

(4) Descartes notes that painful sensations cause sadness, and pleasurable sensations cause joy. What taught him to connect such emotions to such sensations?

(5) What taught him to make judgments regarding objects of he senses?

Loss of Confidence in Senses. Descartes next recalls how he gradually lost all confidence in the reliability of these secondary perceptions. There were three steps to this doubting process. First, we are misguided by optical illusions. Second, our perceptions may be dream states, and, third, God might be deceiving us.


But afterwards many experiences little by little destroyed all the faith which I had rested in my senses. For I from time to time observed that those towers which from afar appeared to me to be round, more closely observed seemed square, and that colossal statues raised on the summit of these towers, appeared as quite tiny statues when viewed from the bottom; and so in an infinitude of other cases I found error in judgments founded on the external senses. And not only did I lose faith in those founded on the external senses, but even in those founded on the internal as well. For is there anything more intimate or more internal than pain? And yet I have learned from some persons whose arms or legs have been cut off, that they sometimes seemed to feel pain in the part which had been amputated, which made me think that I could not be quite certain that it was a certain member which pained me, even although I felt pain in it. And to those grounds of doubt I have lately added two others, which are very general. The first is that I never have believed myself to feel anything in waking moments which I cannot also sometimes believe myself to feel when I sleep, and as I do not think that these things which I seem to feel in sleep, proceed from objects outside of me, I do not see any reason why I should have this belief regarding objects which I seem to perceive while awake. The other was that being still ignorant, or rather supposing myself to be ignorant, of the author of my being, I saw nothing to prevent me from having been so constituted by nature that I might be deceived even in matters which seemed to me to be most certain. And as to the grounds on which I was formerly persuaded of the truth of sensible objects, I had not much trouble in replying to them. For since nature seemed to cause me to lean towards many things from which reason repelled me, I did not believe that I should trust much to the teachings of nature. And although the ideas which I receive by the senses do not depend on my will, I did not think that one should for that reason conclude that they proceeded from things different from myself, since possibly some faculty might be discovered in me -- though until now unknown to me -- which produced them.

(6) Descartes says that external sensations seem to arise from a source outside of himself, since such sensations don’t depend on his will. What is another possible source of these external sensations?

Identity as a Thinking Thing. Descartes recalls how he attained certainty that God would not deceive him about his clear and distinct ideas. One such idea concerns the identity as a thinking thing. Even though he may have a body, his true identity is that of a thinking thing alone.


But now that I begin to know myself better, and to discover more clearly the author of my being, I do not in truth think that I should rashly admit all the matters which the senses seem to teach us, but, on the other hand, I do not think that I should doubt them all universally.


And first of all, because I know that all things which I perceive clearly and distinctly can be created by God as I understand them, it suffices that I am able to perceive one thing apart from another clearly and distinctly in order to be certain that the one is different from the other, since they may be made to exist in separation at least by the omnipotence of God. And it does not signify by what power this separation is made in order to compel me to judge them to be different. And, therefore, just because I know certainly that I exist, and that meanwhile I do not remark that any other thing necessarily pertains to my nature or essence, except that I am a thinking thing, I rightly conclude that my essence consists solely in the fact that I am a thinking thing [or a substance whose whole essence or nature is to think]. And although possibly (or rather certainly, as I will say in a moment) I possess a body with which I am very intimately conjoined, it is certain that this I [that is to say, my soul by which I am what I am], is entirely and absolutely distinct from my body, and can exist without it. This is because, on the one hand, I have a clear and distinct idea of myself inasmuch as I am only a thinking and unextended thing, and as, on the other, I possess a distinct idea of body, inasmuch as it is only an extended and unthinking thing, 

(7) What are the two reasons Descartes gives for concluding that his mind could exist without his body?

He argues that humans are spirits which occupy a mechanical body, and that the essential attributes of humans are exclusively attributes of the spirit (such as thinking, willing and conceiving) which do not involve the body at all. Attributes, such as sense perception, movement, and appetite require a body, are attributes of our body and not of our spirit and, hence, do not comprise our essence. 


Faculties of Thinking. Descartes explains that we are designed with several mental faculties which are responsible for various ways of thinking. Descartes is most concerned here with the passive faculty of perception.


I further find in myself faculties employing modes of thinking peculiar to themselves, namely, the faculties of imagination and feeling, without which I can easily conceive myself clearly and distinctly as a complete being; while, on the other hand, they cannot be so conceived apart from me, that is without an intelligent substance in which they reside, for [in the notion we have of these faculties, or, to use the language of the Schools] in their formal concept, some kind of intellection is comprised, from which I infer that they are distinct from me as its modes are from a thing. I observe also in me some other faculties such as that of change of position, the assumption of different figures and such like, which cannot be conceived, any more than can the preceding, apart from some substance to which they are attached, and consequently cannot exist without it; but it is very clear that these faculties, if it be true that they exist, must be attached to some corporeal or extended substance, and not to an intelligent substance, since in the clear and distinct conception of these there is some sort of extension found to be present, but no intellection at all. There is certainly further in me a certain passive faculty of perception, that is, of receiving and recognizing the ideas of sensible things. But this would be useless to me [and I could in no way benefit from it], if there were not either in me or in some other thing another active faculty capable of forming and producing these ideas. 

(8) What is the passive faculty of perception?


Existence of External Objects. Connected to the passive faculty of perception is an active source of the perceptions which we receive. That is, if I passively (or non-willfully) perceive a rock in front of me, then there is some active source feeding me that perception. Descartes sees only three possible explanations of that active source: the perceptions are actively produced by either himself, God, or external objects. He eliminates the first two options and concludes that external objects are the active source of such perceptions.

But this active faculty cannot exist in me [inasmuch as I am a thing that thinks] seeing that it does not presuppose thought, and also that those ideas are often produced in me without my contributing in any way to the same, and often even against my will. It is thus necessarily the case that the faculty resides in some substance different from me in which all the reality which is objectively in the ideas that are produced by this faculty is formally or eminently contained, as I remarked before. And this substance is either a body, that is, a corporeal nature in which there is contained formally [and really] all that which is objectively [and by representation] in those ideas, or it is God Himself, or some other creature more noble than body in which that same is contained eminently. But, since God is no deceiver, it is very evident that he does not communicate to me these ideas immediately and by Himself, nor yet by the intervention of some creature in which their reality is not formally, but only eminently, contained. For since he has given me no faculty to recognize that this is the case, but, on the other hand, a very great inclination to believe [that they are sent to me or] that they are conveyed to me by corporeal objects, I do not see how he could be defended from the accusation of deceit if these ideas were produced by causes other than corporeal objects. Hence we must allow that corporeal things exist. However, they are perhaps not exactly what we perceive by the senses, since this comprehension by the senses is in many instances very obscure and confused. But we must at least admit that all things which I conceive in them clearly and distinctly, that is to say, all things which, speaking generally, are comprehended in the object of pure mathematics, are truly to be recognized as external objects.

(9) Why does Descartes rule out himself as the active source of perceptions?

(10) Why does Descartes rule out God as the active source of perception?

Stated briefly, Descartes’ argument for the existence external objects is as follows:

(a) I know clearly and distinctly that there is in me a passive faculty which receives perceptions from an active source 

(b) This active source of perception is either me, God, or external objects

(c) I am not that active source since such perceptions are not willfully produced and does not involve thinking (my true essence)

(d) God does not implants ideas of perception in me since this would be deception

(e) Therefore, external objects are the active source of perceptions

For Descartes, (d) above is the crucial premise to his argument. Why does he believe that perceptions are not implanted in him by God? The answer is that, first, Descartes has no faculty by which he could know if such perceptions are implanted by God. Second, he has a strong inclination to believe that secondary perceptions are the result of secondary external objects. Third, Descartes argues that it would be deception on God’s part if God (a) permitted Descartes to erroneously believe perceptions are caused by objects and (b) did not give him a faculty to know that such notions are actually caused by God. Descartes has here expanded on the notion of God not being a deceiver. In Meditation Three, God’s quality of non-deception was commissive in that a perfect God could not commit any act which would deceive. Here, however, Descartes argues that a perfect God cannot omit any preventative measures which would help Descartes understand the truth. God’s non-deception, then, is also omissive. This commissive/omissive distinction is similar to the notion of sins of commission (such as the direct stabbing of an innocent person) and sins of omission (such as refusing to rescue a person from drowning). Descartes maintains, then, that a non-deceptive God can perform neither deceptions of commission, nor deceptions of omission. 


THINGS NATURE TEACHES US. Even though Descartes is confident that such perceptions result from external objects, he still has reservations about the reliability of this sense perception. Descartes addresses the issue by looking at the somewhat ambiguous manner in which nature teaches him about external objects. In the broadest sense, natural teachings are any dispositions implanted in us by God. All of these teachings contain some degree of truth. 


Consider other things, however, which are either particular only, as, for example, that the sun is of such and such a figure, etc., or which are less clearly and distinctly conceived, such as light, sound, pain and the like. It is certain that although they are very dubious and uncertain, I may assuredly hope to conclude that I have within me the means of arriving at the truth even here. I conclude this on the sole ground that God is not a deceiver, and that consequently he has not permitted any falsity to exist in my opinion which he has not likewise given me the faculty of correcting. And first of all there is no doubt that in all things which nature teaches me there is some truth contained. For by nature, considered in general, I now understand no other thing than either God Himself or else the order and disposition which God has established in created things. And by my nature in particular I understand no other thing than the complexus of all the things which God has given me.

(11) What does Descartes mean by the term “nature” in general and “nature” in particular?


Natural Teachings which are True. Descartes explains that some things nature teaches us are true and important.


But there is nothing which this nature teaches me more expressly [nor more sensibly] than that I have a body which is adversely affected when I feel pain, which has need of food or drink when I experience the feelings of hunger and thirst, and so on; nor can I doubt there being some truth in all this.


Nature also teaches me by these sensations of pain, hunger, thirst, etc., that I am not only lodged in my body as a pilot in a vessel, but that I am not only lodged in my body as a pilot in a vessel, but that I am very closely united to it, and so to speak so intermingled with it that I seem to compose with it one whole. For if that were not the case, when my body is hurt, I, who am merely a thinking thing, should not feel pain, for I should perceive this wound by the understanding only, just as the sailor perceives by sight when something is damaged in his vessel; and when my body has need of drink or food, I should clearly understand the fact without being warned of it by confused feelings of hunger and thirst. For all these sensations of hunger, thirst, pain, etc. are in truth none other than certain confused modes of thought which are produced by the union and apparent intermingling of mind and body.


Moreover, nature teaches me that many other bodies exist around mine, of which some are to be avoided, and others sought after. And certainly from the fact that I am sensible of different sorts of colors, sounds, scents, tastes, heat, hardness, etc., I very easily conclude that there are in the bodies from which all these diverse sense-perceptions proceed certain variations which answer to them, although possibly these are not really at all similar to them. And also from the fact that amongst these different sense-perceptions some are very agreeable to me and others disagreeable, it is quite certain that my body (or rather myself in my entirety, inasmuch as I am formed of body and soul) may receive different impressions agreeable and disagreeable from the other bodies which surround it.

(12) What are the three important truths which nature teaches us (in each of the three paragraphs above, respectively)?

These truths of nature all hinge on the fact that we are composed of both a mind and body. 


Apparent Natural Teachings which are False. Descartes continues that although some things nature teaches are true, other natural teachings may be false.


But there are many other things which nature seems to have taught me, but which at the same time I have never really received from her, but which have been brought about in my mind by a certain habit which I have of forming inconsiderate judgments on things; and thus it may easily happen that these judgments contain some error. Take, for example, the opinion which I hold that all space in which there is nothing that affects [or makes an impression on] my senses is void; that in a body which is warm there is something entirely similar to the idea of heat which is in me; that in a white or green body there is the same whiteness or greenness that I perceive; that in a bitter or sweet body there is the same taste, and so on in other instances; that the stars, the towers, and all other distant bodies are of the same figure and size as they appear from far off to our eyes, etc. 

(13) What are four things which nature seems to teach us that are probably false?


Different Senses of “Nature”. Descartes now has a problem: some things nature teaches us are true, yet some things nature teaches us may be false. His solution is to distinguish between the various ways that nature can teach us something. As noted, all natural teachings are dispositions given to us by God. One subset of natural teachings pertain only to the mind, and these are clear and distinct. The subject matter of such teachings involves purely mental concepts, such as “what is done cannot be undone.” When nature teaches us in this manner, there is no question about the truth of the matter. A second subset of natural teachings pertain only to the body. Descartes does not deal with these. Yet a third subset pertains to the relation between our minds and bodies. These truths are a little more obscure and can be misinterpreted. All of the natural teachings noted above are of this mind/body type. The false ones, then, are simply misinterpretations.
But in order that in this there should be nothing which I do not conceive distinctly, I should define exactly what I really understand when I say that I am taught somewhat by nature. For here I take “nature” in a more limited meaning than when I term it the sum of all the things given me by God. For, in this sum many things are contained which only pertain to mind (and to these I do not refer in speaking of nature) such as the notion which I have of the fact that what has once been done cannot ever be undone and an infinitude of such things which I know by the light of nature [without the help of the body]. And we see that it contains many other matters besides which only pertain to body, and are no longer here contained under the name of “nature,” such as the quality of weight which it possesses and the like, with which I also do not deal. For in talking of nature I only treat of those things given by God to me as a being composed of mind and body. But the nature here described truly teaches me to flee from things which cause the sensation of pain, and seek after the things which communicate to me the sentiment of pleasure and so forth. But I do not see that beyond this it teaches me that from those diverse sense-perceptions we should ever form any conclusion regarding things outside of us, without having [carefully and maturely] mentally examined them beforehand. For it seems to me that it is mind alone, and not mind and body in conjunction, that is requisite to a knowledge of the truth in regard to such things.

(14) What example does Descartes give of a mind/body natural teaching which is accurate?

Descartes examines more carefully the above apparent natural teachings which are false, and explains what is really going on.

Thus, although a star makes no larger an impression on my eye than the flame of a little candle there is yet in me no real or positive propensity impelling me to believe that it is not greater than that flame. But I have judged it to be so from my earliest years, without any rational foundation. And although in approaching fire I feel heat, and in approaching it a little too near I even feel pain, there is at the same time no reason in this which could persuade me that there is in the fire something resembling this heat any more than there is in it something resembling the pain. All that I have any reason to believe from this is that there is something in it, whatever it may be, which excites in me these sensations of heat or of pain. So also, although there are spaces in which I find nothing which excites my senses, I must not from that conclude that these spaces contain no body. For I see in this, as in other similar things, that I have been in the habit of perverting the order of nature. This is because these perceptions of sense have been placed within me by nature merely for the purpose of signifying to my mind what things are beneficial or hurtful to the composite whole of which it forms a part. Being up to that point sufficiently clear and distinct, I yet avail myself of them as though they were absolute rules by which I might immediately determine the essence of the bodies which are outside me, as to which, in fact, they can teach me nothing but what is most obscure and confused.

(15) Consider the example of feeling heat and pain when getting too close to a fire. What part of this experience involves a clear and distinct natural teaching, and what part is an unwarranted perversion?


Confusing Nature’s Signals. Descartes recalls the cause of error as discussed in Meditation Four, that is, extending our will beyond our knowledge. He argues now that another source of error is when we have conflicting signals about what we should pursue or avoid.


But I have already sufficiently considered how, notwithstanding the supreme goodness of God, falsity enters into the judgments I make. Only here a new difficulty is presented -- one respecting those things the pursuit or avoidance of which is taught me by nature, and also respecting the internal sensations which I possess, and in which I seem to have sometimes detected error [and thus to be directly deceived by my own nature]. To take an example, the agreeable taste of some food in which poison has been intermingled may induce me to partake of the poison, and thus deceive me. It is true, at the same time, that in this case nature may be excused, for it only induces me to desire food in which I find a pleasant taste, and not to desire the poison which is unknown to it. And thus I can infer nothing from this fact, except that my nature is not omniscient, at which there is certainly no reason to be astonished, since man, being finite in nature, can only have knowledge the perfectness of which is limited.

(16) Consider the situation where you desire to eat food which has been poisoned. Why may nature be excused for inclining you to eat something which is poisoned?


Comparing Bad Clocks with Sick Bodies. Descartes anticipates a criticism which compares a sick person who improperly perceives things to a poorly designed clock which gives the wrong time. God, thus, would be at fault for poorly designing humans.


But we not infrequently deceive ourselves even in those things to which we are directly impelled by nature, as happens with those who when they are sick desire to drink or eat things hurtful to them. It will perhaps be said here that the cause of their deceptiveness is that their nature is corrupt. But that does not remove the difficulty, because a sick man is none the less truly God’s creature as he who is in health. And it is therefore as repugnant to God’s goodness for the one to have a deceitful nature as it is for the other. And as a clock composed of wheels and counter-weights no less exactly observes the laws of nature when it is badly made, and does not show the time properly, than when it entirely satisfies the wishes of its maker. I consider the body of a man as being a sort of machine so built up and composed of nerves, muscles, veins, blood and skin, that though there were no mind in it at all, it would not cease to have the same motions as at present. Exception are made for those movements which are due to the direction of the will, and in consequence depend upon the mind [as opposed to those which operate by the disposition of its organs]. I easily recognize that it would be as natural to this body, supposing it to be, for example, dropsical, to suffer the parchedness of the throat which usually signifies to the mind the feeling of thirst. It would be disposed by this parched feeling to move the nerves and other parts in the way requisite for drinking, and thus to augment its malady and do harm to itself, as it is natural to it, when it has no indisposition, to be impelled to drink for its good by a similar cause. And although, considering the use to which the clock has been destined by its maker, I may say that it deflects from the order of its nature when it does not indicate the hours correctly. And as, in the same way, considering the machine of the human body as having been formed by God in order to have in itself all the movements usually manifested there, I have reason for thinking that it does not follow the order of nature when, if the throat is dry, drinking does harm to the conservation of health. 

(17) Under what circumstances does a clock stray from the order (or design) of its nature?

Descartes dismisses this line of reasoning, since it imposes an artificial order on the body by forcing a comparison with clocks.

Nevertheless I recognize at the same time that this last mode of explaining nature is very different from the other. For this is but a purely verbal characterization depending entirely on my thought, which compares a sick man and a badly constructed clock with the idea which I have of a healthy man and a well made clock, and it is hence extrinsic to the things to which it is applied. But according to the other interpretation of the term “nature” I understand something which is truly found in things and which is therefore not without some truth.


But certainly although in regard to the dropsical body it is only so to speak to apply an extrinsic term when we say that its nature is corrupted, inasmuch as apart from the need to drink, the throat is parched. Yet in regard to the composite whole, that is to say, to the mind or soul united to this body, it is not a purely verbal predicate, but a real error of nature, for it to have thirst when drinking would be hurtful to it. And thus it still remains to inquire how the goodness of God does not prevent the nature of man so regarded from being fallacious.


FOUR SOURCES OF ERROR. Descartes argues that there are four sources of error which are inherently tied to the structure of our physical bodies. 


Distinct Attributes of Mind and Body. The first of these stems from the fact that the mind and body are distinct.


In order to begin this examination, then, I here say, in the first place, that there is a great difference between mind and body, inasmuch as body is by nature always divisible, and the mind is entirely indivisible. For, as a matter of fact, when I consider the mind, that is to say, myself inasmuch as I am only a thinking thing, I cannot distinguish in myself any parts, but understand myself to be clearly one and entire. And although the whole mind seems to be united to the whole body, yet if a foot, or an arm, or some other part, is separated from my body, I am aware that nothing has been taken away from my mind. And the faculties of willing, feeling, conceiving, etc. cannot be properly speaking said to be its parts, for it is one and the same mind which employs itself in willing and in feeling and understanding. But it is quite otherwise with corporeal or extended objects, for there is not one of these imaginable by me which my mind cannot easily divide into parts, and which consequently I do not recognize as being divisible; this would be sufficient to teach me that the mind or soul of man is entirely different from the body, if I had not already learned it from other sources.

(18) What key difference between mind and body results in error?


How the Mind receives Impressions. A second source of error results from the fact that the mind does not receive impressions directly from all parts of the body.


I further notice that the mind does not receive the impressions from all parts of the body immediately, but only from the brain, or perhaps even from one of its smallest parts, namely, from that in which the common sense is said to reside, which, whenever it is disposed in the same particular way, conveys the same thing to the mind, although meanwhile the other portions of the body may be differently disposed, as is testified by innumerable experiments which it is unnecessary here to recount.

(19) How does the mind receive impressions?


Long Nerves to the Brain. A third source of error arises from the fact that there are long nerves going to and from the brain. If we poke one of these at any place, we will have the same sensation.


I notice, also, that the nature of body is such that none of its parts can be moved by another part a little way off which cannot also be moved in the same way by each one of the parts which are between the two, although this more remote part does not act at all. As, for example, in the cord ABCD [which is in tension] if we pull the last part D, the first part A will not be moved in any way differently from what would be the case if one of the intervening parts B or C were pulled, and the last part D were to remain unmoved. And in the same way, when I feel pain in my foot, my knowledge of physics teaches me that this sensation is communicated by means of nerves dispersed through the foot, which, being extended like cords from there to the brain, when they are contracted in the foot, at the same time contract the inmost portions of the brain which is their extremity and place of origin, and then excite a certain movement which nature has established in order to cause the mind to be affected by a sensation of pain represented as existing in the foot. But because these nerves must pass through the tibia, the thigh, the loins, the back and the neck, in order to reach from the leg to the brain, it may happen that although their extremities which are in the foot are not affected, but only certain ones of their intervening parts [which pass by the loins or the neck], this action will excite the same movement in the brain that might have been excited there by a hurt received in the foot, in consequence of which the mind will necessarily feel in the foot the same pain as if it had received a hurt. And the same holds good of all the other perceptions of our senses.

(20) Give one of Descartes’ examples of this long nerve phenomenon.


Feelings which Advance our Preservation. Finally, some bodily feelings are deceptive insofar as they give us exaggerated or misdirected sensations. These, though, are present for the benefit of self-preservation.


I notice finally that since each of the movements which are in the portion of the brain by which the mind is immediately affected brings about one particular sensation only, we cannot under the circumstances imagine anything more likely than that this movement, amongst all the sensations which it is capable of impressing on it, causes the mind to be affected by that one which is best fitted and most generally useful for the conservation of the human body when it is in health. But experience makes us aware that all the feelings with which nature inspires us are such as I have just spoken of; and there is therefore nothing in them which does not give testimony to the power and goodness of the God [who has produced them]. Thus, for example, when the nerves which are in the feet are violently or more than usually moved, their movement, passing through the medulla of the spine to the inmost parts of the brain, gives a sign to the mind which makes it feel somewhat, namely, pain, as though in the foot, by which the mind is excited to do its utmost to remove the cause of the evil as dangerous and hurtful to the foot. It is true that God could have constituted the nature of man in such a way that this same movement in the brain would have conveyed something quite different to the mind. For example, it might have produced consciousness of itself either in so far as it is in the brain, or as it is in the foot, or as it is in some other place between the foot and the brain, or it might finally have produced consciousness of anything else whatsoever. But none of all this would have contributed so well to the conservation of the body. Similarly, when we desire to drink, a certain dryness of the throat is produced which moves its nerves, and by their means the internal portions of the brain. And this movement causes in the mind the sensation of thirst, because in this case there is nothing more useful to us than to become aware that we have need to drink for the conservation of our health. And the same holds good in other instances.

(21) Give one of Descartes’ examples of an exaggerated bodily feeling which is for the benefit of self-preservation.


RESTORING CONFIDENCE IN BODILY PERCEPTIONS. From these four reasons, Descartes concludes that the construction of our bodies subject us to error.  However, he believes that we can counteract this problem and ultimately have confidence in our bodily perceptions.


Error and the Body.  First, Descartes notes that bodily errors are not haphazard, but have a kind of mechanical logic.


In spite of the supreme goodness of God, it is quite clear from this that the nature of man cannot be otherwise than sometimes a source of deception, inasmuch as it is composed of mind and body. For if there is any cause which excites, not in the foot but in some part of the nerves which are extended between the foot and the brain, or even in the brain itself, the same movement which usually is produced when the foot is detrimentally affected, pain will be experienced as though it were in the foot, and the sense will thus naturally be deceived. For since the same movement in the brain is capable of causing but one sensation in the mind, and this sensation is much more frequently excited by a cause which hurts the foot than by another existing in some other quarter, it is reasonable that it should convey to the mind pain in the foot rather than in any other part of the body. And the parchedness of the throat does not always proceed, as it usually does, from the fact that drinking is necessary for the health of the body, but sometimes comes from quite a different cause (as is the case with dropsical patients). However, it is much better that it should mislead on this occasion than if, on the other hand, it were always to deceive us when the body is in good health. And so on in similar cases.

(22) Descartes concedes that our bodies often mislead us when we are sick. However, he finds this better than an alternative possibility. What is that possibility?


Countering Misleading Perceptions. Descartes notes ways that we can counter the misleading effects of bodily perceptions and can ultimately rely on his senses.


And certainly this consideration is of great service to me, not only in enabling me to recognize all the errors to which my nature is subject, but also in enabling me to avoid them or to correct them more easily. For, I know that all my senses more frequently indicate to me truth than falsehood respecting the things which concern that which is beneficial to the body. And, I am able almost always to avail myself of many of them in order to examine one particular thing. And, besides that, I am able to make use of my memory in order to connect the present with the past, and of my understanding which already has discovered all the causes of my errors. Thus, I ought no longer to fear that falsity may be found in matters every day presented to me by my senses. 

(23) How does Descartes counter the errors of his bodily perceptions?


Refutation of the Dreaming Hypothesis. Descartes further restores confidence in bodily perceptions by setting aside the possibility that he is dreaming.

And I ought to set aside all the doubts of these past days as hyperbolic and ridiculous, particularly that very common uncertainty respecting sleep, which I could not distinguish from the waking state. For at present I find a very notable difference between the two, inasmuch as our memory can never connect our dreams one with the other, or with the whole course of our lives, as it unites events which happen to us while we are awake. And, as a matter of fact, if someone, while I was awake, quite suddenly appeared to me and disappeared as fast as do the images which I see in sleep, so that I could not know from where the form came nor where it went, it would not be without reason that I should deem it a ghost or a phantom formed by my brain [and similar to those which I form in sleep], rather than a real man. But when I perceive things as to which I know distinctly both the place from which they proceed, and that in which they are, and the time at which they appeared to me. And when, without any interruption, I can connect the perceptions which I have of them with the whole course of my life, I am perfectly assured that these perceptions occur while I am waking and not during sleep. And I ought in no wise to doubt the truth of such matters, if, after having called up all my senses, my memory, and my understanding, to examine them, nothing is brought to evidence by any one of them which is repugnant to what is set forth by the others. For because God is in no wise a deceiver, it follows that I am not deceived in this. But because the exigency of action often oblige us to make up our minds before having leisure to examine matters carefully, we must confess that the life of man is very frequently subject to error in respect to individual objects, and we must in the end acknowledge the infirmity of our nature.
(24) What is the fundamental distinction between perceiving things while awake and perceiving things while asleep?


SYNOPSIS. Descartes’ synopsis of the Sixth Meditation (initially presented at the opening of his Meditations) is as follows. 


Finally in the Sixth I distinguish the action of the understanding from that of the imagination; the marks by which this distinction is made are described. I here show that the mind of man is really distinct from the body, and at the same time that the two are so closely joined together that they form, so to speak, a single thing. All the errors which proceed from the senses are then surveyed, while the means of avoiding them are demonstrated, and finally all the reasons from which we may deduce the existence of material things are set forth. Not that I judge them to be very useful in establishing that which they prove, namely, that there is in truth a world, that men possess bodies, and other such things which never have been doubted by anyone of sense; but because in considering these closely we come to see that they are neither so strong nor so evident as those arguments which lead us to the knowledge of our mind and of God; so that these last must be the most certain and most evident facts which can fall within the cognizance of the human mind. And this is the whole matter that I have tried to prove in these Meditations, for which reason I here omit to speak of many other questions which I dealt incidentally in this discussion.
PREFACE TO THE READER

As noted at the outset of this chapter, Descartes opened his Meditations with a “Preface to the Reader.” Since his discussion presupposes familiarity with the six Meditations themselves, the “Preface” is placed here in the present chapter.


ARGUMENTS IN HIS “DISCOURSE.” In his earlier Discourse on the Method (1637), Descartes also discusses the existence of God and the nature of the human soul. He explains that the earlier discussion in the Discourse was intentionally brief. 


I have already slightly touched on these two questions of God and the human soul in the Discourse on the Method of rightly conducting the Reason and seeking truth in the Sciences, published in French in the year 1637. Not that I had the design of treating these with any thoroughness, but only so to speak in passing, and in order to ascertain by the judgment of the readers how I should treat them later on. For these questions have always appeared to me to be of such importance that I judged it suitable to speak of them more than once; and the road which I follow in the explanation of them is so little trodden, and so far removed from the ordinary path, that I did not judge it to be useful to set it forth at length in French and in a Discourse which might be read by everyone, in case the feebler minds should believe that it was permitted to them to attempt to follow the same path.

(1) The Discourse was published in French, as opposed to Latin. What bearing did that have on Descartes’ decision to tone down his arguments in the Discourse?


CRITICISMS OF THE DISCOURSE. In the Discourse, Descartes requested that his readers point out errors in his reasoning. He presents and responds to two of the more important criticisms made. 


But, having in this Discourse on Method begged all those who have found in my writings somewhat deserving of censure to do me the favor of acquainting me with the grounds of it, nothing worthy of remark has been objected to in them beyond two matters. To these two I wish here to reply in a few words before undertaking their more detailed discussion.


Thinking as the Essence of the Soul. Although the objections are aimed at the Discourse, they can also be related to the line of reasoning in the Meditations. In Meditation Two, Descartes notes that thinking is the only quality which he can claim to possess. In Meditation Six, he states more strongly that thinking is the only quality which the soul possesses. The former is an epistemological claim, and the latter is an ontological claim. Descartes’ critics point out that the second claim cannot be inferred from the first.


The first objection is that it does not follow from the fact that the human mind reflecting on itself does not perceive itself to be other than a thing that thinks, that its nature or its essence consists only in its being a thing that thinks, in the sense that this word only excludes all other things which might also be supposed to pertain to the nature of the soul. To this objection I reply that it was not my intention in that place to exclude these in accordance with the order that looks to the truth of the matter (as to which I was not then dealing), but only in accordance with the order of my thought [perception]. Thus my meaning was that so far as I was aware, I knew nothing clearly as belonging to my essence, except that I was a thing that thinks, or a thing that has in itself the faculty of thinking. But I will show hereafter how from the fact that I know no other thing which pertains to my essence, it follows that there is no other thing which really does belong to it.

(2) Descartes believes that in the Meditations he is sufficiently justified in concluding that the essence of the soul is thinking (an ontological claim) given that thinking is the only attribute which he knows he has (an epistemological claim). What, however, does he say his intention was in the Discourse (that is, “in that place”)?


The Idea of Infinite Perfection. The second objection again applies to the reasoning in the Discourse, but can also be related to the Meditations. In Meditation Three Descartes proves God’s existence based on the fact that he has an idea of infinite perfection in his mind.


The second objection is that it does not follow from the fact that I have in myself the idea of something more perfect than I am, that this idea is more perfect than I, and much less that what is represented by this idea exists. But I reply that in this term idea there is here something equivocal, for it may either be taken materially, as an act of my understanding, and in this sense it cannot be said that it is more perfect than I; or it may be taken objectively, as the thing which is represented by this act, which, although we do not suppose it to exist outside of my understanding, may, none the less, be more perfect than I, because of its essence. And in following out this Treatise I will show more fully how, from the sole fact that I have in myself the idea of a thing more perfect than myself, it follows that this thing truly exists.

(3) What are the two senses of the word “idea” that Descartes distinguishes?


In addition to these two objections I have also seen two fairly lengthy works on this subject, which, however, did not so much criticize my reasonings as my conclusions, and this by arguments drawn from the ordinary atheistic sources. But, such arguments cannot make any impression on the minds of those who really understand my reasonings. Further, the judgments of many are so feeble and irrational that they very often allow themselves to be persuaded by the opinions which they have first formed, however false and far removed from reason they may be, rather than by a true and solid but subsequently received refutation of these opinions. Thus, I do not desire to reply here to their criticisms in case of being first of all obliged to state them. I will only say in general that all that is said by the atheist against the existence of God, always depends either on the fact that we ascribe to God affections which are human, or that we attribute so much strength and wisdom to our minds that we even have the presumption to desire to determine and understand that which God can and ought to do. In this way all that they allege will cause us no difficulty, provided only we remember that we must consider our minds as things which are finite and limited, and God as a Being who is incomprehensible and infinite.


THE INTENDED AUDIENCE OF THE MEDITATIONS. Descartes concludes noting that the Meditations are not intended for the casual reader.


Now that I have once and for all recognized and acknowledged the opinions of people, I at once begin to treat of God and the human soul, and at the same time to treat of the whole of the First Philosophy, without however expecting any praise from the vulgar and without the hope that my book will have many readers. On the contrary, I should never advise anyone to read it except those who desire to meditate seriously with me, and who can detach their minds from affairs of sense, and deliver themselves entirely from every sort of prejudice. I know too well that such people exist in a very small number. But for those who, without caring to comprehend the order and connections of my reasonings, form their criticisms on detached portions arbitrarily selected, as is the custom with many, these, I say, will not obtain much profit from reading this Treatise. And although they perhaps in several parts find occasion of caviling, they can for all their pains make no objection which is urgent or deserving of reply.


Replies to Objections. Descartes passed a manuscript of his Meditations onto his friend, Father Mersenne, who solicited comments from fellow scholars, including Thomas Hobbes. The comments were returned to Descartes. These, along with his lengthy replies -- several times longer than the meditations themselves -- were included in the second published edition of the Meditations (1642).


And inasmuch as I make no promise to others to satisfy them at once, and as I do not presume so much on my own powers as to believe myself capable of foreseeing all that can cause difficulty to anyone, I will first of all set forth in these Meditations the very considerations by which I persuade myself that I have reached a certain and evident knowledge of the truth, in order to see if, by the same reasons which persuaded me, I can also persuade others. And, after that, I will reply to the objections which have been made to me by persons of genius and learning to whom I have sent my Meditations for examination, before submitting them to the press. For they have made so many objections and these so different, that I venture to promise that it will be difficult for anyone to bring to mind criticisms of any consequence which have not been already touched upon. This is why I beg those who read these Meditations to form no judgment upon them unless they have given themselves the trouble to read all the objections as well as the replies which I have made to them.

SUPPLEMENTARY SELECTIONS


THE COGITO IS NOT DEDUCED. As noted, a lengthy set of objections and replies was published along with the Meditations. One of the more important exchanges from the “Second set of Objections” concerned whether Descartes deduces the knowledge of his existence in the sense of a logical deduction.


Objection. [At the outset of Meditation 2] you are not yet certain of the aforesaid existence of God. Yet, according to your statement, you cannot be certain of anything or know anything clearly and distinctly unless previously you know certainly and clearly that God exists. Thus, you cannot clearly and distinctly know that you are a thinking thing, since, according to you, that knowledge depends on the clear knowledge of the existence of God, the proof of which you have not yet reached at that point where you draw the conclusion that you have a clear knowledge of what you are.


Reply. When I said that “we could know nothing with certainty unless we were first aware that God existed,” I announced in express terms that I referred only to the science of understanding such conclusions “as can recur in memory without attending further to the proofs which led me to make them.” Further, knowledge of the first principles is not usually called “science” by dialecticians. But when we become aware that we are thinking beings, this is a primitive act of knowledge derived from no syllogistic reasoning. He who says, “I think, hence I am, or exist,” does not deduce existence from thought by a syllogism. But by a simple act of mental vision, he recognizes it as if it were a thing that is known per se. This is evident from the fact that if it were syllogistically deduced, the major premise, “that everything that thinks is, or exists” would have to be known previously. But yet that has rather been learned from the experience of the individual, that unless he exists he cannot think. For our mind is so constituted by nature that general propositions are formed out of the knowledge of particulars.

(1) Why don’t we deduce the proposition “I exist”?


THE PINEAL GLAND. As seen in Meditation Six, Descartes believes that humans are composed of two distinct parts: a physical body which moves about in the physical world, and a nonphysical or spiritual mind which does the thinking. This dualism presents a problem for Descartes insofar as an explanation is needed as to how our minds and bodies interact in their separate realms. For example, when my hand touches something hot, this sensation is registered in my mind. Also, if my mind decides to remove my hand, this decision must be transferred to my body, which results in motor activity. Thus, Descartes needs an explanation of both sensory and motor communication between our spirit minds and physical bodies. In the following, from Part One of The Passions of the Soul (1649), Descartes argues that the pineal gland in the brain is the gateway between the two realms. (Section titles below are Descartes’.)


31. That there is a small gland in the brain in which the soul exercises its function more particularly than in the other parts. It is likewise necessary to know that although the soul is joined to the whole body, there is yet in that a certain part in which it exercises its functions more particularly than in all the others. And it is usually believed that this part is the brain, or possibly the heart. It is believed to be the brain because it is with it that the organs of sense are connected. And it is believed to be the heart because it is apparently in it that we experience the passions. But, in examining the matter with care, it seems as though I had clearly ascertained that the part of the body in which the soul exercises its functions immediately is in nowise the heart, nor the whole of the brain. Instead, it is merely the most inward of all its parts, namely, a certain very small gland which is situated in the middle of its substance and so suspended above the duct whereby the animal spirits in its anterior cavities have communication with those in the posterior. It is such that the slightest movements which take place in it may alter very greatly the course of these spirits. And, reciprocally, the smallest changes which occur in the course of the spirits may do much to change the movements of this gland.

(3) What are the two standard accounts of where the body and soul are connected?


32. How we know that this gland is the main seat of the soul. The reason which persuades me that the soul cannot have any other seat in all the body than this gland wherein to exercise its functions immediately, is that I reflect that the other parts of our brain are all of them double, just as we have two eyes two hands, two ears, and finally all the organs of our outside senses are double. And inasmuch as we have but one solitary and simple thought of one particular thing at one and the same moment, it must necessarily be the case that there must somewhere be a place where the two images which come to us by the two eyes, where the two other impressions which proceed from a single object by means of the double organs of the other senses, can unite before arriving at the soul, in order that they may not represent to it two objects instead of one. And it is easy to see how these images or other impressions might unite in this gland by the intermission of the spirits which fill the cavities of the brain. But there is no other place in the body where they can be thus united unless they are so in this gland.
(4) What reason does Descartes give for holding that the pineal gland is the gateway between the brain and body?


34. How the soul and the body act on one another. Let us then conceive here that the soul has its principal seat in the little gland which exists in the middle of the brain. For, from this spot it radiates forth through all the remainder of the body by means of the animal spirits, nerves, and even the blood, which, participating in the impressions of the spirits, can carry them by the arteries into all the members. Recall what has been said above about the machine of our body, that is, that the little filaments of our nerves are so distributed in all its parts, that on the occasion of the diverse movements which are there excited by sensible objects, they open in different ways the pores of the brain. This, in turn, causes the animal spirit contained in these cavities to enter in different ways into the muscles, by which means they can move the members in all the different ways in which they are capable of being moved. And also, recall all the other causes which are capable of moving the spirits in different ways and which suffice to conduct them into different muscles. Let us here add that the small gland which is the main seat of the soul is so suspended between the cavities which contain the spirits that it can be moved by them in as many different ways as there are sensible differences in the object. 

(5) How does the soul receive perceptions from the body?

Further, it may also be moved in different ways by the soul, whose nature is such that it receives in itself as many different impressions, that is to say, that it possesses as many different perceptions as there are different movements in this gland. Reciprocally, likewise, the machine of the body is so formed that from the simple fact that this gland is differently moved by the soul (or by such other cause, whatever it is) it thrusts the spirits which surround it towards the pores of the brain, which conduct them by the nerves into the muscles, by which means it causes them to move the limbs.

(6) How does the soul send motor commands to the body?


THE AUTOMATISM OF ANIMALS. Descartes believed that, on earth, only humans have a dual spirit/body nature. Non-human animals have only bodies and are essentially automaton or biological robots which behave according to their internal biological programs. Thus, they do not think, even though they behave in ways which we might mistakenly take to reflect conscious thought. Descartes’ view was patently rejected by many of his contemporaries. In his article on Rorarius in the Historical and Critical Dictionary (1692), Bayle presents a long list of criticisms against Descartes’ theory. Even today Descartes’ view is the object of ridicule by animal rights advocates. Descartes’ reasoning is presented in the following letter to Henry More. 


... the greatest of all prejudices we have retained from infancy is that of believing that animals [brutes] think. The source of our error comes from having observed that many of the bodily members of animals are not very different from our own in shape and movements. The mistake also comes from the belief that our mind is the principle of motions which occur in us, and that it imparts motion to the body and is the cause of our thoughts. Assuming this, we find no difficulty in believing that there is in animals a mind similar to our own. But, after thinking well upon it, I have made the discovery that two different principles of our movements are to be distinguished. The one is entirely mechanical and corporeal, and depends solely on the force of the animal spirits and the configuration of the bodily parts and may be called corporeal soul. The other is incorporeal, that is to say, mind or soul, which you may define a substance which thinks. I have inquired with great care whether the motions of animals proceed from these two principles or from one alone. Now, having clearly perceived that they can proceed from one only, I have held it demonstrated that we are not able in any manner to prove that there is in the animals a soul which thinks. 

(7) What are the two sources of motion in organisms, and which apply to animals?

I am not at all disturbed in my opinion by those doublings and cunning tricks of dogs and foxes, nor by all those things which animals do, either from fear, or to get something to eat, or just for sport. I engage to explain all that very easily, merely by the conformation of the parts of the animals. Nevertheless, although I regard it as a thing demonstrated that it cannot be proved that the animals have thought, I do not think that it can be demonstrated that the contrary is not true, because the human mind cannot penetrate into the heart to know what goes on there, But on examining into the probabilities of the case, I see no reason whatever to prove that animals think, except that by having eyes, ears, a tongue, and other organs of sense like ours, it is likely that they have sensations as we do, and as thought is involved in the sensations which we have, a similar faculty of thought must be attributed to them. Now, since this argument is within the reach of everyone’s capacity, it has held possession of all minds from infancy.

(8) What is the most held reason for thinking that animals do think?

But there are other stronger and more numerous arguments for the opposite opinion, which do not so readily present themselves to everybody’s mind. For example, it is more reasonable to make earthworms, files, caterpillars, and the rest of the animals move as machines do, than to endow them with immortal souls.


It is certain that in the body of animals, as in ours, there are bones, nerves, muscles, blood, animal spirits, and other organs which are given in such a manner that they can produce themselves without the aid of any thought. All the movements which we observe in the animals, as appears in convulsive movements, when in spite of the mind itself, the machine of the body moves often with greater violence, and in more various ways than it is accustomed to do with the aid of the will. Further, human beings are able to construct different automata in which there is movement without any thought. In as much as it is agreeable to reason that art should imitate nature, nature, on her part, might produce these automata, and far more excellent ones as the animals are, than those which come from the hands of people. Thus, there is no reason anywhere why thought is to be found wherever we perceive a conformity of bodily members like that of the animals. And it is more surprising that there should be a soul in every human body than that there should be none at all in the animals. 

(9) What reasons does Descartes give for denying a thinking soul to animals?

But the principal argument to my mind, which may convince us that the animals are devoid of reason is this. Among animals of the same species, some are more perfect than others, as among people. This is particularly noticeable in horses and dogs, some of which have more capacity than others to retain what is taught them. All of them make us clearly understand their natural movements of anger, of fear, of hunger, and others of like kind, either by the voice or by other bodily motions. However, it has never yet been observed that any animal has arrived at such a degree of perfection as to make use of a true language. That is to say, they have not been able to indicate to us by the voice, or by other signs anything which could be referred to thought alone, rather than to a movement of mere nature. For the word is the sole sign and the only certain mark of the presence of thought hidden and wrapped up in the body. Now, all people, the most stupid and the most foolish, those even who are deprived of the organs of speech, make use of signs, whereas the animals never do anything of the kind. This may be taken as the true distinction between humans and animals. 

(10) What is his main argument for denying thought to animals?

... It must, however, be observed that I speak of the thought of animals, not of their life, nor of their sensation. For I do not deny the life of any animal when making it consist solely in the warmth of the heart. I do not refuse to them feeling even, in so far as it depends only on the bodily organs. Thus, my opinion is not so cruel to animals as it is favorable to humans. I speak to those who are not committed to the extravagant position of Pythagoras, who held people under suspicion of a crime those who ate or killed animals. 

(11) What specifically is Descartes denying to animals (that is, life, feeling, or thought)?

#CHAPTER 3
RATIONALISM


The term "Continental Rationalism" traditionally refers to a 17th century philosophical movement begun by Descartes. Continental Rationalism is usually understood in relation to its rival 18th century movement, British Empiricism, founded by John Locke. The radical division between these two schools was first articulated by Thomas Reid in his Inquiry Concerning the Human Mind; Reid's division was taken as the definitive explanation, which has come down to the present time. Two key points distinguish Rationalism from British Empiricists. The first involves differing theories about the origin of ideas. Rationalists believed that an important group of foundational concepts are known intuitively through reason, as opposed to experience. Descartes describes such concepts as innate ideas, the most important of these including the ideas of oneself, infinite perfection, and causality. British Empiricists, as we will see, staunchly rejected this view, and argued that all ideas trace ultimately trace back to experiences, such as sense perceptions and emotions. The second distinguishing feature between Rationalism and Empiricism concerns their differing methods of investigating problems. Rationalists maintained that we could deduce truths with absolute certainty from our innate ideas, much the way theorems in geometry are deduced from axioms. Mathematical demonstration was seen as the perfect type of demonstrating truth and, accordingly, mathematical proof became the model for all other kinds of demonstration. Although empiricists also used deductive reasoning, they put a greater emphasis on the inductive method championed by fellow British countryman Francis Bacon. 


Contemporary historians of philosophy challenge this traditional distinction between rationalism and empiricism. Louis Loeb, for example, argues for an alternative classification of 17th and 18th century philosophers which is more representative of the actual content of their metaphysical and epistemological positions. In spite of Loeb's suggestions, the traditional division between rationalism and empiricism offered by Reid has at least some foundation, and is convenient for understanding the evolution of philosophical theories during the modern period of philosophy. 


Who were the rationalsts? After Descartes, several dozen scientists and philosophers continued his teachings throughout continental Europe and, accordingly were titled "Cartesians." Some Cartesians strayed little from Descartes' scientific and metaphysical theories. Others incorporated his theories into Calvinistic theology. But a handful of philosophers influenced by Descartes were more original in developing their own views and these people are included under the more general title "rationalists." As covered in this chapter, the principle rationalists include Benedict Spinoza, Nicholas Malebranche, and Gottfried Willhelm Leibniz.

A. BENEDICT SPINOZA

Benedict (Baruch) Spinoza (1632-1677) was the son of a Jewish merchant from Amsterdam. His father and grandfather were originally Spanish crypto-Jews -- that is, Jews who were forced to adopt Christianity in post-Islamic Spain, but secretly remained Jewish. He was educated in traditional Jewish Curriculum. His father died when he was 21, after which he was embroiled in a lawsuit with his stepsister over his father's estate. Spinoza won the suit, but nevertheless handed virtually all of it over to his stepsister. Shortly after, Spinoza's budding theological speculations prompted conflict with Jewish leaders. Spinoza publicly contended that the scriptures do not maintain that God has no body, that angels exist, or that the soul is immortal. After failed attempts to silence him, he was excommunicated in 1656. For a time Spinoza was associated with a former Jesuit who ran a school for children. Spinoza used this as an opportunity to further his own education and to supplement his income by teaching in the school. At this time he also learned the trade of lens grinding for glasses and telescopes. 


In his late twenties, he supervised a discussion group on philosophical and theological issues. As his own ideas developed, he went on retreat from Amsterdam for three years to formulate them in writing. At a cottage in Rijnsburg, he wrote A Short Treatise on God, Man and his Well-Being, and On the Improvement of the Understanding. He also composed a geometric version of Descartes' Principles of Philosophy, which friends encouraged him to publish.  Part of the purpose of the work was to pave the way for publishing his own thoughts which were critical of Cartesianism. By producing such a work, he could not be accused later of not understanding Descartes.  The work appeared in 1663 and was the only writing of Spinoza's published with his name on it during his life. Further developing his own ideas, over the next two years Spinoza composed his greatest work, The Ethics. In 1663 Spinoza left Rijnsburg and moved near The Hague. Hoping to publish the Ethics, and anticipating controversy, he wrote and published anonymously his Tractatus Thologico-Politicus (1670) which defends the liberty to philosophize in the face of religious or political interference. After a self-initiated and failed diplomatic mission to France, Spinoza and he was forced to give up hopes of publishing the Ethics. He died in 1677 from a lung disease, the result of breathing dust from lens grinding. 


SPINOZA'S PANTHEISM IN THE ETHICS. As directed in Spinoza's Will, the Ethics was published posthumously along with some of his other works (1677). The Ethics is about 200 pages in length and in five parts:

1. Concerning God

2. The Nature and Origin of the Human Mind

3. The Nature and Origin of the Emotions

4. Human Bondage, or the Strength of the Emotions

5. The Power of the Understanding, or Human Freedom

Its most visibly distinguishing feature is its style of composition modeled after Euclid's geometry. Each of the five parts opens with a brief list of definitions and axioms, and from these a series of propositions (or theorems) are deduced. Spinoza initially composed the first parts of the Ethics in dialog form, but rejected this for the more precise -- and unfortunately more difficult -- geometric method. In general, geometric proofs are designed so that if we accept the definitions and axioms at the outset, and deductions from these are properly made, then we must accept the concluded propositions. However, as Leibniz observed, even though Spinoza's system follows this style, it nevertheless lacks mathematical rigor. Consequently, we must look at the content of Spinoza's complete system and accept or reject it on its own merits, rather than from the success of the various deductions. 


The following selections are taken from Part One of the Ethics, "Concerning God." After presenting a short list of definitions and axioms, Spinoza deduces 36 propositions which explain the nature of God. The most important of these is Proposition 14, which expresses Spinoza's pantheism: "Besides God, no substance can be granted or conceived." The term "pantheism" (literally all-God) means that God is identical to the universe as a whole. For example my car, my house, and even I myself are all parts of God. Other Western philosophers before Spinoza advocated pantheism, including Xenophanes, Parmenides, Plotinus, and Meister Eckhardt.  However, the vast majority of Western philosophers and theologians strongly rejected this view in favor of a transcendent concept of God which holds that God is distinct from his creation. Indeed, some theologians maintained that God has the attribute of separateness thus being completely separate from the rest of the universe, including the physical world and humans. Spinoza's argument for pantheism in Proposition 14 is as follows:

Proposition 5. There cannot exist in the universe two or more substances having the same nature or attribute.

Proposition 11: God (defined as a substance consisting of infinite attributes, of which each expresses eternal and infinite essentiality) necessarily exists.

Therefore, Proposition 14: Besides God, no substance can be granted or conceived.

The intuition behind Spinoza's argument above can be expressed simply.  Two separate substances cannot share the same attributes (P 5). God has every actual and possible attribute (P 11). Thus, no other substance can exist. To illustrate Spinoza's point, imagine an infinitely long list of qualities such as "consiousness" and "three-dimensionality." For Spinoza, each attribute on this list can be assigned to only one substance or thing. So, substance 1 might exclusively have the attribute of "consciousness," and substance 2 might exclusively have the attribute of "three-dimensionality." However, God has already been assigned all attributes on the list, and no attributes are left to assign to other substances. Since a substance can't exist if it doesn't have any attributes, then God is the only substance which exists.


DEFINITIONS AND AXIOMS. As noted, Spinoza opens part one of the Ethics with a list of definitions and axioms.


Definitions. Initially, the most important of the definitions below are those of substance, attribute, and mode. Substance, for Spinoza, turns out to be the totality of the universe. An attribute is an all-encompassing property of the universe, such as being three dimensional. Spinoza commentators give various explanations of "attribute" and its relation to "substance." Jonathan Bennett notes that that "An attribute for Spinoza is a basic way of being -- a property which sprawls across everything... [that pertains to that substance]." Edwin Curley notes that for Spinoza the totality of a thing's attributes constitutes its substance. A mode (or modification) is a more confined property of the universe, or how an attribute appears on a smaller level. For example, the shape of a tree is a modification of the universe's larger attribute "three-dimensionality." 


I. By that which is self-caused, I mean that of which the essence involves existence, or that of which the nature is only conceivable as existent.


II. A thing is called finite after its kind, when it can be limited by another thing of the same nature; for instance, a body is called finite because we always conceive another greater body. So, also, a thought is limited by another thought, but a body is not limited by thought, nor a thought by body.


III. By substance, I mean that which is in itself, and is conceived through itself: in other words, that of which a conception can be formed independently of any other conception.


IV. By attribute, I mean that which the intellect perceives as constituting the essence of substance.


V. By mode, I mean the modifications of substance, or that which exists in, and is conceived through, something other than itself.


VI. By God, I mean a being absolutely infinite -- that is, a substance consisting in infinite attributes, of which each expresses eternal and infinite essentiality.


Explanation. -- I say absolutely infinite, not infinite after its kind: for, of a thing infinite only after its kind, infinite attributes maybe denied; but that which is absolutely infinite, contains in its essence whatever expresses reality, and involves no negation.


VII. That thing is called free, which exists solely by the necessity of its own nature, and of which the action is determined by itself alone. On the other hand, that thing is necessary, or rather constrained, which is determined by something external to itself to a fixed and definite method of existence or action.


VIII. By eternity, I mean existence itself, in so far as it is conceived necessarily to follow solely from the definition of that which is eternal.


Explanation. -- Existence of this kind is conceived as an eternal truth, like the essence of a thing, and, therefore, cannot be explained by means of continuance or time, though continuance may be conceived without a beginning or end.


Axioms. Like definitions, axioms are also foundational elements from which propositions are derived. Rather than defining key terms, though, Spinoza's axioms stipulate some foundational fact about the world. Only Axioms 1, 4 and 5 are drawn upon in the selections from Part I below. 

I. Everything which exists, exists either in itself or in something else.


II. That which cannot be conceived through anything else must be conceived through itself.


III. From a given definite cause and effect necessarily follows; and, on the other hand, if no definite cause be granted, it is impossible that an effect can follow.


IV. The knowledge of an effect depends on and involves the knowledge of a cause.


V. Things which have nothing in common cannot be understood, the one by means of the other; the conception of one does not involve the conception of the other.


VI. A true idea must correspond with its ideate or object.


VII. If a thing can be conceived as non-existing, its essence does not involve existence.


TWO SUBSTANCES CANNOT SHARE THE SAME ATTRIBUTE. The first step in Spinoza's argument is to prove Proposition 5 that two substances cannot share the same attribute. 


Prop. I. Substance is by nature prior to its modifications.


Proof. -- This is clear from Def. iii. and v.


Prop. II. Two substances, whose attributes are different, have nothing in common.


Proof. -- Also evident from Def. iii. For each must exist in itself, and be conceived through itself; in other words, the conception of one does not imply the conception of the other.


Prop. III. Things which have nothing in common cannot be one the cause of the other.


Proof. -- If they have nothing in common, it follows that one cannot be apprehended by means of the other (Ax. v.), and, therefore, one cannot be the cause of the other (Ax. iv.). Q.E.D.


Prop. IV. Two or more distinct things are distinguished one from the other, either by the difference of the attributes of the substances, or by the difference of their modifications.


Proof. -- Everything which exists, exists either in itself or in something else (Ax. i.), -- that is (by Def. iii. and v.), nothing is granted in addition to the understanding, except substance and its modifications. Nothing is, therefore, given besides the understanding, by which several things may be distinguished one from the other, except the substances, or, in other words (see Ax. iv.), their attributes and modifications. Q.E.D.


Prop. V. There cannot exist in the universe two or more substances having the same nature or attribute.


Proof. -- If several distinct substances be granted, they must be distinguished one from the other, either by the difference of their attributes, or by the difference of their modifications (Prop. iv.). If only by the difference of their attributes, it will be granted that there cannot be more than one with an identical attribute. If by the difference of their modifications -- as substance is naturally prior to its modifications (Prop. i.), -- it follows that setting the modifications aside, and considering substance in itself, that is truly, (Def. iii. and vi.), there cannot be conceived one substance different from another, -- that is (by Prop. iv.), there cannot be granted several substances, but one substance only. Q.E.D.

(1) The only way to distinguish two substances is by noting differences in their attributes or differences in their modes. What does Spinoza say about two substances which have the same attributes?
Suppose, though, that two substances had the same attributes, but different modifications. For example, suppose there were two universes in which both were three-dimensional (i.e. same attribute) but one had trees and the other did not (i.e. differing modes). Spinoza argues that these differences in modification are not relevant. A substance has its own identity before it is modified. That is, the universe is what it is before it has trees or not. Thus, the only properties which truly distinguish one substance from another are broad attributes, not narrow modes. Thus, if two universes have precisely the same attributes, then they are the same universe.

GOD'S EXISTENCE. Spinoza's next task is to prove the existence of God (Proposition 11). He gives five preliminary propositions which serve as evidence for this conclusion.


Existence Belongs to the Nature of Substance. The key point of the first  two propositions is that substances are self-existing, and existence is part of its nature.

Prop. VI. One substance cannot be produced by another substance.


Proof. -- It is impossible that there should be in the universe two substances with an identical attribute, i.e. which have anything common to them both (Prop. ii.), and, therefore (Prop. iii.), one cannot be the cause of another, neither can one be produced by the other. Q.E.D.


Corollary. -- Hence it follows that a substance cannot be produced by anything external to itself. For in the universe nothing is granted, save substances and their modifications (as appears from Ax. i. and Def. iii. and v.). Now (by the last Prop.) substance cannot be produced by another substance, therefore it cannot be produced by anything external to itself. Q.E.D. This is shown still more readily by the absurdity of the contradictory. For, if substance be produced by an external cause, the knowledge of it would depend on the knowledge of its cause (Ax. iv.), and (by Def. iii.) it would itself not be substance.


Prop. VII. Existence belongs to the nature of substance.


Proof. -- Substance cannot be produced by anything external (Corollary, Prop. vi.), it must, therefore, be its own cause -- that is, its essence necessarily involves existence, or existence belongs to its nature.


Prop. VIII. Every substance is necessarily infinite.


Proof. -- There can only be one substance with an identical attribute, and existence follows from its nature (Prop vii.); its nature, therefore, involves existence, either a finite or infinite. It does not exist as finite, or (by Def. ii.) it would then be limited by something else of the same kind, which would also necessarily exist (Prop. vii.); an there would be two substances with an identical attribute, which is absurd (Prop. v.). It therefore exists as infinite. Q.E.D.


Note I. -- As finite existence involves a partial negation, and infinite existence is the absolute affirmation of the given nature, it follows (solely from Prop. vii.) that every substance is necessarily infinite.


Proposition 7 above (existence belongs to the nature of substance) is the most central for Spinoza's proof of God. In the following note, he concedes that readers may have difficulty in comprehending Proposition 7. We see natural objects such as trees come into and go out of existence, and we assume that substances also come into and go out of existence. Spinoza argues that we would not make this confusion if we kept in mind the difference between modes and substances. Modes, such as properties of trees, do indeed come and go out of existence.


Note II. -- No doubt it will be difficult for those who, think about things loosely, and have not been accustomed to know them by their primary causes, to comprehend the demonstration of Prop. vii. For such persons make no distinction between the modifications of substances and the substances themselves, and are ignorant of the manner in which things are produced. Hence they attribute to substances the beginning which they observe in natural objects. Those who are ignorant of true causes, make complete confusion -- think that trees might talk just as well as men -- that men might be formed from stones as well as from seed; and imagine that any form might be changed into any other. So, also, those who confuse the two natures, divine and human, readily attribute human passions to the deity, especially so long as they do not know how passions originate in the mind. But, if people would consider the nature of substance, they would have no doubt about the truth of Prop. vii. In fact, this proposition would be a universal axiom, and accounted a truism. For, by substance, would be understood that which is in itself, and is conceived through itself -- that is, something of which the conception does not requires the conception of anything else. On the other hand, modifications exist in something external to themselves, and a conception of them is formed by means of a conception of the thing in which they exist. 

(2) For Spinoza, substances and modes differ from each other in how we conceive of them. What is that difference in conception?
Spinoza continues noting that we can also conceive of non-existent modes such as the properties of a unicorns. Again, though, we cannot conceive of a non-existent substance.

Therefore, we may have true ideas of non-existent modifications. For, although they may have no actual existence apart from the conceiving intellect, yet their essence is so involved in something external to themselves that they may through it be conceived. Whereas the only truth substances can have, external to the intellect, must consist in their existence, because they are conceived through themselves. Therefore, for a person to say that he has a clear and distinct -- that is, a true -- idea of a substance, but that he is not sure whether such substance exists, this would be the same as if he said that he had a true idea, but was -- not sure whether or no it was false (a little consideration will make this plain). Or if anyone affirmed that substance is created, it would be the same as saying that a false idea was true -- in short, the height of absurdity. It must, then, necessarily be admitted that the existence of substance as its essence is an eternal truth. 


There is only One Substance. Jumping ahead of himself for a moment, Spinoza argues further  in Note 2 that there can only be one substance. Objects which exist in multiplicity (e.g. twenty people) require an external explanation for why they exist in precisely the number that they do. That explanation is found in a substance. And there is only one such substance since(a) it exists (Proposition 7), and (b) nothing in its definition implies multiplicity.

And we can hence conclude by another process of reasoning -- that there is but one such substance. I think that this may profitably be done at once. And, in order to proceed regularly with the demonstration, we must premise: --


1. The true definition of a thing neither involves nor expresses anything beyond the nature of the thing defined. From this it follows that -- 


2. No definition implies or expresses a certain number of individuals, inasmuch as it expresses nothing beyond the nature of the thing defined. For instance, the definition of a triangle expresses nothing beyond the actual nature of a triangle: it does not imply any fixed number of triangles.


3. There is necessarily for each individual existent, thing a cause why it should exist.


4. This cause of existence must either be contained in the nature and definition of the thing defined, or must be postulated apart from such definition.


It therefore follows that, if a given number of individual things exist in nature, there must be some cause for the existence of exactly, that number, neither more nor less. For example, if twenty people exist in the universe (for simplicity's sake, I will suppose them existing simultaneously, and to have had no predecessors), and we want to account for the existence of these twenty people, it will not be enough to show the cause of human existence in general; we must also show why there are exactly twenty people, neither more nor less: for a cause must be assigned for the existence of each individual. Now this cause cannot be contained in the actual nature of humans, for the true definition of humans does not involve any consideration of the number twenty. Consequently, the cause for the existence of these twenty people, and, consequently, of each of them, must necessarily be sought externally to each individual. Hence we may lay down the absolute rule, that everything which may consist of several individuals must have an external cause. And, as it has been shown already that existence pertains to the nature of substance, existence must necessarily be included in its definition; and from its definition alone existence must be deducible. But from its definition (as we have shown, Notes ii., iii.), we cannot infer the existence of several substances. Therefore it follows that there is only one substance of the same nature. Q.E.D.


God has Infinite Attributes. Continuing with background material for his proof of God, Spinoza argues that an absolutely infinite substance has infinite attributes, each of which must be conceived through itself.


Prop. IX. The more reality or being a thing has the greater the number of its attributes (Def. iv.).


Prop. X. Each particular attribute of the one substance must be conceived through itself.


Proof. -- An attribute is that which the intellect perceives of substance, as constituting its essence (Def. iv.) and, therefore, must be conceived through itself (Def. iii.). Q.E.D.


Note. -- It is thus evident that, though two attributes are, in fact, conceived as distinct -- -- that is, one without the help of the other -- yet we cannot, therefore, conclude that they constitute two entities, or two different substances. For it is the nature of substance that each of its attributes is conceived through itself, inasmuch as all the attributes it has have always existed simultaneously in it, and none could be produced by any other; but each expresses the reality or being of substance. It is, then, far from an absurdity to ascribe several attributes to one substance: for nothing in nature is more clear than that each and every entity must be conceived under some attribute, and that its reality or being is in proportion to the number of its attributes expressing necessity or eternity and infinity. Consequently it is abundantly clear, that an absolutely infinite being must necessarily be defined as consisting in infinite attributes, each of which expresses a certain eternal and infinite essence.


If anyone now ask, by what sign shall he be able to distinguish different substances, let him read the following propositions, which show that there is but one substance in the universe, and that it is absolutely infinite, for this reason such a sign would be sought for in vain. 

(3) Why are we not given any sign or litmus test to distinguish one substance from another substance?


Proof for God's Existence. Finally, Spinoza offers his proof for God.


Prop. XI. God, or substance, consisting of infinite attributes, of which each expresses eternal and infinite essentiality, necessarily exists.


Proof. -- If this be denied, conceive, if possible, that God does not exist: then his essence does not involve existence. But this (by Prop. vii.) is absurd. Therefore God necessarily exists. ...

Spinoza's proof is an ontological argument in the style of Anslem's and Descartes'. Like Anselm, Spinoza gives his argument in the form of a reductio ad absurdum:
(a) The idea of God is that of substance with infinite attributes, each of which is eternally and infinitely essential  (Def. 6)

(b) Suppose that God does not exist

(c) Then existence is not part of his essence

(d) However, existence belongs to the nature of a substance

(e) Therefore, God exists

More simply, his argument is that God exists since (a) God is a substance, and (b) existence belongs to the nature of a substance. Spinoza continues by giving three additional proofs for God's existence (which will not be explored here). All four proofs are based on the common notion that God's existence necessarily follows from his nature.

GOD IS THE ONLY SUBSTANCE. Having proved that (a) no two substances can have the same attributes (Proposition 5), and (b) God exists with infinite attributes (Proposition 11), Spinoza proceeds to conclude that God is the only substance.


Prop. XII. No attribute of substance can be conceived from which it would follow that substance can be divided.


Proof. -- The parts into which substance as thus conceived would be divided, either will retain the nature of substance, or they will not. If the former, then (by Prop. viii.) each part will necessarily be infinite, and (by Prop. vi.) self-caused, and (by, Prop. v.) will perforce consist of a different attribute, so that, in that case, several substances could be formed out of one substance, which (by, Prop. vi.) is absurd. Moreover, the parts (by Prop. ii.) would have nothing in common with their whole, and the whole (by Def. iv. and Prop. x.) could both exist and be conceived without its parts, which everyone will admit to be absurd. If we adopt the second alternative -- namely, that the parts will not retain the nature of substance -- then, if the whole substance were divided into equal parts, it would lose the nature of substance, and would cease to exist, which (by Prop. vii.) is absurd.


Prop. XIII. Substance absolutely infinite is indivisible.


Proof. -- If it could be divided, the parts into which it was divided would either retain the nature of absolutely infinite substance, or they would not. If the former, we should have several substances of the same nature, which (by Prop. v.) is absurd. If the latter, then (by Prop. vii.) substance absolutely infinite could cease to exist, which (by Prop. xi.) is also absurd.


Corollary. -- It follows, that no substance, and consequently, no extended substance, in so far as it is substance, is divisible.


Note. -- The indivisibility of substance may be more easily understood as follows. The nature of substance can only be conceived as infinite, and by a part of substance, nothing else can be understood than finite substance, which (by Prop. viii.) involves a manifest contradiction.


Prop. XIV. Besides God no substance can be granted or conceived.


Proof. -- As God is a being absolutely infinite, of whom no attribute that expresses the essence of substance can be denied (by Def . vi.), and he necessarily exists (by Prop. xi.); if any substance besides God were granted, it would have to be explained by some attribute of God, and thus two substances with the same attribute would exist, which (by Prop. v.) is absurd; therefore, besides God no substance can be granted, or, consequently, be conceived. if it could be conceived, it would necessarily have to be conceived as existent; but this (by the first part of this proof) is absurd. Therefore, besides God no substance can be granted or conceived. Q.E.D.

Again, the proof which Spinoza provides for proposition 14 is as follows:

(a) There cannot exist in the universe two or more substances having the same nature or attribute (Proposition 5)

(b) God (defined as a substance consisting of infinite attributes, of which each expresses eternal and infinite essentiality) necessarily exists (Proposition 11)

(c) Therefore, besides God, no substance can be granted or conceived (Proposition 14).

Spinoza continues by making clear that Proposition 14 implies pantheism.


Corollary I -- Clearly, therefore: 1. God is one, that is (by Def. vi.) only one substance can be granted in the universe, and that substance is absolutely infinite, as we have already indicated (in the note to Prop. x.).


Corollary II. -- It follows: 2. That extension and thought are either attributes of God or (by Ax. i.) accidents (affectiones) of the attributes of God.


Prop. XV. Whatsoever is, is in God, and without God nothing can be, or be conceived.


Proof. -- Besides God, no substance is granted or can be conceived (by Prop. xiv.), that is (by Def . iii.) nothing which is in itself and is conceived through itself. But modes (by Def . v.) can neither be, nor be conceived without substance; for this reason they can only be in the divine nature, and can only through it be conceived. But substances and modes form the sum total of existence (by Ax. i.), therefore, without God nothing can be, or be conceived. Q.E.D.

(4) For Spinoza, trees, rocks, and humans are modes. Based on proposition 14, these modes can only be in (or part of) what type of nature?


The Nature of God's Body. If all things are part of God, then the three-dimensional universe itself is part of God. This means that, in some sense, God has a body. However, Spinoza criticizes those who anthropomorphize the nature of God's body by maintaining that it is finite, and even susceptible to having emotions (given the fact that human emotions are the result of a human body). Spinoza harshly rejects both of these limitations on God's physical nature. However, the vast majority of western philosophers reject the notion that God has a three-dimensional body of any sort. Spinoza also criticizes this view.

Note. -- Some assert that God, like a human, consists of body and mind, and is susceptible of passions. How far such persons have strayed from the truth is sufficiently evident from what has been said. But these I pass over. For all who have in anywise reflected on the divine nature deny that God has a body. Of this they find excellent proof in the fact that we understand by body a definite quantity, so long, so broad, so deep, bounded by a certain shape, and it is the height of absurdity to predicate such a thing of God, a being absolutely infinite. But meanwhile by the other reasons with which they try to prove their point, they show that they think corporeal or extended substance wholly apart from the divine nature, and say it was created by God. From which cause the divine nature can have been created, they are wholly ignorant; thus they clearly show, that they do not know the meaning of their own words. I myself have proved sufficiently clearly, at any rate in my own judgment (Coroll. Prop. vi., and Note 2, Prop. viii.), that no substance can be produced or created by anything other than itself. Further, I showed (in Prop. xiv.), that besides God no substance can be granted or conceived. Hence we drew the conclusion that extended substance is one of the infinite attributes of God. However, in order to explain more fully, I will refute the arguments of my adversaries, which all start from the following points: -- 

(5) For Spinoza, extended substance (or thee-dimensionality) is what kind of attribute of God?

Spinoza continues by presenting then refuting arguments offered by traditional philosophers which maintain that God has no extended body. 


Extended substance, in so far as it is substance, consists, as they think, in parts, for this reason they deny that it can be infinite, or, consequently, that it can pertain to God. This they illustrate with many examples, of which I will take one or two. If extended substance, they say, is infinite, let it be conceived to be divided into two parts; each part will then be either finite or infinite. If the former, then infinite substance is composed of two finite parts, which is absurd. If the latter, then one infinite will be twice as large as another infinite, which is also absurd.


Further, if an infinite line is measured out in foot lengths, it will consist of an infinite number of such parts. It would equally consist of an infinite number of parts, if each part measured only an inch. Therefore, one infinity would be twelve times as great as the other.


Lastly, if from a single point there be conceived to be drawn two diverging lines which at first are at a definite distance apart, but are produced to infinity, it is certain that the distance between the two lines will be continually increased, until at length it changes from definite to indefinable. As these absurdities follow, it is said, from considering quantity as infinite, the conclusion is drawn, that extended substance must necessarily be finite, and, consequently, cannot appertain to the nature of God.


The second argument is also drawn from God's supreme perfection. God, it is said (inasmuch as he is a supremely perfect being) cannot be passive. But extended substance, in so far as it is divisible, is passive. It follows, therefore, that extended substance does not appertain to the essence of God.

(6) Give one of the above arguments offered by traditional philosophers to show that God has no extended body.

Spinoza continues by refuting the above arguments. The key error in all of them is the assumption that  extended substance is composed of parts. 


Such are the arguments I find on the subject in writers, who by them try to prove that extended substance is unworthy of the divine nature, and cannot possibly pertain to it. However, I think an attentive reader will see that I have already answered their propositions. For all their arguments are founded on the hypothesis that extended substance is composed of parts, and such a hypothesis I have shown (Prop. xii., and Coroll. Prop. xiii.) to be absurd. Moreover, anyone who reflects will see that all these absurdities (if absurdities they be, which I am not now discussing) -- from which it is sought to extract the conclusion that extended substance is finite, do not at all follow from the notion of an infinite quantity, but merely from the notion that an infinite quantity is measurable, and composed of finite parts. Therefore, the only fair conclusion to be drawn is that infinite quantity is not measurable, and cannot be composed of finite parts. This is exactly what we have already proved (in Prop. xii.). For this reason the weapon which they aimed at us has in reality recoiled upon themselves. If, from this absurdity of theirs, they persist in drawing the conclusion that extended substance must be finite, they will in good truth be acting like a man who asserts that circles have the properties of squares, and, finding himself thereby landed in absurdities, proceeds to deny that circles have any center, from which all lines drawn to the circumference are equal. For, taking extended substance, which can only be conceived as infinite, one, and indivisible (Props. viii., v., xii.) they assert, in order to prove that it is finite, that it is composed of finite parts, and that it can be multiplied and divided. ...

(7) For Spinoza, the notion of extended substance must be drawn from the more foundational notion of infinite quality. What does he say about the measurability of infinite quality?


APPENDIX: GOD DOES NOT WILLFULLY DIRECT THE COURSE OF NATURE. In the remainder of Part I of the Ethics, Spinoza derives various properties of God. He summarizes these properties in the opening paragraph of the Appendix to Part I. 

Appendix. In the foregoing I have explained the nature and properties of God. I have shown that (1) he necessarily exists, (2) that he is one, (3) that he is, and acts solely by the necessity of his own nature, (4) that he is the free cause of all things, and how he is so, (5) that all things are in God, and so depend on him, that without him they could neither exist nor be conceived, and (6) that all things are predetermined by God, not through his free will or absolute fiat, but from the very nature of God or infinite power. I have further, where occasion offered, taken care to remove the prejudices which might impede the comprehension of my demonstrations. Yet there still remain misconceptions, not a few which might and may prove very grave hindrances to the understanding of the ordering of things, as I have explained it above. I have therefore thought it worth while to bring these misconceptions before the bar of reason. 

The principal misconception about God that Spinoza wants to address in the Appendix is that God acts purposefully and directs events in nature towards a definite goal. For Spinoza, God does not do this.


All such opinions spring from the notion commonly entertained, that all things in nature act as men themselves, act, namely, with an end in view. It is accepted as certain, that God himself directs all things to a definite goal (for it is said that God made all things for humans, and humans that he might worship him). I will, therefore, consider this opinion, asking first, why it obtains general credence, and why all men are naturally so prone to adopt it.  Secondly, I will point out its falsity. And, lastly, I will show how it has given rise to prejudices about good and bad, right and wrong, praise and blame, order and confusion, beauty and ugliness, and the like. 

(8) What three issues does Spinoza plan to address?


Why People Think that God acts with a Purpose. Turning to the first of the above three points, Spinoza notes that individual humans do not act freely, but are under the illusion that they do. We are ignorant of the true causes of things, but only aware of our own desire to pursue what is useful us. 

However, this is not the place to deduce these misconceptions from the nature of the human mind. It will be sufficient here, if I assume as a starting point, what ought to be universally admitted, namely, that all people are born ignorant of the causes of things, that all have the desire to seek for what is useful to them, and that they are conscious of such desire. From here it follows, first, that people think themselves free inasmuch as they are conscious of their volitions and desires, and never even dream, in their ignorance, of the causes which have disposed them so to wish and desire. Secondly, that people do all things for an end, namely, for that which is useful to them, and which they seek. 

(9) Given our ignorance of the true mechanical causes of  our own action, what two attitudes do humans adopt about our wills and goals?
Given this tendency to see human behavior as willful and purposeful, we continue by imposing willful purposes on events outside of us.

Thus it comes to pass that they only look for a knowledge of the final causes of events, and when these are learned, they are content, as having no cause for further doubt. If they cannot learn such causes from external sources, they are compelled to turn to considering themselves, and reflecting what end would have induced them personally to bring about the given event, and thus they necessarily judge other natures by their own. Further, as they find in themselves and outside themselves many means which assist them not a little in their search for what is useful, for instance, eyes for seeing, teeth for chewing, herbs and animals for yielding food, the sun for giving light, the sea for breeding fish, &c., they come to look on the whole of nature as a means for obtaining such conveniences. Now as they are aware that they found these conveniences and did not make them, they think they have cause for believing, that some other being has made them for their use. As they look upon things as means, they cannot believe them to be self-created. But, judging from the means which they are accustomed to prepare for themselves, they are bound to believe in some ruler or rulers of the universe endowed with human freedom, who have arranged and adapted everything for human use. 

(10) Why did humans conclude that a divine being or beings intentionally designed nature for our use?
Religious superstitions arose as humans found their own ways of worshipping God. Problems of consistency also arose as people insisted that everything in nature is done by God for a purpose.

They are bound to estimate the nature of such rulers (having no information on the subject) in accordance with their own nature, and therefore they assert that the gods ordained everything for the use of humans, in order to bind humans to themselves and obtain from him the highest honor. Hence also it follows that everyone thought out for himself, according to his abilities, a different way of worshipping God, so that God might love him more than his fellows, and direct the whole course of nature for the satisfaction of his blind cupidity and insatiable avarice. Thus the prejudice developed into superstition, and took deep root in the human mind; and for this reason everyone strove most zealously to understand and explain the final causes of things; but in their attempt to show that nature does nothing in vain, nothing which is useless to humans, they only seem to have demonstrated that nature, the gods, and men are all mad together. Consider, I pray you, the result: among the many helps of nature they were bound to find some hindrances, such as storms, earthquakes, diseases, &c.: so they declared that such things happen, because the gods are angry at some wrong clone them by men, or at some fault committed in their worship. Day by day, experience protested and showed by infinite examples that good and evil fortunes fall to the circumstance of pious and impious alike. Still they would not abandon their inveterate prejudice, for it was more easy for them to class such contradictions among other unknown things of whose use they were ignorant, and thus to retain their actual and innate condition of ignorance, than to destroy the whole fabric of their reasoning and start afresh. 

(11) What experiences conflict with the position that everything in nature is done by God for a purpose?

They therefore laid down as an axiom, that God's judgments far transcend human understanding. Such a doctrine might well have sufficed to conceal the truth from the human race for all eternity, if mathematics had not furnished another standard of truth in considering solely the essence and properties of figures without regard to their final causes. There are other reasons (which I need not mention here) besides mathematics, which might have caused men's minds to be directed to these general prejudices, and have led them to the knowledge of the truth.

(12) For Spinoza, what alternative standard of truth refutes the superstition that everything in nature is done by God for a purpose


God does not Act from a Purpose. Spinoza continues with his second point and argues that everything in nature is done from necessity, and not from God's willful purpose. He first argues that the concept of a perfect final goal is flawed. For Spinoza, the most perfect of God's acts are those closest to him. Succeeding events further down the chain are more imperfect. Thus if a given chain of events culminated in sunny weather, for example, that would be less perfect than the initial events in the chain.

I have now sufficiently explained my first point. There is no need to show at length that nature has no particular goal in view, and that final causes are mere human figments. This, I think, is already evident enough, both from the causes and foundations on which I have shown such prejudice to be based, and also from Prop. xvi., and the Corollary of Prop. xxxii., and, in fact, all those propositions in which I have shown, that everything in nature proceeds from a sort of necessity, and with the utmost perfection. However, I will add a few remarks, in order to overthrow this doctrine of a final cause utterly. That which is really a cause it considers as an effect, and vice versa: it makes that which is by nature first to be last, and that which is highest and most perfect to be most imperfect. Passing over the questions of cause and priority as self-evident, it is plain from Props. xxi., xxii., xxiii. that that effect is most perfect which is produced immediately by God. The effect which requires for its production several intermediate causes is, in that respect, more imperfect. But if those things which were made immediately by God were made to enable him to attain his end, then the things which come after, for the sake of which the first were made, are necessarily the most excellent of all.


Further, this doctrine does away with the perfection of God: for, if God acts for an object, he necessarily desires something which he lacks. Certainly, theologians and metaphysicians draw a distinction between the object of want and the object of assimilation. Still they confess that God made all things for the sake of himself, not for the sake of creation. They are unable to point to anything prior to creation, except God himself, as an object for which God should act, and are therefore driven to admit (as they clearly must), that God lacked those things for whose attainment he created means, and further that he desired them.

(13) How does the doctrine of final cause compromise the perfection of God?

For Spinoza, the theologian's contention that God willfully directs all natural events amounts to a reduction to ignorance. That is, all natural events trace back to God's will, and we are all ignorant of God's will.


We must not omit to notice that the followers of this doctrine, anxious to display their talent in assigning final causes, have imported a new method of argument in proof of their theory -- namely, a reduction, not to the impossible, but to ignorance; thus showing that they have no other method of exhibiting their doctrine. For example, if a stone falls from a roof onto someone's head, and kills him, they will demonstrate by their new method, that the stone fell in order to kill the man. For, if it had not by God's will fallen with that object, how could so many circumstances (and there are often many concurrent circumstances) have all happened together by chance? Perhaps you will answer that the event is clue to the facts that the wind was blowing, and the man was walking that way. "But why," they will insist, "was the wind blowing, and why was the man at that very time walking that way?" If you again answer, that the wind had then sprung up because the sea had begun to be agitated the day before, the weather being previously calm, and that the man had been invited by a friend, they will again insist: "But why was the sea agitated, and man invited at that time?" So they will pursue their questions from cause to cause, till at last you take refuge in the will of God -- in other words, the sanctuary of ignorance. So, again, when they survey the frame of the human body, they are amazed; and being ignorant of the causes of so great a work of art, conclude that it has been fashioned, not mechanically, but by divine and supernatural skill, and has been so put together that one part will not hurt another.


Hence anyone who seeks for the true causes of miracles, and strives to understand natural phenomena as an intelligent being, and not to gaze at them like a fool, is set down and denounced as an impious heretic by those, whom the masses adore as the interpreters of nature and the gods. Such persons know that, with the removal of ignorance, the wonder which forms their only available means for proving and preserving their authority would vanish also. But I now quit this subject, and pass on to my third point.

(14) For Spinoza, what motivates such theologians to insist on this path of ignorance?


Belief in God's Willful Guidance of Nature Distorts Value Judgments. Spinoza finally turns to the last of the three main issues in the Appendix. The view that God willfully directs natural events gives rise to an erroneous notion of value judgments, such as goodness, order, and beauty. These values are presumed to be objective abstract notions imposed on nature by God for our benefit. However, Spinoza contends that all of these value judgments in fact arise out of our own human construction and human preferences. 


After people persuaded themselves that everything which is created is created for their sake, they were bound to consider as the chief quality in everything that which is most useful to themselves, and to account those things the best of all which have the most beneficial effect on humankind. Further, they were bound to form abstract notions for the explanation of the nature of things, such as goodness, badness, order, confusion, warmth, cold, beauty, deformity, and so on. And from the belief that they are free agents arose the further notions praise and blame, sin and merit.


I will speak of these latter hereafter, when I treat of human nature; the former I will briefly explain here.


Everything which conduces to health and the worship of God they have called good, everything which prevents these objects they have styled bad. Those who do not understand the nature of things do not verify phenomena in any way, but merely imagine them after a fashion, and mistake their imagination for understanding. Such persons firmly believe that there is an order in things, being really ignorant both of things and their own nature. 

(15) For traditional theologians, what is the objective foundation of  the concepts of goodness badness? 

When phenomena are of such a kind that the impression they make on our senses requires little effort of imagination, and can consequently be easily remembered, we say that they are well-ordered. If the contrary, we say that they, are ill-ordered or confused. Further, as things which are easily imagined are more pleasing to us, people prefer order to confusion -- as though there were any order in nature, except in relation to our imagination -- and say that God has created all things in order. Thus, without knowing it, attributing imagination to God, unless, indeed, they would have it that God foresaw human imagination, and arranged everything, so that it should be most easily imagined. If this is their theory, they would not, perhaps, be daunted by the fact that we find an infinite number of phenomena, far surpassing our imagination, and very many others which confound its weakness. But enough has been said on this subject. 

(16) For Spinoza, what is the true psychological foundation of  the notion of "well-ordered"?

Spinoza continues describing the psychological and physiological foundations of other values such as beauty, fragrance, and harmony.

The other abstract notions are nothing but modes of imagining, in which the imagination is differently affected, though they are considered by the ignorant as the chief attributes of things, inasmuch as they believe that everything was created for the sake of themselves. And, according as they are affected by it, they style it good or bad, healthy or rotten and corrupt. For instance, if the motion which objects we see communicate to our nerves be conducive to health, the objects causing it are styled beautiful; if a contrary motion be excited, they are style ugly.


Things which are perceived through our sense of smell are styled fragrant or stinking; if through our taste, sweet or bitter, full-flavored or insipid; if through our touch, bard or smooth &c. Whatever affects our ears is said to give rise to noise, sound, or harmony. In this last case, there are people crazy enough to believe that even God himself takes pleasure in harmony. And there are plenty of philosophers who have persuaded themselves that the motion of the heavenly bodies gives rise to harmony -- all of which instances sufficiently show that everyone judges of things according to the state of his brain, or rather mistakes for things the forms of his imagination. We need no longer wonder that there have arisen all the controversies we have witnessed, and finally skepticism: for, although human bodies in many respects agree, yet in very many others they differ; so that what seems good to one seems bad to another; what seems well ordered to one seems confused to another; what is pleasing to one displeases another, and so on. I need not further enumerate, because this is not the place to treat the subject at length, and also because the fact is sufficiently well known. It is commonly said: " So many men, so many minds; everyone is wise in his own way; brains differ as completely as palates." All of which proverbs show, that men judge of things according to their mental disposition, and rather imagine than understand: for, if they understood phenomena, they would, as mathematics attest, be convinced, if not attracted, by what I have urged.

(17) What is the basis of the various controversies and opinions that arise in human discourse?


We have now perceived, that all the explanations commonly given of nature are mere modes of imagining, and do not indicate the true nature of anything, but only the constitution of the imagination. And, although they have names, as though they were entities, existing externally to the imagination, I call them entities imaginary rather than real; and, therefore, all arguments against us drawn from such abstractions are easily rebutted.

(18) Values, then, are not abstract entities which exist external to us. Instead, where do values originate?


Many argue in this way. If all things follow from a necessity of the absolutely perfect nature of God, why are there so many imperfections in nature? such, for instance, as things corrupt to the point of putridity, loathsome deformity, confusion, evil, sin, &c. But these reasoners are, as I have said, easily confuted, for the perfection of things is to be reckoned only from their own nature and power. Things are not more or less perfect, according as they delight or offend human senses, or according as they are serviceable or repugnant to humankind. To those who ask why God did not so create all people so that they should be governed only by reason, I give no answer but this: because matter was not lacking to him for the creation of every degree of perfection from highest to lowest; or, more strictly, because the laws of his nature are so vast, as to suffice for the production of everything conceivable by an infinite intelligence, as I have shown in Prop. xvi.


Such are the misconceptions I have undertaken to note; if there are any more of the same sort, everyone may easily dissipate them for himself with the aid of a little reflection.

(19) Some may wonder why God created us in such a way that values are based on human physiology and emotion rather than reason. What is Spinoza's reply?

B. NICHOLAS MALEBRANCHE

The most influential and original of the Cartesian philosophers was Nicholas Malebranche (1638-1715). Deformed and sickly, Malebranche was born in Paris and from his childhood preferred solitude. He studied theology at the Sorbonne, and at age 22 entered the Congregation of the Oratory where he spent the rest of his life in seclusion. He was ordained in 1664 and the same year became acquainted with Descartes' Treatise on Man, an unfinished work which explores the relation between the human mind and body. He subsequently devoted his studies to Cartesian philosophy and science and four years later published his greatest work, The Search After Truth (De la Recherche de la vérité, 3 vol. 1674-1675). In response to theological criticisms of this work he soon after published his Treatise of Nature and Grace (Traité de la nature et de la grâce, 1680) which attempts to reconcile God's power, knowledge, and goodness with the evil in the world. This work embroiled him in even more controversy, particularly with French Bishop Jacques Bénigne Bossuet and French theologian Antoine Arnauld. Malebranche's other philosophical writings include Dialogues on Metaphysics and on Religion (Entretiens sur la métaphysique et sur la religion, 1688), a work in fourteen dialogs which more informally covers much of the ground in his Search after Truth, and A Treatise of Morality  (Traité de morale, 1683). In 1699 he was elected to the Académie des Sciences for his scientific writings. Near the end of his life, similarities between his views of God and those of Spinoza led to accusations that he followed Spinoza's heretical system. He defended himself against these charges in various letters and writings.


Two aspects of Malebranche's philosophy have been especially influential in the history of philosophy: (1) that we see all things through God, and (2) occasionalism. Both of these doctrines are presented below. As to the first of these, Malebranche was concerned with explaining how our minds get perceptual images of external objects. His final answer to the question is that, within himself, God contains images of all external things, and God implants these ideas in our mind at the appropriate time. Thus, we see external objects by viewing their images as they reside in God. The following selections are from The Search after Truth, Book 3, part. 2, chapters 1-6. Chapter titles below are Malebranche's; subsection titles are added.


CH. 1, SECT. 1: WHAT IS MEANT BY IDEAS; THAT THEY TRULY EXIST, AND THAT THEY ARE NECESSARY TO PERCEIVE ALL MATERIAL OBJECTS. Malebranche begins by setting out the problem he wishes to address. 


The Definition of “Idea.” We do not have direct access to the external objects, but only have ideas (or perceptions) which presumably resemble those objects.


I think everyone will confess that we do not perceive external objects by themselves. We see the sun, the stars, and many objects outside of us. And it is not probable that the soul should go out of the body and walk, as it were, through the heavens, to contemplate all those objects there. She does not, then, see them by themselves and as the immediate object of mind. When the soul sees the sun, for instance, it is not the sun, but something which is closely united to our soul. And it is that which I call "idea" so that here by this word "idea," I mean only what is the immediate object, or the nearest thing to the mind when it perceives anything.

(1) What does Malebranche mean by "idea"?

A central problem in modern philosophy concerned the connection between our perceptions and the external objects which supposedly produce our perceptions. For example, if I perceive a red ball in front of me, I may be tempted to assume that the object in front of me has exactly the properties as I perceive them (such as a particular shade of red). This view is called direct realism, and Malebranche immediately dismisses this theory. Instead, for Malebranche, ideas in some way represent the object in question. This view is called representative realism. Accordingly, when Malebranche uses the word "idea" he restricts its meaning to mental perceptions which represent or copy some original thing.


It must be observed, that to make the mind perceive any object, it is absolutely necessary that the idea of this object should be actually present, of which we can have no doubt. But it is not required that there should be some external object which resembles this idea. For it often happens that we perceive things which do not exist, and which never did exist. Thus, we often have in our minds real ideas of things which never were. For instance, when a person imagines a mountain of gold, it is absolutely necessary that the idea of this mountain should be really present to his mind. When a mad person, a person in a high fever, or a person that is asleep, sees any terrible animal before his eyes, it is certain that the idea of this animal truly exists. And yet this mountain of gold, and this animal, never were.


However, people being naturally inclined to believe that only corporeal objects exist, they judge the reality and existence of things quite differently than they should. For as soon as they are sensible of any object, they will certainly maintain that this object exists, although, it often happens, that there is nothing out there. And further, they affirm that this object is exactly the same as they see it, which never happens. But in respect to the idea which necessarily exists, and which can be nothing else besides what it appears to be, without any reflection, they commonly judge it to be nothing. They do this as if ideas had not a very great number of properties: as if the ideas of a square, for instance, were not very different from that of some number, and did not represent things perfectly distinct; which could never happen to nothing, since nothing has no propriety. It is therefore indisputable that ideas have a real existence. But let us examine their nature and essence, and see what it can be in the soul that is capable of representing all things.

(2) What mistakes do people typically make when they make judgments about external objects based on their ideas (or perceptions) of those objects?

Types of Mental Perceptions. Malebranche divides mental perceptions into the following groups:





Internal


Mental Perceptions <


Spiritual





External <







Material

Mental perceptions in general are either internally produced or externally produced. Our  internal mental perceptions (such as emotions) are not themselves ideas, since they do not copy or represent anything (unlike our idea-perceptions of external objects which in fact represent those objects). Properly speaking, then, ideas constitute our externally produced mental perceptions. Even here, though, there is an exception. Malebranche sees that some mental perceptions may be produced from an external spiritual source, such as telepathy, and thus do not represent or copy anything.


Whatever things the soul perceives are either in or out of itself. Those which are in the soul are its own thoughts -- that is, all its different modifications. For by these words, thought, manner of thinking, or modification of the soul, I understand in general all things that can be in the soul without her perceiving them, as her own sensations, imaginations, pure intellections, or simple conceptions, even her passions, and natural inclinations. Now our soul has no need of ideas to perceive all these things, because they are within the soul, or, rather, the soul itself, after such and such a manner. This is just as the real roundness of some body and its motion are only this body figured, and moved after such or such a manner.


But as for things that are out of the soul, we can perceive them only by the means of ideas, supposing that these things cannot be intimately united to it. There are two sorts of them: spiritual, and material. As for the spiritual, there is some probability that they may discover themselves to the soul without ideas, and by themselves. For experience teaches us that we cannot immediately, and of ourselves, declare our thoughts to one another, but only by words or some other sensible sign to which we have affixed our ideas. Thus, we may say that God has ordained it so only during this life, to prevent those disorders that would soon happen if people could make themselves be understood as they pleased. But when justice and order will reign, and we will be delivered from the captivity of our bodies, we will perhaps make ourselves mutually understood by an intimate union of ourselves, as it is probable the angels do in heaven. Thus, it does not seem absolutely necessary to admit ideas to represent spiritual things to the soul, because it may be, we may see them by themselves, although after a very imperfect manner.

(3) As an example of mental perceptions caused by an external spiritual source, how might angels communicate ideas to each other?

External Material Sources of Perceptions. Thus, at least in theory, some mental perceptions may be directly caused by an external spiritual source and would not involve any representative ideas. Malebranche's principal concern, though, is with mental perceptions caused by an external material  source. These, he argues, necessarily are given to us as ideas which represent or copy the original object.


I will not examine here how two spirits can be united one to the other, and if they can after this manner mutually discover one another's thoughts. I believe, however, that there is no substance purely intelligible, but that of God. Nothing can be evidently known but in his light, and the union of spirits cannot make them visible. For although we are most strictly united to ourselves, we are and will be unintelligible to ourselves, until we see ourselves in God and he represents to us the perfect intelligible idea that he has of our being included in his. So although I may seem here to grant that angels can display one to another what they are and what they think, it is only because I will not dispute it, provided I am granted what is not to be doubted, viz. that we cannot see material things by themselves, and without ideas.


I will explain in the seventh chapter, my opinion how we know spirits, and will show that at present we cannot absolutely know them by themselves, although it may be they are united to us. But I speak here mainly of material things, which certainly cannot be united to the soul in such a manner as is necessary for us to perceive them. For, since they are extended, and the soul not, there is no proportion between them. Besides, our souls do not go out of our bodies to measure the greatness of the heaven, and consequently, they cannot see external bodies except by the ideas which represent them. This is what all the world ought to grant.

(4) Why are external material things perceived by us by means of ideas?


CH. 1, SECT. 2: DIVISION OF THE VARIOUS WAYS WHEREBY EXTERNAL OBJECTS MAY BE SEEN. Let us grant Malebranche's initial point that the ideas of external things are only representations or copied images of the original object in question. The next question for Malebranche, then, is how we acquire these copied images of the original. Malebranche considers five possible theories of how represented ideas are fed to us. Through a process of elimination he concludes that we receive these ideas of external things from God who discloses them to us as he sees fit.


We are assured then, that it is absolutely necessary that the ideas we have of bodies, and of all other objects which we do not perceive by themselves, [1] proceed from these bodies, or these objects, or else that [2] our soul has the power of producing these ideas, or that [3] God created them with our souls; or that [4] he produces them every time that we think of any object; or else that [5] the soul has all those perfections in itself that it sees in these bodies: or in short, that it is united with a perfect being, which in general includes all the perfections of created beings.


We cannot see objects except after one of these ways. Let us examine without prejudice (and without frightening ourselves with the difficulty of the question) which of them seems most probable. We may resolve it very clearly, although we do not pretend here to give such demonstrations as will satisfy all sorts of persons, but only convincing proofs to those at least who will meditate with serious attention upon them. For perhaps it would be thought too rash if we should pretend otherwise.


CH. 2: THAT MATERIAL OBJECTS DO NOT EMIT SPECIES WHICH RESEMBLE THEM. The first possibility considered by Malebranche is that ideas of objects are fed to us by the objects themselves. 

The theory of Emitted Species. He considers this theory as explained by Medieval philosophers who followed  Aristotle.


The most common received opinion is that of the Peripatetics who think that external objects emit species which resemble them, and that those species are carried by the external senses to the common sense or understanding. They call these species impressed, because the object imprints them on the external senses. These impressed species, being material and sensible, are made intelligible, by means of the active, or active intellect; and are fit to be received in the passive intellect. These species, thus spiritualized, are called expressed species, because they are expressed by the impressed ones. And it is by them that the passive intellect knows all material things.


We will not pause to explain at large these fine things, and the divers manners in which different philosophers conceive them. For they do not agree as to the number of faculties which they attribute to the interior sense and the understanding. And there are several who doubt whether they have need of any active intellect to know sensible objects. Yet however they generally agree, that external objects emit the species or images which represent them. And it is only upon this foundation that they multiply their faculties, and defend their active intellect: so that this foundation having no solidity, as will soon be shown, it will be unnecessary to spend any time to overturn the superstructure.

(5) What is the underlying theory proposed by the Peripatetics (disregarding the various perceptual faculties they postulate)?

Criticisms of the Emitted Species Theory. The contention, then, is that some kind of species or sense data particles are emitted by objects which carry the object's image to our senses. Malebranche rejects this view for three reasons.


We are assured, then, that it is improbable that objects should emit their images, or species which represent them, for these reasons. 


The first is from the impenetrability of objects. All objects, as the sun, stars, and all such as are near the eyes, cannot emit species which are different from their respective natures.  For this reason philosophers commonly say that these species are gross and material, in which they differ from expressed species which are spiritualized. These impressed species of objects, then, are little bodies and they cannot therefore be penetrated, nor all the spaces which are between the earth and the heaven, which must be full of them. From this it is easy to conclude that they must be bruised and broken in moving every way; and thus they cannot make objects visible.


Moreover, one may see from the same place or point a great number of objects in the heavens and on the earth. Therefore, the species of these objects can be reduced into a point. But they are impenetrable since they are extended, therefore, etc.


But one may not only see a multitude of very great and vast objects. From all points in all the great spaces of the world we can discover an almost infinite number of objects, and even objects as large as the sun, moon, and the heavens. There is therefore no point in all the world where the species of all these things ought not to meet; which is against all appearance of truth.

(6) The first problem with this view is that the species particles themselves must be physical. However, at the same time, we must concede that they all are reduced to the size of a tiny (perhaps infinitely small) point. Why must they be as small as a point?


The second reason is taken from the change which happens in the species. It is evident that the nearer any object is, the greater its species ought to be, since we see the object is greater. But what is yet more difficult to conceive, according to their opinion, is that if we look upon this object with a telescope, or a microscope, the species immediately becomes six hundred times as great as it was before. For it is yet more difficulty conceived from what parts it can grow so great in an instant.

(7) The second problem with this view is that the same object produces species of different sizes depending on how close we are to the object. What is difficult to conceive about this?


The third reason is when we look upon a perfect cube, all the species of its sides are unequal. Nevertheless, we see all the sides equally square. So when we consider ellipses and parallelograms in a picture, which cannot but emit like species,  we nevertheless see circles and squares. This manifestly shows that it is not necessary that the object beheld should emit species like itself, that it may be seen.

(8) The third problem is that the same species must be emitted by the different objects, yet we perceive them differently. Explain Malebranche's examples comparing a the side of a real cube with a picture of a parallelogram.


In short, it cannot be conceived how it can be that a body, which does not sensibly diminish, should always emit species on every side, which should continually fill all the great spaces about it, and that with an inconceivable swiftness. For an object that was hidden, in that instant that it discovers itself may be seen many millions of leagues on all sides. And what appears yet more strange is that bodies in great motion, as air and some other, do not have that power of pushing outwards these images which resemble them, as the more gross and quiescent bodies, such as the earth, stones, and generally all hard bodies have.


But I will not stay any longer to enumerate all the contrary reasons to their opinion. There would be no end since a very ordinary judgment would raise innumerable objections. Those that we have brought are sufficient, though they were not so necessary after what has been said upon the subject of the first book, where the errors of the senses were explained. But there are so great a number of philosophers wedded to this opinion, that we believe it will be necessary to say something to incline them to reflect upon their own thoughts.


CH. 3: That the Soul has no Power of Producing Ideas. The second theory which Malebranche attacks is that objects make some kind of impression on our senses, and from these impressions we by ourselves form the ideas which represent the object. Since, on this theory, the initial impression does not resemble the object, then we ourselves have the power to create the idea which does resemble the object. 


The second opinion is that of those who believe our souls have any power of producing the ideas of such things about which they will think, and the souls are excited to produce the ideas  by the impressions which objects make upon bodies, although these impressions are not images like the objects which cause them. They believe that it is in this that humans are made after the image of God, and participates of his power. Just as God created all things out of nothing and can reduce them to nothing again, and then create them anew, so too can humans create, and annihilate the ideas of all things as he pleases. But there are good reasons to distrust all these opinions which praise a person since these are the common thoughts which arise from a vain and proud origin, and which the Father of light has not inspired.

(9) What is the real motivation behind belief in this theory?

Criticism of this Theory. The initial problem Malebranche sees with this theory is that ideas are spiritual in nature, and we are ascribing to ourselves the power of creating something spiritual out of nothing. 


This participation of the power of God, which people boast of having, to represent objects and of doing many other particular actions, is a participation which seems to relate to something of independence, as independence is commonly explained. It is also an imaginary participation which people's ignorance and vanity make them imagine. They depend much more than they think upon the goodness and mercy of God. But this is not a place to explain these things. It is enough if we try to show that people have not the power of forming the ideas of things which they perceive.


No one can doubt that ideas are real beings, since they have real properties and since they differ from one another, and represent all different things. Nor can we reasonably doubt that they are spiritual, and very different from the bodies which they represent. But it seems reasonable to doubt whether ideas, by whose means we see bodies, are not more noble than the bodies themselves. For indeed the intelligible world must be more perfect than the material and earthly, as we will see hereafter. Thus when we affirm that we have the power of forming such ideas as we please, we will be in danger of persuading ourselves to make more noble and perfect beings than the world which God has created. However, some do not reflect upon it, because they imagine that an idea is nothing, since it is not to be felt. Alternatively, if they look upon it as a being, it is a very mean, contemptible one, because they imagine it to be annihilated as soon as it is no longer present to the mind.

(10) Why  don't  some people reflect on the initial problem that we are creating something spiritual out of nothing?

Requirements for Creating Ideas. Some people try to gloss over the issue by saying that it is not true creation since we are actually starting with something (i.e. the physical impressions of the object). Malebranche rejects such attempts to evade the real issue and he emphasizes all the more that this theory gives us the power to create something out of nothing.


But supposing it true, that ideas were only little contemptible beings. Nevertheless, they are beings, and spiritual ones. And since people do not have the power of believing, it follows that they cannot produce them. For the production of ideas, after the manner before explained, is a true creation. People try to gloss over and soften the hardness of this opinion by saying that the production of ideas presupposes something else, but creation presupposes nothing. Still, the difficulty is not solved by this ploy.


For we ought to consider that it is no more difficult to produce something out of nothing, than to produce one thing out of another which cannot at all contribute to its production. For example, it is no more difficult to create an angel than to produce him from a stone; since a stone is of another sort of being wholly different, it cannot in the least be useful to the production of an angel. But it may contribute to the production of bread, gold, etc. For a stone, gold, and bread, are only the same thing differently configured, and are all material.


It is even more difficult to produce an angel of a stone, than to produce him out of nothing. This is because to make an angel out of a stone (so far as it can be done) the stone must be annihilated, and afterwards the angel created. But simply to create an angel, nothing is to be annihilated. If therefore the mind produces its ideas from the material impressions which the brain receives from objects, it must always do the same thing, or a thing as difficult, or even more difficult than if it created them. Since ideas are spiritual, they cannot be produced of material images, which have no proportion with them. 

(11) Why is it more difficult to create an angel out of stone than to create an angel from nothing?

Malebranche continues that even if we did have the power to create something from nothing, we still could not create an idea of an object. This would require some prior access to that object to accurately depict it.


But if it is said that an idea is not a substance, I consent to it, yet it is always something that is spiritual. And as it is impossible to make a square of a spirit, although a square is not a substance from a spiritual idea, although an idea was no substance.


But even if  we should grant to the mind of humans a sovereign power to annihilate, and create the ideas of things, it would still never make use of that power to produce such ideas. For, even as a painter, how skillful he is, could not represent an animal which he had never seen and of which he never had any idea, so that the picture which he should make would resemble this unknown animal. Thus a person cannot form the idea of an object if he did not know it before, that is, if he does not already have some idea of the object which does not depend upon his will. And if he already had an idea of it, he certainly knows this object, and it would be unnecessary for him to form it anew. It is therefore in vain to attribute to the mind of humans the power of producing his ideas. 

Two Possible Defenses Rejected. Malebranche considers a possible defense that we naturally have some kind of confused ideas of things, and it is from these confused ideas that we develop the more distinct ideas which more accurately resemble the original object. Thus, we do not actually create our accurate ideas, but merely develop them. He rejects this view, though, since the naturally implanted idea would have to be distinct, otherwise it would be useless in helping us form an accurate idea. And, if the naturally implanted idea was distinct, we would not need to develop another idea from it. Malebranche notes a second possible defense: we conceive of something, such as a square, through our pure intellect, and then develop a visual image of it through our imagination. Again Malebranche has problems with this view since the imagined image is not an exact copy of the first.
Perhaps it might be said that the minds of humans have general and confused ideas which they do not produce. And those which they produce are particular, more clear and distinct; but it is always the same thing. However, a painter cannot draw the picture of a particular person, so as to be sure that he has perfected it, if he had had no distinct idea of that person, and especially if the person had not been present. Similarly, the mind which, for example, could only have the idea of a being or an animal in general, could not represent to itself a horse, nor form a distinct idea of a horse and be assured that it is perfectly like a horse, unless it already had the first idea [of a specific horse] with which it might compare this second idea [of the horse]. Now if it had a first idea [of a specific horse], it is not necessary to form a second idea [of the horse]. And the question regards this first. Therefore, etc.

It is true that when we conceive of a square by pure intellection, we can also imagine it, that is, perceive it in ourselves, by tracing an image of it in the brain. Yet it must be first observed that we are not the true nor principal cause of this image. But it will take too long to explain this here. Secondly, so far is the second idea which accompanies this image from being more distinct and more exact than the other, that, on the contrary, it is not so exact because it resembles the first, which was only a pattern for the second. For indeed we must not believe that the imagination and senses represent objects more distinctly to us than the pure understanding. Instead, they only apply them more to the mind. For the ideas of the senses and imagination are not distinct, but only so insofar as they are conformable to the pure intellection. The image of a square, for example, which the imagination traces in the brain, is not exact and perfect, but is only so insofar as it resembles the idea of the square, which we conceive by pure intellection. It is this idea which regulates this image, and it is the mind which conducts the imagination. The mind obliges it, if we may so say, to observe from time to time whether the image it paints is a figure of four right and equal lines, whose angles are alike. In a word, it considers whether what it imagines is like to what it conceives.

The Fallacy of Attributing False Causes. Malebranche concludes this section by noting why people erroneously believe that the human mind has the power to create ideas. First, people observe that when they will to think about a certain idea, such as the idea of an elephant, then the image of an elephant appears. Since the act of willing and the emergence of the idea are correlated, they erroneously assume that the will causes the idea. Logicians refer to this error as the fallacy of false cause.


After what has been said, I do not believe it can be doubted that people are deceived who affirm that the mind is able to form the ideas of objects. This is because they attribute the power of creation to the mind, and even of creating with wisdom and order, although it has no knowledge of what it does. For that is not conceivable. But the cause of their error is that people always judge that a thing is the cause of some effect when both are joined together, supposing the true cause of this effect is unknown to them. That makes all the world conclude that a bowl put in motion, and meeting another, is the true and principal cause of the motion that it communicates to it. This is just as they conclude that will of the soul is the true and principal cause of the motion of the arm, and other similar prejudices. For, it always happens that a bowl is shaken when it is met by another that runs against it, just as our arms are moved almost always when we will, and we do not see any other apparent cause of this motion.


But when an effect does not so often follow something which is not the cause of it, there is nevertheless a great many people, who believe this thing is the cause of the effect which happens. Yet everybody is not guilty of the same error. For instance, a comet appears, and after this comet a prince dies. Some stones lie exposed to the moon, and they are eaten with worms. The sun is joined with mars at the nativity of a child, and something extraordinary happens to this child. All this is enough to persuade a great many people that the comet, the moon, and the conjunction of the sun with mars, are the causes of these effects, and others like them. And the reason why all the world does not believe it, is that they do not always see these effects follow these causes.

(12) What superstitions arise from the tendency to ascribe false causes to things?


But all people commonly have the ideas of objects present to their minds as soon as they will it, and this happens many times in a day. Accordingly, almost all conclude that the will which accompanies the production, or rather the presence of ideas, is truly the cause of them. This is because they see nothing at the same time that they can attribute it to, and they imagine that the ideas no longer exist when the mind sees them no longer, and that they revive again anew when they are again represented to the mind.


It is for these reasons that some judge that external objects emit images which resemble them, as we have mentioned in the preceding chapter. For, since it is impossible to see objects by themselves, but only by their ideas, they then judge that the object produces the idea. This is because as soon as it is present, they see it, and as soon as it is absent, they see it no longer, and because the presence of the object almost always accompanies the idea which represents it to us.

(13) How does the tendency to ascribe false causes explain why people believe that external objects emit images with resemble the object?


Yet if people were not prejudiced in their judgments from this, given that the ideas of things are present to their mind as soon as they will them, they would only conclude that, according to the order of nature, their will is commonly necessary for them to have those ideas. They would not conclude that the will is the true and principal cause which presents them to the mind, and much less, that the will produces them from nothing, or after the manner by which they explain it. Nor should they conclude that objects emit species resembling them, because the soul commonly perceives them only when they are present. They should only conclude that the object is for the most part necessary for the ideas to be present to the mind. And lastly, they should not conclude that a bowl put into motion is the principal and true cause of the shaking of another bowl that it meets in the way, since the first had not the power of motion in itself. They can only determine that the meeting of two bowls is an occasion to the author of the motion of matter to execute the decree of his will, which is the universal cause of all things, in communicating to the other bowl a part of the motion of the first (that is, to speak more clearly, in willing that the last, it should acquire so much more motion as was lost by the first). For the moving force of bodies can proceed only from the will of him who preserves them, as we will show elsewhere.

(14) In view of the fact that the above mentioned events are merely correlated, what is the most that we can say about the role of the human will and external objects in the production of our ideas?


CH. 4: THAT WE DO NOT SEE OBJECTS BY MEANS OF IDEAS WHICH WERE CREATED WITH US. The third explanation of the origin of ideas which Malebranche attacks is that all ideas of the external world were innately implanted in our minds when we were created by God, and we merely recall these ideas. 

God acts in the Easiest Way. Malebranche argues that this theory would require an infinite number ideas, each with an infinite number of variations. God would not adopt this approach if there is an easier way to accomplish the same task.

The third opinion is, that of those who say all ideas are created with us.


To discover the improbability of this opinion, it will be necessary to consider that there are many different things in the world of which we have ideas. But to speak only of simple figures, it is certain that the number of them is infinite. No, even if we consider but one only, as the ellipsis, we cannot doubt but the mind conceives an infinite number of different kinds of them when it considers that one of the diameters may be lengthened out to infinity, and the other always continue the same.


Just as the height of a triangle may be augmented or diminished infinitely, the base being always the same, we may conceive that there is an infinite number of different kinds of them. Further (which I desire may be considered here), the mind in some manner perceives this infinite number, although we can imagine but very few of them, and we can at the same time have particular and distinct ideas of many triangles of different kinds. But what must mainly be observed is that this general idea that the mind has of this number of triangles of different kinds. And this is sufficient to prove that, if we do not conceive each of these different triangles by particular ideas and, in short, if we do not comprehend their infinity, it is not the defect of the ideas, or that infinity is not represented to us. Rather, it is only the defect of the capacity and extension of the mind. If a person should apply himself to consider the properties of all the different kinds of triangles, although he should eternally continue this sort of study, he would never want new and particular ideas, but his mind would be unprofitably fatigued.


What I have said of triangles, may be applied to five, six, a hundred, a thousand, or ten thousand sided figures, and so on ad infinitum. Now if the sides of a triangle, which have infinite relations one with the other, make triangles of infinite kinds, it is plain that four, five, or a thousand sided figures are capable of admitting much greater differences, since they are capable of a greater number of relations and combinations of their sides than simple triangles are.


The mind then sees all these things. It has ideas of them, and these ideas would never fail it, although it should employ infinite ages in the consideration of one figure only. And if it did not perceive these infinite figures immediately, or did not comprehend their infinity, it is only because its extension is very limited. It has then an infinite number of ideas. Do I say an infinite number? It has as many infinite numbers of ideas, as there are different figures to be considered. Thus, since there is an infinite number of different figures, to know these figures it is necessary for the mind have an infinitely infinite number of ideas.

(15) On the theory presented, how many ideas must the mind have?


Now I ask, is it probable that God should create so many things within the mind of humans? For my part it does not appear so to me, mainly since that might be accomplished in a more simple and easy manner, as we will soon see. For as God always acts by the most simple ways, it does not seem reasonable to explain how we know objects by admitting the creation of an infinite number of beings, since we can resolve this difficulty in a more easy and natural way.

(16) Why would God not create us with such a vast number of ideas?


Can’t Explain why the Soul Selects a Given Idea. A second problem with this theory concerns how the soul could decide to pick out a given idea to represent a given object when we look at it 


But although the mind should have a magazine of all the ideas which are necessary for it to see things, it would be yet more difficult to explain how the soul would make choice of them to represent things. For instance, how  can the soul represent the sun to itself when the sun is present to the eyes of its body?


For since the image which the sun imprints in the brain does not resemble the idea we have of it (as has been elsewhere proved), and since the soul does not perceive the motion that the sun produces in the bottom of the eyes and in the brain, it is inconceivable how it should exactly guess (among these infinite number of ideas that it has) which one it must represent to itself so to imagine or to see the sun. We cannot, therefore, say that the ideas of things were created with us, as this will not explain how we see the objects that are about us.

(17) Even if we had all ideas implanted in us, why couldn't this explain how we perceive external objects?


Nor can we say that God produces as many of them every moment, as we perceive different things. This has been sufficiently refuted from what has been said in this chapter. Besides it is necessary that at all times we actually have in ourselves the ideas of all things, since we are always able to think of all things. And we could not do this if we perceived them already confusedly, that is, if an infinite number of ideas were not present to our minds. For, we cannot will to think of objects of which we have no idea.


CH. 5: THAT THE MIND NEITHER SEES THE ESSENCE, NOR EXISTENCE OF OBJECTS IN CONSIDERING ITS OWN PERFECTIONS. Malebranche turns to the fourth explanation of the origin of ideas. On this view, the human soul  is of such a superior nature, that it contains within itself the spiritual nature of  external things themselves (which are inferior). Ideas of external things, then, are copies of the spiritual nature of those things as they exist within our own souls.

The fourth opinion is that the mind stands in need of nothing besides itself to perceive objects. In considering itself and its own perfections, it can discover all things that are outside of it.


It is certain that the soul sees within itself (and without ideas) all the sensations and passions it is capable of, such as pleasure, pain, cold, heat, colors, sounds, odors, flavors, its love, its hatred, joy and sadness, etc. This is because all the sensations and passions of the soul represent nothing external which is like them, and because they are only modifications which nothing but the mind is capable of. But the difficulty is to know whether the ideas which represent something that is outside of  the soul and which resembles them in some measure (as the ideas of a sun, a house, a horse, a river, etc.) are only modifications of the soul. This is considering that the soul cannot stand in need of  anything besides itself to represent to itself all external things.


There are persons who make no scruple to affirm that the soul, being made to think, has in itself (I mean, in considering its own perfections) whatever is necessary to perceive objects. For, indeed the soul being nobler than all the things it conceives distinctly, it may be said that the soul contains them in some measure eminently, according to the notions of the schools. That is, the soul contains them after a nobler and more sublime manner than the things are in themselves. They accordingly pretend that superior things comprehend the perfections of those that are inferior. And, thus, being themselves the noblest of the creatures they know, they imagine they have in themselves, after a spiritual manner, all that is in the visible world. In a word, they describe the soul to be like an intelligible world, which comprehends in itself whatever the material and sensible world comprehends. No, it comprehends infinitely more.


But in my opinion it is a great presumption to maintain this view. If I am not mistaken, it is natural vanity, the love of independence, and the desire of resembling him who comprehends all beings in himself [i.e. God], which confounds the mind, and inclines us to believe that we possess what we have not. "Do not say that you are a Light to yourself," says St. Augustine. For there is none but God who is a light to himself, and who can, in considering himself, see whatever he has produced, or can produce.

(18) What inclines people to hold this view about the nature of our souls?

Why Only God can do This. Malebranche explains how the above theory can only apply to God insofar as God created the external world. As creator, God made the world based on a set of ideas he had of all the world's  creatures and objects. These ideas are part of God's nature, and, thus, God sees within himself the existence and nature of all the things he created. By contrast, humans are limited, and we do not contain within  ourselves the existence and nature of all things.


It is certain that there was no one but God alone before the world was created, and he could not produce it without knowledge and without ideas. Consequently those ideas which God had of the world are not different from himself. And thus all creatures, even the most material and most terrestrial, are in God, though in a manner altogether spiritual, which we cannot understand. God therefore sees all beings in himself, in considering his own perfections which represent them to him. He also knows their existence perfectly. For since the existence of all things depend on his will, he cannot be ignorant of his own will. It follows, then, that he cannot be ignorant of their existence. And thus God does not only see in himself the essence of all things, but also their existence.


But the case is different with created [human] spirits since they can neither see the essence of things, nor their existence within themselves. They cannot see the essence of things within themselves because, being very limited, they do not contain all existing beings as God does, whom we may call the universal being (or plainly he that is, as he calls himself.). Since, therefore, the human mind may know all beings and infinite beings, and yet not contain them, it is a certain proof that the human mind does not see the essence of things in itself. For the mind does not only see sometimes one thing, and sometimes another successively, it also actually perceives infinity, though it does not comprehend it. So that not being actually infinite, nor capable of infinite modifications at the same time, it is absolutely impossible that it should see within itself what is not there. Therefore it does not see the essence of things in considering its own perfections, or by modifying itself variously.

(19) Malebranche argues that our limited nature prevents us from having the existence and nature of all other things within ourselves. To illustrate our limitations, he examines the human conception of infinity. As humans, what are we capable of understanding about the notion of infinity, and what is it that we don't understand?

Malebranche argues further that the ideas we have of external things clearly depend on something other than ourselves. First, ideas of things do not depend on our wills. Second, when we have hallucinations, these don't even correspond to anything real. 


Further, the human soul does not see the existence of things within itself, because the existence of beings does not depend upon the human will,  and also because the ideas of those beings may be present to the human mind, although the beings do not exist. For, everybody may have the idea of a mountain of gold, though there is no mountain of gold in nature. And though we rely on the report of the senses to judge of the existence of objects, nevertheless reason does not assure us that we should always believe our senses since we find clearly that they deceive us. For example, when a person's blood is inflamed, or when he barely sleeps, he sometimes sees fields, combats, and the like, which nevertheless are not present and perhaps never were. Therefore it is certain that it is neither within itself, nor by itself, that the mind sees the existence of things, but that in this case it depends upon some other things.


CH. 6: THAT WE SEE ALL THINGS IN GOD. Given the failure of the above four theories, Malebranche argues that we obtain ideas of external things by viewing them within God himself. For, God houses ideas of all external things, and, by his own choosing, allows us to see those ideas. 

Spiritual Entities Reside in God. This theory rests on the contention that spiritual entities reside in God. Malebranche maintains this for two reasons. First, as indicated above, as creator, God must have the ideas or blueprints of all things. Second, all spirits (and spiritual things such as ideas) dwell within God, just as all physical things dwell in space.

We have examined in the preceding chapters four different manners in which the human mind may see external objects, and these do not appear probable to us. There only remains the fifth, which alone appears agreeable to reason and is the most proper, which is the dependence that spirits have on God in all their thoughts.


In order to understand it correctly, we must remember what has been said in the preceding chapter, that it is absolutely necessary that God should have in himself the ideas of all the beings he has created, since otherwise he could not have produced them. And, thus, he sees all those beings by considering the perfections which he includes in himself, and to which all beings are related. Moreover, it is necessary to know that God is very strictly united to our souls by his presence, so that we may say that he is the place of spirits, just as space is the place of bodies. These two things being supposed, it is certain that the mind may see what there is in God, which represents created beings, since that is very spiritual, very intelligible, and most present to the mind. Thus the mind may see in God the works of God, supposing God be willing to disclose to our minds what there is in God which represents those works. These are the reasons which seem to prove that he wills rather than creates an infinite number of ideas in every mind.

Efficiency Argument. Malebranche offers several proofs of his theory that we get ideas of external objects by viewing those ideas in God. He still is troubled, though, by the second rejected theory above (that God innately planted ideas of external things in our minds) and he sees this as the principal rival to his own theory. His first defense of his own theory, then,  is that it is a more efficient explanation than that offered by the rival theory.


First, although we do not absolutely deny that God was able to produce an infinitely infinite number of beings who represent objects with every mind he creates, yet we ought not to believe that he does so. For it is not only compatible with reason, but it also appears by the economy of nature, that God never does by very difficult means what may be done by a plain and easy way. God does nothing in vain and without reason. His wisdom and his power are not exhibited by doing little things by difficult means. That is repugnant to reason, and shows a limited knowledge. On the contrary, his greatness is seen by doing great things by plain easy means. It is thus that from extension alone he produces everything we see that is admirable in nature, and even that which gives life and motion to animals. For those who postulate substantial forms, faculties, and souls in animals different from their blood and from the organs of their body, in order to perform their functions, at the same time seem to argue that God wants understanding, or that he cannot do those admirable things by extension alone. They measure the power of God and his sovereign wisdom by the smallness of their own capacity. Then since God may make human minds see all things, by willing barely that they should see what is in themselves; that is, what is in him that has a relation to those things, and which represents them, there is no probability that he would do it otherwise; and that he should produce, in order thereunto, as many infinities of infinite numbers of ideas, as there are created spirits.

(20) Malebranche rejects the theory of innately implanted ideas of external things because it is less efficient than Malebranche's own theory. Malebranche illustrates God's efficiency by describing the variety of things which God created out of extension alone (i.e. out of physical substance alone). What does this include?


We must observe, however, that we cannot conclude that spirits see the essence of God insofar as they can see all things in God in that manner. This is because what they see is very imperfect, whereas God is very perfect. We see matter divisible and figured, etc., but there is nothing in God that is divisible or figured. For God is all beings, because he is infinite and comprehends all, but he is no being in particular. Nevertheless that which we see is but one, or several beings in particular, and we do not apprehend that perfect simplicity of God which includes all beings. Besides that it may be said, that we do not so much see the ideas of things, as the things which those ideas represent; for when we see a square, for instance, we do not say that we see the idea of that square, which is united to the mind, but only the square which is without us.

(21) Given that we obtain ideas of external things by viewing them through God, this does not mean that we actually can see the inner nature of God himself. What is the key difference between the ideas of external things that we see through God, and God's nature itself?

Sovereignty Argument. A second argument for Malebranche's own theory is that it highlights God's sovereignty more than the alternative theory.


There is a second reason which may induce us to believe that we see all objects because God wills that that which is in God and represents things should be discovered to us (rather than because we have as many ideas created with us as we can see things). For this puts all created spirits in an absolute dependence upon God, and the greatest spirits that can be. This being so, we cannot only see nothing except what God wills that we should see, but we can also see nothing, unless God himself shows it to us. Non sumus sufficientes cogitare aliquid a nobis, tanquam ex nobis, sed sufficientia nostra ex deo est (2 Cor. 3:5). It is God himself which instructs and enlightens philosophers in that knowledge which ungrateful people call natural, although it is an immediate gift from heaven: deus enim illis manifestavit (Rom. 1:19). It is he that is properly the light of the mind, and the father of light or knowledge. Pater luminum (James 1:17). It is he that teaches wisdom to people: qui docet hominem scientiam (Psalms 53). In a word, he is the true light, which enlightens all those that come into this world: lux vera que illuminat omnem hominem venientem in hunc mundum (John 1:9).

(22) How does Malebranche's theory emphasize God's sovereignty? 


In short, it is pretty difficult to distinctly recognize the dependence which our minds have on God in all their particular actions (supposing that they have all that which we distinctly know to be necessary for them in order to act, or all the ideas of things present to their mind, and truly that general and confused word concurrence, by which people pretend to explain the dependence that creatures have on God, does not awaken any distinct idea in an attentive mind). Yet it is quite necessary that people should know distinctly that they can do nothing without God.

Abstract Idea Argument. Malebranche's third argument is based on how we acquire abstract or general ideas, such as the universal notion of a triangle. General ideas are initially formed in God, and we access these through God.


But the strongest of all reasons, is the manner in which the mind perceives all things. It is certain, and everybody knows by experience, that when we wish to think on anything in particular thing, we first cast our eyes on all beings. After that, we apply ourselves to the consideration of the object we design to think on. Now it is most certain that we see it already, though confusedly and in general. So, as we may desire to see all the beings, sometimes one and sometimes another, it is certain that all beings are present to our mind.  And it appears that all beings can only be present to our mind because God is present to our minds, that is, he who includes all things in the simplicity of his being.


It seems, moreover, that the mind would not be capable of representing to itself universal ideas of kinds and species, etc., unless it saw all beings included in one. Since every creature is a particular being, we cannot say that we see anything created when we see, for instance, a triangle in general. In short, I believe that it is impossible to give a good reason of the manner in which the mind comes to know several abstracted and general truths, unless it is by the presence of him [i.e. God] that can direct the mind in a world of different manners.

(23) Malebranche argues that we cannot conceive of universal abstract ideas unless we saw all beings included in one, which we as humans cannot do on our own accord. What ability does God have which allows for the creation of  abstract ideas?
Using the abstract idea of "the infinite" as a starting point, Malebranche gives a variation of Descartes' proof of God's existence in Meditation 3. For Descartes, we have an innate idea of infinite perfection which must have been implanted in us by an infinitely perfect being (i.e., God). Malebranche's argument is as follows:

(a) We have a concept of infinite being

(b) We do not comprehend "infinite being" in the way in which ideas copy objects

(c) Our comprehension of infinite being results from a union or direct acquaintance with God himself

(d) Therefore, God exists

It is from the idea of infinite being, with which we are directly acquainted, that we form our ideas of finite beings.


Thus, the chief proof of the existence of God which is the best, the most majestic, and the most solid (or that which supposes the fewest things) is the idea we have of infinity. For, the mind does not comprehend infinite being, and the mind has a very distinct idea of God which it can only have by the union it has with God. This is because it cannot be conceived that the idea of a being infinitely perfect, as that we have of God, should be anything that is created.


But not only does the mind have the idea of infinity, it has it even before that of  the finite. For we conceive the infinite being, and from this alone that we conceive a being, without considering whether it is finite or infinite. But in order to conceive of a finite being, we must reduce something of that general notion of  a being which, consequently, must precede it. Thus, the mind perceives nothing but an infinity, and that idea cannot be formed by the confused mixture of all the ideas of particular beings, as philosophers imagine. On the contrary, all those particular ideas are only participations of the general idea of infinity insofar as God does not derive his being from the creatures, but all creatures only subsist by him.

(24) How do we arrive at the notion of finite being?

Principle Purpose Argument. Malebranche turns to his final proof that we see all things in God. Since God creates all things for his own purpose, then as human creatures we cannot perceive anything without seeing God in those things.


The last proof, which perhaps will be a demonstration to those that are used to abstracted arguments, is this. It is impossible that God should have any other principal end of his actions but himself. This notion is common to all people that are capable of any reflection, and the holy scriptures do not allow us to doubt that God has made everything for himself. Therefore, it is necessary that our natural love (I mean the motion he produces in our mind) should tend towards him. Moreover, the knowledge and the light which he presents to our minds should make us know something that is in him. For whatever comes from God can only be for God. If God created a spirit, and gave it an idea of the sun (as the immediate object of its knowledge), in my opinion God would create that spirit, and the idea in that spirit, for the sun and not for him.


God cannot therefore create a spirit to know his works, unless that spirit sees God in some measure by looking at his works. So we may say that, unless we do see God in some measure, we would see nothing. Similarly, unless we do love God (I mean, unless God continually imprinted in us the love of good in general) we should love nothing. For since that love is our will, then we can love nothing, nor will  anything without him. This is because we cannot love particular goods without directing towards those goods the inclination of love which God gives us towards himself. Thus, just as we love nothing except by the necessary love we have for God, so too we see nothing except by the natural knowledge we have of God. And all the particular ideas we have of creatures are only limitations of the idea of the creator, as all the motions of the will for the creatures, are only determinations of the motion for the creator.

(25) What is the main end towards which all love (or desire) is directed?


I believe that all theologians will grant that the impious love God with that natural love which I speak of. St. Augustine and some other fathers affirm as an undeniable thing that the impious see in God the rule of morality and necessary truths. So, the opinion I explain should not trouble anyone. Thus St. Augustine speaks: 

The mind is advised that it should turn to the Lord as to that light by which it was touched in some way, even when that mind turned away from him. For hence it is that even the godless think of eternity, and rightly condemn and rightly praise many things in the moral conduct of people. Bu what rules, pray, do they judge these things if not by those in which they see how each one ought to live, even though they themselves do not live in the same manners? Where do they see them? They do not see them in their own nature. For, these things are doubtless in the mind, and their minds are admittedly changeable. But it sees these rules as unchangeable, whoever can see even this in them. ... Where, then, are they written except in the book of that light which is called Truth? From there every just law is transcribed and transferred to the heart of the person who works justice ... But he who does not work justice, and yet sees what is to be worked, he it is who is turned away from this light, but still touched by it. (The Trinity, 14:15)


There are many passages in St. Augustine similar to this by which he proves that we see God, even in this life, by the knowledge we have of eternal truths. Truth is uncreated, immutable, immense, eternal, and above all things. It is true by itself. It derives its perfection from nothing. It makes creatures more perfect, and all spirits naturally try to know it. Nothing but God can have all those perfections. Therefore truth is God. We see some of those immutable eternal truths. Therefore we see God. These are St. Augustine's reasons, and ours differ a little from them. And we are unwilling to unjustly use the authority of so great a person to confirm our opinion.

(26) For Augustine what is truth?

Different Kinds of Ideas we See through God. Thus, we see God especially when we consider necessary truths, such as those of mathematics and ethics. Malebranche slightly modifies Augustine's position and argues instead that we see God in the ideas behind truths, not in the truths themselves.


We believe that truths, even those that are eternal (such as that two times two is four) are not so much absolute beings, and even less so do we believe that they are God. For it is clear that that truth only consists in a relation of equality, such as between twice two and four. Therefore we do not say that we see God when seeing truths, as St. Augustine says. Instead, we see God when seeing the ideas of those truths. For ideas are real, but the equality between the ideas, which is truth, has no reality. For example, when people say that the cloth they measure contains three yards, the cloth and the yards are real, but the equality between three yards and the cloth is not a real thing. It is only a relation that is between the three yards and the cloth. When we say that twice two are four, the ideas of the numbers are real, but the equality which there is between them is only a relation. Thus, according to our opinion, we see God when we see eternal truths. Not that those eternal truths are God, but because the ideas on which those truths depend are in God. Perhaps St. Augustine understood it this way. We also believe that we know changeable and corruptible things in God as well, although St. Augustine only speaks of immutable and incorruptible things. This is because these do not require us to place any imperfection in God since, as we have already said, it is sufficient that God should show us what there is in him that is related to these things.

For Malebranche, we know both eternal truths and facts about the physical world by viewing them in God. When we see all things in God, though, it is not as if we ourselves are sensing them in God. Instead, God actively places these ideas in us by making the appropriate physiological modifications in our souls.


But though I say we see in God the things that are material and sensible, it must be observed that I do not say we have a sensation of them in God, but only that it is from God who acts in us. For God knows sensible things, but he does not feel them. When we perceive anything that is sensible, sensation and pure idea is in our perception. Sensation is a modification of our soul, and it is God that causes it in us. And he can cause the sensation even though he himself doesn't have the sensation. This is because, in the idea he has of our souls,  he sees that our souls are capable of sensation. As for the idea which is joined to sensation, this is in God, and we see it because it is his pleasure to reveal it to us. And God joins sensation to the idea when objects are present, so that we may believe that the objects are as they are, and that we may have such sensations and passions as we ought to have in relation the them.

God, thus, is the source of all ideas including facts about the physical world, necessary truths (such as 2+2=4), and moral truths (such as that we must love good). The manner in which God gives us these ideas, though, differs. Ideas of necessary truths, for example,  come from a union or direct acquaintance with God himself.


Lastly, we believe that all spirits see the eternal laws as well as other [physical] things in God, but with some difference. We know eternal order and eternal truths, and even the objects which God has made according to such order and truths. This is done by the union which our spirits have necessarily with the word, or wisdom of God which directs us, as we have shown. But [as to natural moral laws], it is by the impression we receive continually from the will of God, which inclines us to him, and tries, so to speak, to make our wills absolutely like that of his. This is how we know order is a law, I mean, and that we know the eternal laws, such as these: we must love good, and shy from evil; we must love justice more than all riches; it is better to obey God than to command people; and many other natural laws. For the knowledge of all those laws is not different from the knowledge of the impression which we always feel in ourselves, though we do not always follow it by the free choice of  our will, which we know to be common to all spirits, though it is not equally strong in all.

(27) How do we obtain ideas of moral truths?


It is by that dependence, relation, and union of our mind to the word of God, and of our will to his love, that we are made after the image and likeness of God. And although this may be very much defaced by sin, yet it is necessary that it should subsist as long as we do. But if we bear the image of the word humbled upon earth; and if we follow the motions of the holy ghost, that primitive image of our first creation, that union of our mind with the word of the father, and to the love of the father and of the son, will be re-established, and made indelible. We will be like God, if we are like the person God. In short, God will be all in us, and we all in God, in a far more perfect manner than that by which it is necessary for us to subsist, that we should be in him, and he in us.

(28) In what way are we made in the image of God?


The Most Probable Theory. Malebranche concludes that this is the most probable of all the theories of how we acquire ideas of objects. He also notes how it makes God actively involved in all causal relations which we are part of.


Here are some reasons which may persuade us that spirits perceive all things by the immediate presence of him who comprehends all in the simplicity of his being. Everyone will judge it according to the internal conviction he will receive of it, after having seriously considered it. But I do not think that there is any probability in all the other ways of explaining these things, and that this last appears more than probable. Thus our souls depend on God in all respects. For as it is he who makes them feel grief, pleasure, and all other sensations, by the natural union he has established between them and our body which is no other than his decree and general will. Thus it is he, who by the natural union which he has made between the will of humans, and the representation of the ideas which the immensity of the divine being includes, that makes them know whatever they do know. And that natural union is also nothing else but his general will. So, none but he can direct us, by representing all things to us; as none but he can make us happy, by making us taste all manner of pleasures.


Let us therefore keep to this opinion that God is the intelligible world, or the place of spirits, just as the material world is the place of bodies. Spirits receive all their modifications from his power. That they find all their ideas in his wisdom.  It is by his love that they are acted in all their regular motions. Since his power and love are nothing but himself, let us believe with St. Paul, that he is not far from everyone of us, and that it is in him that we have life, motion, and a being. Non longe est ab unequoque nostrum, in ipso cnim vivimus, movemur, & sumius (Acts 17:28).
Malebranche continues in Chapter Seven (not included here), outlining the various ways we know things. We know God through himself. We know bodies through the ideas which God gives us of them. We know our own souls through consciousness and inner sensation. Finally, we know other people’s minds only through conjecture, based on their resemblance to ourselves.


OCCASIONALISM. Occasionalism is the view that God is the principal force behind all causal events. For example, when a baseball bat strikes a baseball, God is the actual cause of the motion of the baseball. The bat is merely the occasional or incidental cause which signals God to actually move the ball. Hints of this position are first found in Descartes'  Principles on Philosophy 2:36. In defending the view that "God is the Primary Cause of Motion." Descartes argues as follows: 

[The cause of motion in nature] is in fact twofold: first, there is the universal and primary cause -- the general cause of all the motions in the world. And second, there is the particular cause which produces in an individual piece of matter some motion which it previously lacked. Now as far as the general cause is concerned, it seems clear to me that this is no other than God himself. In the beginning in his omnipotence he created matter, along with its motion and rest. And now, merely by his regular concurrence, he preserves the same amount of motion and rest in the material universe as he put there in the beginning. ... Thus, God imparted various motions to the parts of matter when he first created them, and he now preserves all this matter in the same way, and by the same process by which he originally created it. And it follows from what we have said that this fact alone makes it most reasonable to think that God likewise always preserves the same quantity of motion in matter.

Descartes' argument above is this:

(1) God first imparted things with motion at creation. 

(2) God preserves or maintains the existence of things after creation. 

(3) The act of preservation is indistinguishable from the act of creation (Meditation 3)

(4) Thus, God continually imparts motion to things. 

What Descartes hinted at, his followers articulated more precisely. French historian and Cartesian philosopher Geraud de Cordemoy (d. 1684) drew a distinction between the "true cause" of an event, which is God, and its "occasional cause," such as the bat striking the ball. Malebranche further developed Cordemoy's reasoning and produced the definitive defense of the theory of occasionalism. His defense appears in the following selections from The Search after Truth, Book 6, part 2, chapter 3, titled, "Of the Most Dangerous Error in Philosophy; Of the Ancients."

Ancient Philosophy's Conception of Causal Power. Malebranche begins explaining how ancient philosophers postulated metaphysical entities as the basis of causal force. He refutes this position by pushing it to the point of absurdity. His first observation about their contention is that if something has power, it is to some degree divine.

Ancient philosophers explained the effects of nature by certain entities which they had no particular idea of. In doing so they not only spoke what they did not conceive, but even established a principle from where may directly be drawn most false and dangerous consequences.


Let us suppose, according to their opinion, that in bodies there are some beings distinct from matter. Not having any distinct idea of these entities, we might easily imagine that they are the true, or principal causes of the effects which we see produced. This is indeed the common sentiment of most philosophers. For it is mainly to explain these effects, that they make use of the notions of substantial forms, real qualities, and other the like entities. But when we attentively consider the idea we have of cause or power of acting, we cannot doubt that it represents something divine. For the idea of a sovereign power is the idea of sovereign divinity. And the idea of a subordinate power is the idea of an inferior. But a true divinity at least, according to the opinion of the heathens, is the idea of a power or true cause. We admit therefore something divine in all bodies which encompass us, when we admit forms, faculties, qualities, virtues, and real beings, capable of producing certain effects, by the power of their own nature. And thus, they insensibly enter into the opinions of the heathens, by the respect they have for their philosophy. Faith indeed works it, but it may perhaps be said that if we are Christians in our hearts, we are heathens in our minds.

(29) According to ancient philosophers, what are some of the entities that are supposedly responsible for the causal power that exists between things (and are thereby to some extent divine)?

Malebranche continues his reduction to absurdity noting that anything with such power is superior to us and  entitled to be worshipped.


Moreover, it is difficult to persuade ourselves that we ought neither to love or fear true powers and beings, who can act upon us, punish us with pain, or recompense us with pleasure. And as love and fear are a true adoration, it is also difficult to persuade ourselves that we ought not to adore them. For whatever can act upon us as a real and true cause is necessarily above us, according to St. Augustine and right reason. The same father (and the same reason) tells us it is an immutable law that inferior things should submit to superior. And from hence, this great father concludes, that the body cannot act upon the soul, and that nothing can be above the soul but God.

(30) Why, according to St. Augustine, can't the body act upon the soul (as when my soul perceives something warm which my body touches)?


In the holy scriptures, when God proves to the Israelites that they ought to adore him, that is, that they ought to fear and love him, the chief reasons he brings are taken from his power to recompense and punish them. He represents to them the benefits they have received from him, the evils for which he has punished them, and that he has still the same power. He forbids them to adore the Gods of the heathens, because they have no power over them, and can do them neither harm nor good. He requires them to honor him only, because he only is the true cause of good and evil, and that there happens none in their city, according to the prophet, which he has not done; for natural causes are not the true causes of the evil that appears to be done to us. It is God alone that acts in them, and it is he only that we must fear and love: soli deo honor & gloria.

In short, this opinion (that we ought to fear and love whatever is the true cause of good and evil) appears so natural and just, that it is impossible to destroy it. Thus, if we suppose this false opinion of the philosophers (which we try here to confuse -- that bodies which encompass us are the true causes of the pleasures and evils which we feel), then reason seems to justify a religion like to that of the heathens, and approves of the universal irregularity of manners.


It is true that reason does not tell us that we must adore onions and leeks as the sovereign divinity; because they cannot make us entirely happy when we have of them, or entirely unhappy when we want them. Nor have the heathens ever done to them so much honor as to the great Jupiter, upon whom all their divinities depend, or as to the sun, which our senses represent to us, as the universal cause which gives life and motion to all things. If with the heathen philosophers, we suppose the sun includes in its being the true causes of whatever it seems to produce, not only in our bodies and minds, but likewise in all beings which encompass us, we cannot prevent ourselves from regarding this as a sovereign divinity.

(31) Following the logic of the ancient philosophers, why does it make some kind of sense to worship the sun as the sovereign divinity?


But if we must not pay a sovereign honor to leeks and onions, yet we may always give them some particular adoration. I mean, we may think of and love them in some manner. If it is true, that in some sort they can make us happy, we must honor them in proportion to the good they can do us. And certainly, people who give ear to the reports of their senses, think that lentils are capable of doing them good. Otherwise the Israelites, for instance, would not have regretted their absence in the defect, nor considered it as a misfortune to be deprived of them, if they did not, in some manner, look upon themselves happy in the enjoyment of them. These are the irregularities which our reason engages us in, when it is joined to the principles of the heathen philosophy, and follows the impressions of the senses.

(32) Following the logic of the ancient philosophers, why does it make some kind of sense to worship leeks, onions or lentils?


God is the True Cause, Nature is the Occasional Cause. Having rejected the ancient conception of the source of causation, Malebranche argues that God is the true cause of all motion. His argument is as follows:
(a) Only physical bodies and spirits exist

(b) Physical bodies cannot causally move things themselves

(c) Therefore, only spirits can causally move things

(d) Finite minds cannot causally move things

(e) God, who is infinitely perfect, can causally move things.

(f) Therefore, only God can causally move things


To cast doubt on this miserable philosophy, the certainty of its principles, and clearness of the ideas we make use of,  it is necessary to clearly establish those truths which are opposite to the errors of the ancient philosophy. In short, we must prove that there is only one true cause, because there is only one true God. Nature, or the power of everything, proceeds only from the will of God. All natural things are not true causes, but only occasional ones, and some other truths will be the consequences of these.


It is evident that all bodies, both great and small, have no power of removing themselves: a mountain, an house, a stone, a grain of sand. In short, the least or biggest bodies we can conceive, have no power of removing themselves. We have only two sorts of ideas, that of bodies, and that of spirits. Since we ought to speak only of those things which we conceive, we should reason according to these two ideas. Since therefore the idea we have of all bodies shows us that they cannot move themselves, it must be concluded that they are moved by spirits only. But when we examine the idea we have of all finite minds, we do not see the necessary connection between their wills and the motion of any body whatever it may be. On the contrary, we see that there is none, nor can there be any. From this we ought to conclude (if we will argue according to our knowledge) that as no body is able to move itself, so there is no created spirit that can be the true or principal cause of the motion of any body whatever.

(33) In defense of premise (d) above, why does Malebranche conclude that finite minds cannot causally move things?


But when we think of the idea of God, of a being infinitely perfect, and consequently almighty, we know that there is such a connection between his will, and the motion of all bodies. It is impossible to conceive that he should will the motion of a body, and that would not be moved. Thus, if we speak things as we conceive them (and not as we feel them), we must say that only his will can move bodies. The moving force of bodies, therefore, is not in the bodies which move, since this power of motion is nothing else but the will of God. 

(34) Why is God (who is spirit) capable of  willing the motion of a body?

God, then, is the true cause of all motion. The natural causes we see around us are what he calls occasional or incidental causes.

Thus bodies have no action. When a bowl is moved and contacts another bowl which is in turn moved, it communicates nothing of its own. For in itself it does not have the impression that it communicates to the other. Yet a bowl is the natural cause of the motion which it communicates. A natural cause, then, is not a real and true cause, but only an occasional one, and which determined the author of nature to act after such and such a manner, in such and such an occurrence.


It is certain, that it is by the motion of visible or invisible bodies that all things are produced. For experience teaches us that bodies, whose parts are in greatest motion, always act more than others, and produce the greatest change in the world. All the powers of nature then proceed from the will of God. He has created the world because he willed it: dixit & facta funt: he moves all things, and so produces all the effects that we see happen. Because he has also willed certain laws, according to which bodies communicate their motions in their encounters; and because these laws are productive, they act, and bodies cannot act. There is therefore no force, power, or true cause, in the material and sensible world, nor must we admit of forms, faculties, and real qualities, to produce effects that bodies cannot, and to divide, with God, the force and power which is essential to him. 

Just as God is the true cause of all physical motion, Malebranche continues explaining that God is also the true cause of  all mental events which are nonphysical.

Not only bodies cannot be the true causes of  anything, the most noble spirits are also under a like impotence. They can know nothing if God does not enlighten them. Nor can they have any sensation if he does not modify them. They are capable of willing nothing if God does not move them towards him. I confess they can determine the impression that God gives them towards him, to other objects. But do not know whether that can be called a power. If the capability of sinning is a power, it would be a power which the almighty does not have. St. Augustine says in some of his works, if people had in themselves the power of loving good, we might say they had some power. But people can only love because God wills they should love, and because his will is effective. They love only because God continually inclines them to good in general, that is, towards himself. Since God created them only for himself, he never preserves them without turning them towards and inclining them to himself. They have no motion towards good in general, since it is God who moves them. They only follow by an entire free choice, this impression according to the law of God, or determine it towards a false good after the law of the flesh: they can only be determined by a prospect of good: for being able to do only what God makes them, they can love nothing but good.

(35) What other types of mental events are caused by God, as suggested by Augustine?


God is Also the True Cause of Human Bodily Motion. Having maintained generally that God is the cause of most (if not all) mental events, Malebranche argues specifically that God is true cause of human sensation and bodily motion. Suppose, for example, I wish to move my arm. My task is to will this event. This becomes the cue for God to physically move my arm through physiological causes.


But if we should suppose what is true in one sense, that spirits have in themselves the power of knowing truth and loving good, if their thoughts and wills produced nothing external, we might always say they were able to do nothing. Now it appears most certain to me, that the will of spirits is not capable of moving the smallest body in the world. For it is evident there is no necessary connection between the will we have of moving our arms, and the motion of them. It is true, they are moved when we please, and by that means we are the natural cause of their motion. But natural causes are not true causes; they are only occasional ones, which act merely through the power and efficacy of God, as I have already explained.


For how can we move our arms? To move them we must have animal spirits, and convey them by certain nerves, into such and such muscles to swell and contract them. For by this means the arms move. Or according to the opinion of some, we do not know yet how it is performed. And we see that people who do not even know they have spirits, nerves, and muscles to move their arms, yet move them with as much art and facility as those that understand anatomy best. It is then granted, that people will the motion of their arms, but it is only God that can and knows how to remove them. If a person cannot throw down a tower, at least he knows well what must be done in order to it. But there is no person that knows so much as what he must do to move one of his fingers by the help of his animal spirits. How then can people move their arms? These things appear evident to me, and to all those that will think of them, though perhaps they may be incomprehensible to such as will not consider them.

(36) As illustrated by his example of throwing down a tower, why aren't we the true cause of the movement of our arms?

Malebranche continues explaining why it is not conceivable that we should be the true cause of our bodily motion, and also why God would not give us that kind of power.


Not only are people not the true causes of the motions produced in their bodies, it seems even a contradiction that they should be so. A true cause is such that the mind perceives a necessary connection between it and its effect. This is what I mean. Now it is only an infinitely perfect being whose mind can perceive a necessary connection between his will and the effects of it. It is only God, then, who is the true cause, and who has really the power of moving bodies. I say, moreover, it is not probable that God would communicate this power he has of moving bodies either to humans or angels. And those who pretend the power we have of moving our arms is a true power, must confess that God could also give to spirits the power of creating, annihilating, and performing all possible things. In a word, this implies that he can make them almighty, as I will further show.

(37) Why is it incomprehensible that we even could be the true cause of  moving our arms?


God has no need of any instrument to act. It is sufficient if he wills a thing for it to be, because it is a contradiction to suppose he wills it, and that it should not be. His power then is his will, and the communicating of his power is a communication of his will. But to communicate his will to a person or an angel, can signify nothing else but willing. Some body, for instance, should be effectively moved when it is willed by a person or an angel. Now in this case I see two wills which concur when an angel would move a body, that of God, and that of the angel. And to know which of the two will be the true cause of the motion of this body, we must know which it is that is productive. There is a necessary connection between the will of God, and what he wills. God wills in this case, that a body should move when it is willed by an angel. There is a necessary connection therefore, between the will of God and the motion of this body. And consequently it is God who is the true cause of the motion of the body, and the will of the angel only an occasional one.

(38) Suppose that God gave an angel the power to move our arm. What would be the true cause and what would be the occasional cause?

Additional Arguments. Malebranche offers additional arguments showing why God must be the true cause of bodily motion, even if our wills are involved too. First, if God would make someone move contrary to his desire, the person's desire would clearly be only the occasional cause, and not the true cause. Second, if God make a person's will the true cause of an event, then, in acts of creation and destruction, the person's will would be the true cause of this as well. This is especially absurd when considering non-human decisions in which the wills of animals and even the natural dispositions of matter may be present along with God's will. These, clearly, are not the true causes of the resulting motion, creation, or destruction. Third, if God could give such power to people, animals or matter, he would be making them into gods, which God cannot do.


But to show it yet more clearly, let us suppose that God wills that things should happen quite contrary to what some spirits desire, as we may think of devils, or some other spirits, who merit this punishment. We cannot say in this case that God communicates his power to them, since they can do nothing that they would do. Yet the wills of these spirits would be the natural causes of whatever effects should be produced. As such, bodies should be moved to the right hand, because these spirits would have them moved to the left; and the desire of these spirits would determine the will of God to act, as our wills to move the parts of our bodies, determine the first cause to move them. Accordingly, the wills of spirits are only occasional causes.


Yet if after all these reasons, we will still maintain, that the will of an angel, which moves any body, should be a true cause, and not an occasional one, it is plain that this same angel might be the true cause of the creation and annihilation of all things. For God could as well communicate to him his power of creating and destroying bodies, as that of moving them, if he willed that things should be created and annihilated. In a word, if he willed, all things would happen as the angel wishes them, even as he wills that bodies should move as the angel pleases. If it is said that an angel or a human would be the true movers, because God moves bodies when they with it, it may also be said, that a human and an angel may be true creators since God can create beings when they will it. No, perhaps it might be said, that the most vile animals, or matter of itself, should be the effective cause of the creation of any substance. This would be so if we supposed, as the philosophers do, that God produces substantial forms whenever the disposition of matter requires it. In short, because God has resolved from all eternity in certain times to create such and such things, we might also say that these times should be the causes of the creation of these beings, as reasonably as to pretend, that a bowl which meets another, is the true cause of the motion it communicates to it. This is because God has determined by his general will, which constituted the order of nature, that when two bodies should meet there should be such and such a communication of motion.


There is then but one only true God, and he the one only true cause. And we must not imagine that that which precedes an effect is the true cause of it. God cannot even communicate his power to the creatures, if we follow the light of reason. He cannot make them true causes, because he cannot make them Gods. Bodies, spirits, pure intelligences, can all do nothing. It is he who has made these spirits that illuminates and acts them. It is he who has created the heavens and the earth, which regulates the motions thereof. In short, it is the author of our being that executes our wills, femel jussis, sewsper pares. He even moves our arms when we make use of them against his orders, for he complains by his prophets, that we make him serve our unjust and criminal desires.

(39) Who is the true cause of the movement of our arms when we go against God's orders?

For Malebranche, superstitions and Godless beliefs resulted from the failure to recognize God as the true cause of all. Just as proper religion teaches us that there is only one true God, proper philosophy teaches us that there is only one true cause of everything.


All these little heathen divinities, and all these particular causes of the philosophers, are only chimeras that the wicked spirit tries to establish to ruin the worship of the true God. It is not the philosophy they have received from Adam, which teaches these things. It is that which they have received from the serpent, for since the fall the mind of humans became perfectly heathenish. It is this philosophy which joined to the errors of the senses, has made them adore the sun, and which is still at this day, the universal cause of the irregularity of the mind, and corruption of the heart of humans. By their actions, and sometimes by their words, why do they say that we should love the body, since the body is capable of affording us all pleasures? And why do we laugh at the Israelites, which regretted the loss of the garlic and onions of Egypt since, in effect, they were unhappy by being deprived of what, in some measure, could make them happy? But the new philosophy, which they represent as a dismal thing to frighten weak minds, is despised and condemned without being understood. The new philosophy, I say, since they are pleased to call it so, destroys all the arguments of the libertines, by the establishment of the most chief of its principles, which perfectly agrees with the first principle of the Christian religion, that we must love and fear but one God, since there is only one God who can make us happy.


For if religion teaches us that there is but one true God, this philosophy shows us there is but one true cause. If religion informs us, that all the divinities of the heathens are only stones and metals without life and motion, this philosophy discovers to us, also, that all second causes, or all the divinities of their philosophy, are only matter and ineffective wills. In short, if religion teaches us that we must not bow our knees to false Gods, this philosophy also tells us that our imaginations and minds ought not to be prostituted to the imaginary greatness and power of causes, which are not true causes. We must neither love nor fear them, nor busy ourselves about them. Instead, we should think upon God only, see him, adore him, fear and love him in all things.

(40) What do we learn from the "new" philosophy?


But this does not agrees with the inclination of some philosophers. They will neither see nor think upon God. For, since the fall, there is a secret opposition between God and humans. People take pleasure in erecting Gods after their own imagination, and they voluntarily love and fear the fictions of their own imagination, as they heathens did the works of their own hands. They are like children who tremble at their companions, after they have daubed their faces. Or if they allow for a more noble comparison (although perhaps it be not so just) they resemble those famous Romans, who had some fear and respect for the fictions of their own minds, and foolishly adored their emperors after they had let loose the eagle when they deified them.

C. LEIBNIZ
Gottfried Willhelm Leibniz (1646-1716) was born into a Lutheran family in Germany, and in his early years was largely self-educated through his father’s private library. He entered the University of Leipzig in 1661 where he studied law, and later received his doctorate from the University of Nürnberg. He was variously employed as a councilor, historian, librarian, and diplomat, principally for the courts of Hanover and Brunswick. Throughout his life, and in all of his various areas of interest, he tried to mediate or reconcile disputing sides of controversies. As a political diplomat he tried to unite the nations of Europe. As a theological diplomat he tried to unify the churches. He promoted cooperative activity in scientific and medical research. Leibniz became influential within the scientific community through correspondences with noted scientists and his occasionally published scientific essays. His most noted scientific contribution was his invention of the calculus, which created a controversy with Newton. Early in his life Newton invented the calculus (which he called "fluxions") and privately used it in his scientific studies. For publications, though, Newton wrote the proofs out in conventional mathematics. Leibniz, though, published the theory first. Letters circulated among London scientists on the issue, and the consensus was reached they each arrived at the discovery independently. 

Leibniz wrote in fragments (letters, brief essays) and only after his death was it revealed that the vast majority of his literary output was unpublished. His only book published during his life was the Theodicy (1710), written for Queen Sophie Charlotte of Prussia, which attempts to explain the presence of evil in a world created by a benevolent God. He also composed a book-length critique of Locke’s Essay concerning Human Understanding, which he titled “New Essays on Human Understanding.” His critique covers all four books of Locke’s Essay, but is particularly noted for its defense of innate ideas in the face of Locke’s attacks. After Locke’s death in 1704, though, Leibniz chose not to publish it. In the years following Leibniz’s own death in 1716, 30 or so of his philosophical essays and letters appeared slowly. Perhaps the most important of these is an untitled outline of the metaphysical doctrines in the Theodicy which was written just before his death in 1714 and first published in 1840. This essay, since titled the “Monadology,” is a systematic summary of the wide range of Leibniz’s ideas in 90 brief propositions. The complete text of the “Monadology” is presented below.


MONADS. Leibniz opens the “Monadology” by describing the essential features of monads and the role they play in the universe. 


What Monads Are. Leibniz explains that monads are the true atoms of which all physical things are composed. They are simple substances without parts, indestructible, incorruptible, individual centers of force. Monads comes into being only through creation, and end through annihilation, and, unlike atoms, they exist neither in space nor time. He argues that, technically, monads do not have direct causal effects on other monads. That is, they contain no open windows which allow them entrance to influence other monads.


1. The monad, of which we will speak here, is nothing else than a simple substance, which goes to make up composites; by simple, we mean without parts.


2. There must be simple substances because there are composites; for a composite is nothing else than a collection or aggregatum of simple substances.


3. Now, where there are no constituent parts there is possible neither extension, nor form, nor divisibility. These monads are the true atoms of nature, and, in fact, the elements of things.


4. Their dissolution, therefore, is not to be feared and there is no way conceivable by which a simple substance can perish through natural means.


5. For the same reason there is no way conceivable by which a simple substance might, through natural means, come into existence, since it cannot be formed by composition.


6. We may say then, that the existence of monads can begin or end only all at once, that is to say, the monad can begin only through creation and end only through annihilation. Composites, however, begin or end gradually.


7. There is also no way of explaining how a monad can be altered or changed in its inner being by any other created thing, since there is no possibility of transposition within it, nor can we conceive of any internal movement which can be produced, directed, increased or diminished there within the substance, such as can take place in the case of composites where a change can occur among the parts. The monads have no windows through which anything may come in or go out. The Attributes are not liable to detach themselves and make an excursion outside the substance, as could sensible species of the Schoolmen. In the same way neither substance nor attribute can enter from without into a monad.

(1) Unlike monads which come into being through divine creation and end through divine annihilation, how do composite things (i.e., things composed of monads) come into being?

The Identity of Indiscernibles and Changes within Monads. According to Leibniz, monads clearly differ from each other. His proof for this rests in a principle which philosophers refer to as Identity of Indiscernibles: if any two beings have exactly the same set of intrinsic and non-relational properties, then they are indiscernible (i.e. indistinguishable). Thus, according to Leibniz, monads must internally differ from each other in some way, otherwise there would only be one monad. Further on Leibniz explains two key qualities within monads which generate their differences: (1) the activity of perceiving the nature of surrounding monads, and (2) the activity of representing (mirroring, mimicking) the nature of surrounding monads. Both of these activities range from being completely active to being almost inert. 


8. Still monads need to have some qualities, otherwise they would not even be existences. And if simple substances did not differ at all in their qualities, there would be no means of perceiving any change in things. Whatever is in a composite can come into it only through its simple elements and the monads, if they were without qualities (since they do not differ at all in quantity) would be indistinguishable one from another. For instance, if we imagine a plenum or completely filled space, where each part receives only the equivalent of its own previous motion, one state of things would not be distinguishable from another.


9. Each monad, indeed, must be different from every other monad. For there are never in nature two beings which are exactly alike, and in which it is not possible to find a difference either internal or based on an intrinsic property.


10. I assume it as admitted that every created being, and consequently the created monad, is subject to change, and indeed that this change is continuous in each.


11. It follows from what has just been said, that the natural changes of the monad come from an internal principle, because an external cause can have no influence on its inner being.


12. Now besides this principle of change there must also be in the monad a variety which changes. This variety constitutes, so to speak, the specific nature and the variety of the simple substances.


13. This variety must involve a multiplicity in the unity or in that which is simple. For since every natural change takes place by degrees, there must be something which changes and something which remains unchanged, and consequently there must be in the simple substance a plurality of conditions and relations, even though it has no parts. 

(2) The differences between monads results from the differing changes that they go through. How do natural changes take place?


The Doctrine of Minute Perception. Although monads perceive things, Leibniz argues that they are not conscious. This position is called “the doctrine of minute perception. For Leibniz, this is an important point since many errors in the history of philosophy result from failing to recognize that some unconscious things can perceive. In particular, this has led followers of Descartes to conclude that that animals (which lack consciousness) don't even have perceptive souls, and that unconscious sleep is like death since all perception would also be annihilated.


14. The passing condition which involves and represents a multiplicity in the unity, or in the simple substance, is nothing else than what is called perception. This should be carefully distinguished from apperception or consciousness, as will appear in what follows. In this matter the Cartesians have fallen into a serious error, in that they deny the existence of those perceptions of which we are not conscious. It is this also which has led them to believe that spirits alone are monads and that there are no souls of animals or other entelechies, and it has led them to make the common confusion between a protracted period of unconsciousness and actual death. They have thus adopted the Scholastic error that souls can exist entirely separated from bodies, and have even confirmed ill-balanced minds in the belief that souls are mortal.


15. The action of the internal principle which brings about the change or the passing from one perception to another may be called appetition. It is true that the desire (l'appetit) is not always able to attain to the whole of the perception which it strives for, but it always attains a portion of it and reaches new perceptions.


16. We, ourselves, experience a multiplicity in a simple substance, when we find that the most trifling thought of which we are conscious involves a variety in the object. Therefore all those who acknowledge that the soul is a simple substance ought to grant this multiplicity in the monad, and Monsieur Bayle should have found no difficulty in it, as he has done in his Dictionary, article "Rorarius."

(3) For Leibniz, what is the quality of “appetition” in a monad?


Whether Material Things can Perceive. The issue of the monad's ability to perceive raises in important issue: is a purely physical thing capable of perception? Philosophers today address this issue by considering whether advanced computerized robots could at some point be capable of mental perception. Philosophers of Leibniz's day were equally concerned with this issue and questioned whether any purely material machine could be capable of thinking. Leibniz answers no: perception cannot be reduced to physical mechanisms. He has us  imagine that a brain was the size of a mill house. If we could explore the inside, we could not locate the actual perception.


17. It must be confessed, however, that perception, and that which depends upon it, are inexplicable by mechanical causes, that is to say, by figures and motions. Supposing that there were a machine whose structure produced thought, sensation, and perception, we could conceive of it as increased in size with the same proportions until one was able to enter into its interior, as he would into a mill. Now, on going into it he would find only pieces working upon one another, but never would he find anything to explain perception. It is accordingly in the simple substance, and not in the composite nor in a machine that the perception is to be sought. Furthermore, there is nothing besides perceptions and their changes to be found in the simple substance. And it is in these alone that all the internal activities of the simple substance can consist.


18. All simple substances or created monads may be called entelechies, because they have in themselves a certain perfection. There is in them a sufficiency which makes them the source of their internal activities, and makes them, so to speak, incorporeal Automatons.


19. If we wish to designate as soul everything which has perceptions and desires in the general sense that I have just explained, all simple substances or created monads could be called souls. But since feeling is something more than a mere perception I think that the general name of monad or entelechy should suffice for simple substances which have only perception, while we may reserve the term Soul for those whose perception is more distinct and is accompanied by memory.


20. We experience in ourselves a state where we remember nothing and where we have no distinct perception, as in periods of fainting, or when we are overcome by a profound, dreamless sleep. In such a state the soul does not sensibly differ at all from a simple monad. As this state, however, is not permanent and the soul can recover from it, the soul is something more.

(4) What types  of human perception most closely resemble the kind of perception which monads exhibit?


21. Nevertheless it does not follow at all that the simple substance is in such a state without perception. This is so because of the reasons given above; for it cannot perish, nor on the other hand would it exist without some affection and the affection is nothing else than its perception. When, however, there are a great number of weak perceptions where nothing stands out distinctively, we are stunned; as when one turns around and around in the same direction, a dizziness comes on, which makes him swoon and makes him able to distinguish nothing. Among animals, death can occasion this state for quite a period.


22. Every present state of a simple substance is a natural consequence of its preceding state, in such a way that its present is big with its future.


23. Therefore, since on awakening after a period of unconsciousness we become conscious of our perceptions, we must, without having been conscious of them, have had perceptions immediately before; for one perception can come in a natural way only from .another perception, just as a motion can come in a natural way only from a motion.


24. It is evident from this that if we were to have nothing distinctive, or so to speak prominent, and of a higher flavor in our perceptions, we should be in a continual state of stupor. This is the condition of monads which are wholly bare.


HUMAN PERCEPTION. Having explained the nature of simple perception in monads, Leibniz moves on to discuss the more complex varieties of perception in humans. 

Animal and Human Mental Activity. Whereas monads can only perceive, animals and humans have more complicated forms of mental activity. First, we have heightened perceptions from our sense organs. Second, we have memories which are associated with events.


25. We see that nature has given to animals heightened perceptions, having provided them with organs which collect numerous rays of light or numerous waves of air and thus make them more effective in their combination. Something similar to this takes place in the case of smell, in that of taste and of touch, and perhaps in many other senses which are unknown to us. I shall have occasion very soon to explain how that which occurs in the soul represents that which goes on in the sense organs.


26. The memory furnishes a sort of consecutiveness which imitates reason but is to be distinguished from it. We see that animals when they have the perception of something which they notice and. of which they have had a similar previous perception, are led by the representation of their memory to expect that which was associated in the preceding perception, and they come to have feelings like those which they had before. For instance, if a stick be shown to a dog, he remembers the pain which it has caused him and he whines or runs away.


27. The vividness of the picture, which comes to him or moves him, is derived either from the magnitude or from the number of the previous perceptions. For, oftentimes, a strong impression brings about, all at once, the same effect as a long-continued habit or as a great many reiterated, moderate perceptions.


28. People act in like manner as animals, in so far as the sequence of their perceptions is determined only by the law of memory, resembling the empirical physicians who practice simply, without any theory, and we are empiricists in three-fourths of our actions. For instance, when we expect that there will be daylight tomorrow, we do so empirically, because it has always happened so up to the present time. It is only the astronomer who uses his reason in making such an affirmation.


Higher Human Reasoning. In addition to the kinds of perceptions which we share with animals, humans have additional mental faculties which make us unique. First, we have knowledge of eternal and necessary truths, specifically knowledge of God, and reflective knowledge of ourselves. Second, we are capable of reasoning. Third, there are simple ideas of which no definition can be given, such as foundational tautologies. 


29. But the knowledge of eternal and necessary truths is that which distinguishes us from mere animals and gives us reason and the sciences, thus raising us to a knowledge of ourselves and of God. This is what is called in us the Rational Soul or the Mind.


30. It is also through the knowledge of necessary truths and through abstractions from them that we come to perform Reflective Acts, which cause us to think of what is called the I, and to decide that this or that is within us. it is thus, that in thinking upon ourselves we think of being, of substance, of the simple and composite, of a material thing and of God himself, conceiving that what is limited in us is in him without limits. These reflective acts furnish the principal objects of our reasonings.


31. Our reasoning is based upon two great principles: first, that of contradiction, by means of which we decide that to be false which involves contradiction and that to be true which contradicts or is opposed to the false.


32. And second, the principle of sufficient reason, in virtue of which we believe that no fact can be real or existing and no statement true unless it has a sufficient reason why it should be thus and not otherwise. Most frequently, however, these reasons cannot be known by us.

(5) What are the two principles of reasoning?


33. There are also two kinds of truths: those of reasoning and those of fact. The truths of reasoning are necessary, and their opposite is impossible. Those of fact, however, are contingent, and their opposite is possible. When a truth is necessary, the reason can be found by analysis in resolving it into simpler ideas and into simpler truths until we reach those which are primary.


34. It is thus that with mathematicians the speculative theorems and the practical canons are reduced by analysis to definitions, axioms, and postulates.

(6) What are the two kinds of truth?


35. There are finally simple ideas of which no definition can be given. There are also the axioms and postulates or, in a word, the primary principles which cannot be proved and, indeed, have no need of proof. These are identical propositions whose opposites involve express contradictions.


GOD. Having briefly explained the rational nature of humans, Leibniz turns next to the issue of God's existence, his nature, and his creative activity.


Cosmological Argument and the Nature God. Leibniz offers two proofs for God’s existence in the “Monadology,” the first of which is a reformulation of the classic cosmological argument for God's existence. Older versions of the cosmological begin with a given event, trace back the chain of causes of that event, and conclude that it is not possible to have an infinite chain of causes culminating in that event. Thus, a first cause exists which starts that chain. Leibniz, however, concedes that a causal chain of contingent facts can regress infinitely. Nevertheless, an explanation is still needed as to why this infinite chain of contingent causes exists in the first place. Thus, we must postulate the existence of a necessary being which explains the existence of this infinite chain of contingent beings. 


36. But there must be also a sufficient reason for contingent truths or truths of fact; that is to say, for the sequence of the things which extend throughout the universe of created beings, where the analysis into more particular reasons can be continued into greater detail without limit because of the immense variety of the things in nature and because of the infinite division of bodies. There is an infinity of figures and of movements, present and past, which enter into the efficient cause of my present writing, and in its final cause there are an infinity of slight tendencies and dispositions of my soul, present and past. 


37. And as all this detail again involves other and more detailed contingencies, each of which again has need of a similar analysis in order to find its explanation, no real advance has been made. Therefore, the sufficient or ultimate reason must needs be outside of the sequence or series of these details of contingencies, however infinite they may be.


38. It is thus that the ultimate reason for things must be a necessary substance, in which the detail of the changes shall be present merely potentially, as in the fountainhead, and this substance we call God.


39. Now, since this substance is a sufficient reason for all the above mentioned details, which are linked together throughout, there is but one God, and this God is sufficient.

Leibniz’s argument can be formulated as follows:

(a) The world contains an infinite sequence of contingent facts; 

(b) An explanation is needed as to the origin of this whole infinite series (which goes beyond an explanation of each member in the series); 

(c) The explanation of this whole series cannot reside in the series itself, since the very fact of its existence would still need an explanation (principle of sufficient reason)

(d) Therefore, there is a necessary substance which produced this infinite series (and which is the complete explanation of its own existence as well).

The classic criticism of Leibniz’s cosmological argument was given by Hume in Part 9 of his Dialogues concerning Natural Religion: 
In such a chain too, or succession of objects, each part is caused by that which preceded it, and causes that which succeeds it. Where then is the difficulty? But the whole, you say, wants a cause. I answer, that the uniting of these parts into a whole (like the uniting of several distinct countries into one kingdom, or several distinct members into one body) is performed merely by an arbitrary act of the mind, and has no influence on the nature of things. Did I show you the particular causes of each individual in a collection of twenty particles of matter, I should think it very unreasonable, should you afterwards ask me, what was the cause of the whole twenty. This is sufficiently explained in explaining the cause of the parts.

Leibniz continues discussing the various attributes of God, particularly his perfection.


40. We may hold that the supreme substance, which is unique, universal and necessary with nothing independent outside of it, which is further a pure sequence of possible being, must be incapable of limitation and must contain as much reality as possible.


41. From this it follows that God is absolutely perfect, perfection being understood as the magnitude of positive reality in the strict sense, when the limitations or the bounds of those things which have them are removed. There where there are no limits, that is to say, in God, perfection is absolutely infinite.


42. It follows also that created things derive their perfections through the influence of God, but their imperfections come from their own natures, which cannot exist without limits. It is in this latter that they are distinguished from God. An example of this original imperfection of created things is to be found in the natural inertia of bodies.

(7) Where do humans get their perfection and imperfection?


Ontological Argument. Leibniz offers a second proof for God’s existence, which is a modification of Anselm’s ontological argument for God’s existence. For Anselm, God (defined as the greatest conceivable being) must have every attribute which would make him the greatest being. Necessary existence is one such greatness-making attribute. Thus, by definition, God must have the attribute of necessary existence.  Leibniz begins his proof noting that, insofar as God is a necessary being, all other beings are contingent on God for their existence and for their natures. Like Malebranche, Leibniz believes that God has the master blueprint of all created things within him, and this blueprint contains eternal truths (such as mathematical truths). Working from such a priori “eternal truths,” Leibniz develops his argument, without any appeal to a posteriori experience.  


43. It is true, furthermore, that in God is found not only the source of existences, but also that of essences, in so far as they are real. In other words, he is the source of whatever there is real in the possible. This is because the understanding of God is in the region of eternal truths or of the ideas upon which they depend, and because without him there would be nothing real in the possibilities of things, and not only would nothing be existent, nothing would be even possible.


44. For it must needs be that if there is a reality in essences or in possibilities or indeed in the eternal truths, this reality is based upon something existent and actual, and, consequently, in the existence of the necessary Being in whom essence includes existence or in whom possibility is sufficient to produce actuality.


45. Therefore God alone (or the Necessary Being) has this prerogative that if he is possible he must necessarily exist, and, as nothing is able to prevent the possibility of that which involves no bounds, no negation and consequently, no contradiction, this alone is sufficient to establish a priori his existence. We have, therefore, proved his existence through the reality of eternal truths. But a little while ago we also proved it a posteriori, because contingent beings exist which can have their ultimate and sufficient reason only in the necessary being which, in turn, has the reason for existence in itself.

Leibniz’s version of the ontological argument is a simple modus ponens argument:

(a) If it is possible that a necessary being exists, then a necessary being exists

(b) It is possible that a necessary being exists,

(c) Therefore a necessary being exists
The key to the above argument is premise (a), especially what it means for a being to be “necessary.” Using terminology which Leibniz introduces further on, a necessary being is one which exists in every “possible world.” Consider every possible configuration of the universe: in one possible universe Lincoln did not become president, and in another there are no humans. For Leibniz, a necessary being is one which exists in every possible world, including the actual world. Suppose that there is a possible world W in which God exists necessarily. That means  God would exist in every possible world which is relative to W, including our own actual world. This, then establishes premise (a):, if in some possible world God exists necessarily, then God indeed exists necessarily (i.e., in all possible worlds). For Leibniz, premise (b) would be false only if it is contradictory. But it is not contradictory to suppose that God possibly exists in every possible world. From this, the conclusion in (c) validly follows. Given that his proof for God here is based on “eternal truths” (specifically truths of necessity and contingency) Leibniz continues discussing that nature of eternal truths. 


46. Yet we must not think that the eternal truths being dependent upon God are therefore arbitrary and depend upon his will, as Descartes seems to have held, and after him M. Poiret. This is the case only with contingent truths which depend upon fitness or the choice of the greatest good; necessarily truths on the other hand depend solely upon his understanding and are the inner objects of it.

(8) What was Descartes’ view about eternal truths (such as mathematics) and what is Leibniz’s response?


Creation. For Leibniz, God is the only uncreated monad (or original simple substance). All other monads come into being and are sustained by him in an act he calls “fulguration.” Without God, monads can neither come into being or be destroyed (paralleling the modern view of the conservation of energy). God has three principle attributes: power, knowledge, and will. These three attributes are exhibited in more limited form within monads as subject, perception, and appetition (i.e. the desire to perceive new things). As noted above, monads cannot causally affect each other, although they are influenced by perceiving surrounding monads. Such perception between monads is mediated by God.


47. God alone is the ultimate unity or the original simple substance. All created or derivative monads are the products of him, and arise, so to speak, through the continual outflashings (fulgurations) of the divinity from moment to moment, limited by the receptivity of the creature to whom limitation is an essential.


48. In God are present: power, which is the source of everything; knowledge, which contains the details of the ideas; and, finally, will, which changes or produces things in accordance with the principle of the greatest good. To these correspond in the created monad, the subject or basis, the faculty of perception, and the faculty of appetition. In God these attributes are absolutely infinite or perfect, while in the created monads or in the entelechies (perfectihabies, as Hermolaus Barbarus translates this word), they are imitations approaching him in proportion to the perfection.


49. A created thing is said to act outwardly in so far as it has perfection, and to be acted upon by another in so far as it is imperfect. Thus action is attributed to the monad in so far as it has distinct perceptions, and passion or passivity is attributed in so far as it has confused perceptions.


50. One created thing is more perfect than another when we find in the first that which gives an a priori reason for what occurs in the second. This why we say that one acts upon the other.

(9) What makes one object more perfect than another?


51. In the case of simple substances, the influence which one monad has upon another is only ideal. It can have its effect only through the mediation of God, in so far as in the ideas of God each monad can rightly demand that God, in regulating the others from the beginning of things, should have regarded it also. For since one created monad cannot have a physical influence upon the inner being of another, it is only through the primal regulation that one can have dependence upon another.


52. It is thus that among created things action and passivity are reciprocal. For God, in comparing two simple substances, finds in each one reasons obliging him to adapt the other to it. And consequently what is active in certain respects is passive from another point of view. It is active insofar as what we distinctly know in it serves to give a reason for what occurs in another. It is passive insofar as the reason for what occurs in it is found in what is distinctly known in another.


Best of All Possible Worlds. Of all the possible worlds which God could have created, his nature directed him to create the best universe. Thus, his choice of creating this universe was determined in the sense that all alternatives were inferior, and, thus, unacceptable. 


53. Now as there are an infinity of possible universes in the ideas of God, and but only one of them can exist, there must be a sufficient reason for the choice of God which determines him to select one rather than another.


54. And this reason is to be found only in the fitness or in the degree of perfection which these worlds possess, each possible thing having the right to claim existence in proportion to the perfection which it involves.


55. This is the cause for the existence of the greatest good; namely, that the wisdom of God permits him to know it, his goodness causes him to choose it, and his power enables him to produce it.

(10) How is it that God’s attributes direct him to create the best of all possible worlds?


Every Monad Mirrors the Universe. In this best of all possible worlds, God completely filled the universe with monads, and all of these work together in carrying out God’s perfect plan. No matter how disconnected the world might seem, there is an underlying master plan. All monads, then, are interconnected by virtue of this plan, and each one contains within itself an incomplete copy of this master plan. Thus, each monad mirrors the universe.

56. Now this interconnection, relationship, or this adaptation of all things to each particular one, and of each one to all the rest, brings it about that every simple substance has relations which express all the others and that it is consequently a perpetual living mirror of the universe.


57. And as the same city regarded from different sides appears entirely different, and is, as it were multiplied respectively, so, because of the infinite number of simple substances, there are a similar infinite number of universes which are, nevertheless, only the aspects of a single one as seen from the special point of view of each monad.


58. Through this means has been obtained the greatest possible variety, together with the greatest order that may be. That is to say, through this means has been obtained the greatest possible perfection.


59. This hypothesis, moreover, which I venture to call demonstrated, is the only one which fittingly gives proper prominence to the greatness of God. M. Bayle recognized this when in his dictionary (article "Rorarius") he raised objections to it. Indeed, he was inclined to believe that I attributed too much to God, and more than it is possible to attribute to him. But he was unable to bring forward any reason why it is impossible to suppose that this universal harmony causes every substance to express exactly all others through the relation which it has with them.

(11) What aspect of Leibniz’s theory did Bayle object to?


60. Besides, in what has just been said, there are a priori reasons for why things cannot be otherwise than they are. It is because God, in ordering the whole, has had regard to every part and in particular to each monad. And since the monad is by its very nature representative, nothing can limit it to represent merely a part of things. It is nevertheless true that this representation is, as regards the details of the whole universe, only a confused representation, and is distinct only as regards a small part of them, that is to say, as regards those things which are nearest or greatest in relation to each monad. If the representation were distinct as to the details of the entire Universe, each monad would be a Deity. It is not in the object represented that the monads are limited, but in the modifications of their knowledge of the object. In a confused way they reach out to infinity or to the whole, but are limited and differentiated in the degree of their distinct perceptions.


61. In this respect composites are like simple substances, for all space is filled up; therefore, all matter is connected. And in a plenum or filled space every movement has an effect upon bodies in proportion to this distance, so that not only is every body affected by those which are in contact with it and responds in some way to whatever happens to them, but also by means of them the body responds to, those bodies adjoining them, and their intercommunication reaches to any distance whatsoever. Consequently every body responds to all that happens in the universe, so that he who saw all could read in each one what is happening everywhere, and even what has happened and what will happen. He can discover in the present what is distant both as regards space and as regards time; "all things conspire" as Hippocrates said. A soul can, however, read in itself only what is there represented distinctly. It cannot all at once open up all its folds, because they extend to infinity.

(12) For Leibniz, another reason why every monad responds to what happens in the universe is because of the fact that all space is filled up. What is the connection between filled space and mirroring the universe?


BODY AND SOUL. Leibniz next examines the differing natures of physical bodies and immaterial souls, and how the two interconnect in living things. 

Physical Bodies and the Infinite Divisibility of Matter. Leibniz borrows the term “entelechy” from Aristotle to designate a primary active force in things. The entelechy of an inorganic monad is its physical nature, such as the monads which make up a stone. Living things such as trees are composed of monads with a different entelechy, such an active nutritional force. Animals are composed of monads with yet a different entelechy, such as an active appetitive force; we call this entelechy the soul of the animal. As part of God’s perfect plan, all of these objects are highly ordered both in themselves and in how we perceive them. 


62. Thus although each created monad represents the whole universe, it represents more distinctly the body which specially pertains to it and of which it constitutes the entelechy. And as this body expresses all the universe through the interconnection of all matter in the plenum, the soul also represents the whole universe in representing this body, which belongs to it in a particular way.


63. The body belonging to a monad (which is its entelechy or soul) constitutes together with an entelechy what may be called a living being, and with a soul what is called an animal. Now this body of a living being or of an animal is always organic. For, since every monad is a mirror of the universe and is regulated with perfect order, then there also needs to be order in what represents it.  That is to say there must be order in the perceptions of the soul and, consequently, in the body through which the universe is represented in the soul.


64. Therefore every organic body of a living being is a kind of divine machine or natural automaton, infinitely surpassing all artificial automatons. This is because a machine constructed by human skill is not a machine in each of its parts. For instance, the teeth of a brass wheel have parts or bits which to us are not artificial products and contain nothing in themselves to show the use to which the wheel was destined in the machine. The machines of nature, however (that is to say, living bodies) are still machines in their smallest parts ad infinitum. Such is the difference between nature and art, that is to say, between divine art and ours.

(13) What is the difference between purely natural things (created by God) and artificial things (created by us)?

Like the ancient Greek philosopher Anaxagoras, Leibniz believed that matter was infinitely divisible. That is, for any given physical thing, one can divide it again and again, onto infinity. This position stands in contrast to the view of the ancient Greek anatomists and modern day Newtonians who contended that physical things are composed of indivisible, material particles which exist in a vacuum. Thus, as part of God’s perfect universe, there are infinitely many, infinitely small monads which occupy all space. 


65. The author of nature has been able to employ this divine and infinitely marvelous artifice, because each portion of matter is not only, as the ancients recognized, infinitely divisible, but also because it is really divided without end, every part into other parts, each one of which has its own proper motion. Otherwise it would be impossible for each portion of matter to express all the universe.


66. From this we see that there is a world of created things, of living beings, of animals, of entelechies, of souls, in the smallest particle of matter.


67. Every portion of matter may be conceived as like a garden full of plants and like a pond full of fish. But every branch of a plant, every member of an animal, and every drop of the fluids within it, is also such a garden or such a pond.


68. And although the ground and air which lies between the plants of the garden, and the water which is between the fish in the pond, are not themselves plants or fish, yet they nevertheless contain these, usually so small however as to be imperceptible to us.


69. There is, therefore, nothing uncultivated, or sterile or dead in the universe, no chaos, no confusion, save in appearance. This is somewhat as a pond would appear at a distance when we could see in it a confused movement, and so to speak, a swarming of the fish, without however discerning the fish themselves.

(14) For Leibniz, there is no real chaos or confusion in the universe. What is the basis of the chaos or confusion which we might see?


Souls of Animals. As noted, souls of animals are its larger active forces which direct its sub-component parts. An animal’s soul can retain its identity even though the material parts may slowly change over time. Thus, even birth and death are gradual processes of changing sub-components.


70. It is evident, then, that every living body has a dominating entelechy, which in animals is the soul. The parts, however, of this living body are full of other living beings, plants and animals, which in turn have each one its entelechy or dominating soul.


71. This does not mean, as some who have misunderstood my thought have imagined, that each soul has a quantity or portion of matter appropriated to it or attached to itself for ever, and that it consequently owns other inferior living beings destined to serve it always. Because all bodies are in a state of perpetual flux like rivers, and the parts are continually entering in or passing out.


72. The soul, therefore, changes its body only gradually and by degrees, so that it is never deprived all at once of all its organs. There is frequently a metamorphosis in animals, but never metempsychosis or a transmigration of souls. Neither are there souls wholly separate from bodies, nor bodiless spirits. God alone is without body.


73. This is also why there is never absolute generation or perfect death in the strict sense, consisting in the separation of the soul from the body. What we call generation is development and growth, and what we call death is envelopment and diminution.

(15) How are birth and death gradual?

Pushing this point further, Leibniz maintains that animal souls are present before physical birth, and are not destroyed with the disintegration of the physical body. 


74. Philosophers have been much perplexed in accounting for the origin of forms, entelechies, or souls. Today, however, it has been learned through careful investigations made in plant, insect and animal life, that the organic bodies of nature are never the product of chaos or putrefaction, but always come from seeds in which there was without doubt some preformation. Thus, it has been decided that not only is the organic body already present before conception, but also a soul in this body, in a word, the animal itself. And it has been decided that, by means of conception, the animal is merely made ready for a great transformation, so as to become an animal of another sort. We can see cases somewhat similar outside of generation when grubs become flies and caterpillars butterflies.


75. These little animals, some of which by conception become large animals may be called spermatic. Those among them which remain in their species, that is to say, the greater part, are born, multiply, and are destroyed, like the larger animals. There are only a few chosen ones which come out upon a greater stage.


76. This, however, is only half the truth. I believe, therefore, that if the animal never actually commences by natural means, no more does it by natural means come to an end. Not only is there no generation, but also there is no entire destruction or absolute death. These reasonings, carried on a posteriori and drawn from experience, accord perfectly with the principles which I have above deduced a priori.

77. Therefore we may say that not only the soul (the mirror of the indestructible universe) is indestructible, but also the animal itself is indestructible, although its mechanism is frequently destroyed in parts and although it puts off and takes on organic coatings.


Union of Soul and Body. The difficulties involved in showing the union between the soul and body led Descartes to deny that animals could think, and to postulate pineal gland as the gateway between the body and soul in humans. For Malebranche, God shuttles information back and forth between our bodies and souls. Leibniz’s theory does not face these problems. Although the body and soul follow their own distinct laws in their own distinct realms, they operate in perfect synchronization since they are both part of God’s perfect master plan.


78. These principles have furnished me the means of explaining on natural grounds the union, or rather the conformity between the soul and the organic body. The soul follows its own laws, and the body likewise follows its own laws. They are fitted to each other in virtue of the pre-established harmony between all substances since they are all representations of one and the same universe.


79. Souls act in accordance with the laws of final causes through their desires, ends and means. Bodies act in accordance with the laws of efficient causes or of motion. The two realms, that of efficient causes and that of final causes, are in harmony, each with the other. 

(16) What are the laws which govern bodies and souls respectively?


80. Descartes saw that souls cannot at all impart force to bodies, because there is always the same quantity of force in matter. Yet he thought that the soul could change the direction of bodies. This was, however, because at that time the law of nature which affirms also that conservation of the same total direction in the motion of matter was not known. If he had known that law, he would have fallen upon my system of pre-established harmony.


81. According to this system, bodies act as if (to suppose the impossible) there were no souls at all, and souls act as if there were no bodies, and yet both body and soul act as if the one were influencing the other.


THE HUMAN SPIRIT. Leibniz closes the “Monadology” by describing human rationality, our place in God’s kingdom, and God’s method of rewarding and punishing our actions. 

Rational Minds. In primitive form, the souls of humans also existed from creation. However, they are later elected to take on the rational nature of a soul. The rational nature of the human soul is what we call our “spirit” and this mirrors the image of God himself. 


82. I find that essentially the same thing is true of all living things and animals, which we have just said (namely, that animals and souls begin from the very commencement of the world and that they no more come to an end than does the world). However, rational animals have this peculiarity, that their little spermatic animals (as long as they remain such) have only ordinary or sensuous souls, but those of them which are, so to speak, elected, attain by actual conception to human nature, and their sensuous souls are raised to the rank of reason and to the prerogative of spirits.


83. Among the differences that there are between ordinary souls and spirits (some of which I have already described) there is also this, that while souls in general are living mirrors or images of the universe of created things, spirits are also images of the Deity himself or of the author of nature. They are capable of knowing the system of the universe, and of imitating some features of it by means of artificial models, each spirit being like a small divinity in its own sphere.

(17) In what ways do we mirror the image of God?


The City of God and Suffering. Our rational abilities give us a social nature which enables us to have a relationship with God. The community of all rational beings with God constitutes a city of God, which is a moral world within a natural world. Just as there is a pre-ordered harmony between realms of the body and soul, there is a similar harmony between the natural world and moral world. Thus, the suffering that we see in the world is part of this total harmony and is nevertheless part of the best of all possible worlds which God could create. Since we cannot comprehend God’s master plan, we should simply be content with how the universe in fact is, and recognize that it cannot be improved.

84. Therefore, spirits are able to enter into a sort of social relationship with God. With respect to them he is not only what an inventor is to his machine (as in his relation to the other created things), but he is also what a prince is to his subjects, and even what a father is to his children.


85. From this it is easy to conclude that the totality of all spirits must compose the city of God, that is to say, the most perfect state that is possible under the most perfect monarch.


86. This city of God, this truly universal monarchy, is a moral world within the natural world. It is what is noblest and most divine among the works of God. And in it consists in reality the glory of God, because he would have no glory were not his greatness and goodness known and wondered at by spirits. It is also in relation to this divine city that God properly has goodness. His wisdom and his power are shown everywhere.


87. As we established above that there is a perfect harmony between the two natural realms of efficient and final causes, it will be in place here to point out another harmony which appears between the physical realm of nature and the moral realm of grace, that is to say, between God considered as the architect of the mechanism of the world and God considered as the monarch of the divine city of spirits.


88. This harmony brings it about that things progress of themselves toward grace along natural lines, and that this earth, for example, must be destroyed and restored by natural means at those times when the proper government of spirits demands it, for chastisement in the one case and for a reward in the other.


89. We can say also that God, the Architect, satisfies in all respects God the Law Giver, that therefore sins will bring their own penalty with them through the order of nature, and because of the very structure of things, mechanical though it is. And in the same way the good actions will attain their rewards in mechanical way through their relation to bodies, although this cannot and ought not always to take place without delay.

(18) What are some of the reasons that suffering might occur from natural (i.e., “mechanical”) means?


90. Finally, under this perfect government, there will be no good action unrewarded and no evil action unpunished. Everything must turn out for the well-being of the good; that is to say, of those who are not dissatisfied in this great state, who, after having done their duty, trust in Providence and who love and imitate, as is meet, the Author of all Good, delighting in the contemplation of his perfections according to the nature of that genuine, pure love which finds pleasure in the happiness of those who are loved. It is for this reason that wise and virtuous persons work in behalf of everything which seems conformable to the presumptive or antecedent will of God. Such people are, nevertheless, content with what God actually brings to pass through his secret, consequent and determining will. They recognize that if we were able to understand sufficiently well the order of the universe, we should find that it surpasses all the desires of the wisest of us. They will also see that it is impossible to make it better than it is, not only for all in general, but also for each one of us in particular. This is on the condition that we have the proper attachment for the author of all, not only as the Architect and the efficient cause of our being, but also as our Lord and the Final Cause, who ought to be the whole goal of our will, and who alone can make us happy.

(19) What should our attitudes be toward instances of suffering which we do not fully understand?


AGAINST ATOMS AND A VACUUM. Between 1715 and 1716 Leibniz exchanged a series of letters with theologian Samuel Clarke (1675-1792) on the subject of Netwonian science. Their debate became one of the most well-known scientific controversy of the 18th century and signaled the end of metaphysical approaches to science (as advanced by Leibniz) in favor of mathematical approaches (as advanced by Newton and Clarke). Leibniz’s dispute with Newtonian science began ten years earlier over the issue of which of the two first invented the calculus. Their dispute then expanded to a variety of more substantive issues. Newton held that planets and comets move freely through an aetherial substance around a fixed center. Leibniz thought that this would be a perpetual miracle since Leibniz denied that objects can act on each other at a distance. Instead, Leibniz followed Descartes' explanation that the motion of planets results from swirls of aether. Most importantly, Leibniz attacked Newton's view that a vacuum in space is possible. Followers of Newton held that matter was composed of tiny, yet indivisible particles, or  “corpuscles” which existed in a vacuum of empty space. Earlier, Descartes argued against the theory of a vacuum maintaining that extension and matter are equivalent, thus empty space was a contradiction in terms. Leibniz offers a different line of reasoning in his attack on both the vacuum and corpuscle theories. 

Leibniz’s Argument. In a postscript to his fourth letter to Clarke (June 2, 1716), presented below, Leibniz offers two distinct arguments against both vacuums and atoms. His first argument (paralleling arguments seen above in the Monadology) is that the more matter there is in the universe, the better. Hence God would have filled the whole universe with material stuff, and made each particle of matter infinitely small. 

All those who maintain a vacuum are more influenced by imagination than by reason. When I was a young man, I also gave into the notion of a vacuum and atoms. But reason brought me into the right way. It was a pleasing imagination. People carry their inquiries no farther than those two things [i.e., a vacuum and atoms]. They, as it were, nail down their thoughts to them. They fancy they have found out the first elements of things, a non plus ultra. We would have nature to go no farther and to be finite, as our minds are. But this is being ignorant of the greatness and majesty of the author of things. The least corpuscle is actually subdivided in infinitum, and contains a world of other creatures, which would be wanting in the universe, if that corpuscle was an atom (that is, a body of one entire piece without subdivision). In like manner, to admit a vacuum in nature is ascribing to God a very imperfect work. It is violating the grand principle of the necessity of a sufficient reason which many have talked of, without understanding its true meaning; as I have lately shown in proving, by that principle, that space is only an order of things, as time also is, and not at all an absolute being. To omit many other arguments against a vacuum and atoms, I shall here mention those which I ground upon God's perfection, and upon the necessity of a sufficient reason. I lay it down as a principle, that every perfection which God could impart to things without derogating from their other perfections, has actually been imparted to them. Now let us fancy a space wholly empty. God could have placed some matter in it, without derogating in any respect from all other things. Therefore he has actually placed some matter in that space. Therefore, there is no space wholly empty. Therefore all is full. The same argument proves that there is no corpuscle, but what is subdivided. 
(20) In arguing against the theory of a vacuum, why, according to Leibniz, was God compelled to fill all empty space? 

(21) Leibniz states that the above argument against a vacuum can also be used to refute the theory of corpuscles (i.e., tiny indivisible particles of matter). Reconstruct that argument against the theory of corpuscles.

Leibniz continues with a second argument against the vacuum theory. Someone might hold that, to be harmonious,  nature needs a special balance matter and empty space. Leibniz opposes this view.
I shall add another argument grounded upon the necessity of a sufficient reason. It is impossible that there should be any principle to determine what proportion of matter there ought to be, out of all the possible degrees from a plenum to a vacuum, or from a vacuum to a plenum. Perhaps it will be said, that the one should be equal to the other. But, because matter is more perfect than a vacuum, reason requires that a geometrical proportion should be observed, and that there should be as much more matter than vacuum, as the former deserves to have the preference before the latter. But then there must be no vacuum at all. For the perfection of matter is to that of a vacuum, as something to nothing. And the case is the same with atoms. What reason can anyone assign for confining nature in the progression of subdivision ? These are fictions. 
(22) For Leibniz, why must there be more matter than empty space?
Clarke’s Response. Clarke responds specifically to Leibniz’s attack on the corpuscle theory. According to Clarke, a given piece of matter will be either perfectly solid (and thus indivisible) or it will consist of pores (or holes) designating its subparts. Suppose that it consists parts with pores. Then , those subparts will either be solid or have pores.
The arguments alleged in the postscript to Mr. Leibniz's fourth paper have been already answered in the foregoing replies. All that needs here to be observed is that his notion concerning the impossibility of physical atoms (for the question is not about mathematical atoms) is a manifest absurdity. For either there are or there are not any perfectly solid particles of matter. If there are any such, then the parts of such perfectly solid particles, taken of equal figure and dimensions (which is always possible in supposition) are physical atoms perfectly alike. But if there be no such perfectly solid particles, then there is no matter at all in the universe. For, the further the division and subdivision of the parts of any body is carried (before you arrive at parts perfectly solid and without pores) the greater is the proportion of pores to solid matter in that body. If, therefore, carrying on the division in infinitum, you never arrive at parts perfectly solid and without pores, it will follow that all bodies consist of pores only, without any matter at all, which is a manifest absurdity. And the argument is the same with regard to the matter of which any particular species of bodies is composed, whether its pores be supposed empty, or always full of extraneous matter. 
(23) Why, according to Clarke, can’t there be an infinite progression of material subparts with pores?

#CHAPTER 4

BRITISH EMPIRICISM

“British Empiricism” refers to the 18th -century philosophical movement in Great Britain which held that all knowledge comes from experience. Continental Rationalists maintained that knowledge comes from foundational concepts known intuitively through reason, such as innate ideas. Other concepts are then deductively drawn from these. British Empiricists staunchly rejected the theory of innate ideas and argued that knowledge is based on both sense experience and internal mental experiences, such as emotions and self-reflection. 18th-century British Empiricists took their cue from Francis Bacon who, in the very first aphorism of his New Organon, hails the primacy of experience, particularly the observation of nature:
Man, who is the servant and interpreter of nature, can act and understand no further than he has observed in either the operation or the contemplation of the method and order of nature.

Although British Empiricists disavowed innate ideas in favor of ideas from experience, it is important to note that the Empiricists did not reject the notion of instinct or innateness in general. Indeed, they believed that we have inborn propensities which regulate our bodily functions, produce emotions, and even direct our thinking. What Empiricists deny, though, is that we are born with detailed, picture-like, concepts of God, causality, and even mathematics. 


Like Bacon, British Empiricists also moved away from deductive proofs and used an inductive method of arguing which was more conducive to the data of experience. In spite of their advocacy of inductive argumentation, though, British Empiricists still made wide use of deductive arguments. Three principal philosophers are associated with British Empiricism: John Locke, George Berkeley, and David Hume. 

* * * *

D. ANNE CONWAY

British philosopher Anne Conway (1631-1678) was educated privately by Henry More, a prominent member of a 17th century intellectual movement known as Cambridge Platonism. Like More, members of the group were connected with Cambridge University – as either teachers or students – and appreciated Plato’s emphasis on both reason and the spirit-realm. Turned off by scientists of the time who offered purely mechanistic views of the universe, the Cambridge Platonists held that God and spirit were active components of the universe. In addition to the influence of Cambridge Platonists, Conway was also inspired by mystical writers of the Jewish Cabalistic tradition, who developed theories about female forces in the universe. Some years after her death, Conway’s private notebook was translated into Latin and, in 1690 was published in Holland – a country in which more controversial ideas could be disseminated without fear of political reprisal. Two years later the Latin work was translated back into English under the title The Principles of the Most Ancient and Modern Philosophy (1692). 


Two themes stand out in her work: (1) things are capable of changing much more than we typically might think, and (2) body and soul are more or less the same thing, differing only in degree, and not in kind. Although Conway is not a rationalist in the continental European tradition of Descartes, her emphasis on soul and her resistance to mechanical scientific explanations place her more among rationalist philosophers than among empiricists such as Francis Bacon. Leibniz himself noted an affinity between his and Conway’s views. Selections below are from Chapters 6, 8 and 9 of her Principles.

ALL CREATURES ARE CHANGEABLE.

Conway divides all things in the universe into three categories. First, there is God, who, being infinitely perfect, is incapable of change. Second, there is Christ, who changes only for the better. Third, there are created things, which can change in innumerable ways, for the better or the worse. Conway argues that species of things can change; for example, a horse can become a human being. Although in theory any physical thing can become anything else, Conway argues that God does not do this in reality because of problems that would invariably arise regarding moral responsibility.


That all creatures in their own nature are changeable (the distinction between God and creatures duly considered) evidently evinces, and the same is by daily experience confirmed. Now if any creature be in its own nature changeable, it has this mutability (as it is a creature), and consequently all creatures will have the same, according to that rule: Whatsoever agrees to anything as placed under this or that species, agrees to all comprehended under the same species. But mutability agrees to a creature (which is the most general name of that species, under which all creatures are comprehended), and from thence it is manifest. For otherwise there would be no distinction between God and creatures. For if any creature were of itself, and in its own nature unchangeable, that creature would be God, because immutability is one of his incommunicable attributes.


Now let us consider how far this mutability may reach, or be extended, and, first, whether one individual can be changed into another of the same or a different species? This, I say, is impossible. For then the very essences of things would be changed, which would make a great confusion, not only in the creatures, but in the wisdom of God, which made all things. As for example, if this man could be changed into that, viz. Paul into Judas, or Judas into Paul, then he that sinned would not be punished for his sin, but another in his stead, who was both virtuous and innocent. So then a good man would not receive the reward of his virtue, but a vicious man in his stead. But if we suppose one good man to be changed into another, as Paul into Peter, and Peter into Paul, Paul would not receive his own proper reward, but Peter’s nor Peter his, but Paul’s, which would be a confusion, and unbecoming the wisdom of God. 

(1) What is the moral problem with God changing one human being into another?


Moreover, if the very individual essences of things could be changed one into another, it would follow [that] creatures were not true in themselves. And so we could not be assured, nor have any certain knowledge of anything. And then all the inbred notions and dictates of truth, which men generally find in themselves, would be false, and by consequence the conclusions drawn from thence. For every true science, or certainty of knowledge, depends upon the truth of the objects, which are commonly called veritates objectivæ, or objective truths. If therefore these objective truths should be changed the one into the other, certainly the truth of the propositions depending thereon would be changed also; and so no proposition could be unchangeably true, no not the most clear and obvious as these are: the whole is greater than its part, and two halves make a whole. 

 (2) If we could change the individual essences of things, what would we sacrifice?

Body and Soul Differ only in Degree, not in Kind. According to Conway, not only can one species change into another, but a thing made out of a material body can change into a soul, and vice verse. Her underlying reasoning is that body and soul are not essentially different kinds of things. With few exceptions, philosophers throughout history held that body and soul are radically different in nature. For example, bodies take up space, are incapable of moving by themselves, and are subject to decompose over time; none of this is so with souls. Conway disputes all of the conventional points of distinction between body and soul. Instead, she argues that bodies and souls fall into a spectrum, and intermingle with each other in differing degrees. She offers a series of arguments for her position, one of which, presented below, is based on the intimate connection and interaction between bodies and souls.

To prove that spirit and body differ not essentially, but gradually, I shall deduce my fourth argument from the intimate band or union, which intercedes between bodies and spirits. [It is] by means whereof the spirits have dominion over the bodies with which they are united, that they move them from one place to another, and use them as instruments in their various operations. For if spirit and body are so contrary one to another (so that a spirit is only life, or a living and sensible substance, but a body a certain mass merely dead; a spirit penetrable and indiscerpible [i.e., indivisible into parts], which are all contrary attributes) what (I pray you) is that which does so join or unite them together? Or, what are those links or chains, whereby they have so firm a connection, and that for so long a space of time? Moreover also, when the spirit or soul is separated from the body, so that it has no longer dominion or power over it to move it as it had before, what is the cause of this separation? 

(3) What are some of the problems involved with the connection between body and soul?


If it be said, that the vital agreement ([which] the soul has to the body) is the cause of the said union, and that the body being corrupted that vital agreement ceases, I answer, we must first inquire in what this vital agreement does consist. For if they cannot tell us wherein it does consist, they only trifle with empty words, which give a sound, but want a signification. For certainly in the sense which they take body and spirit in, there is no agreement at all between them. For a body is always a dead thing, void of life and sense, no less when the spirit is in it, than when it is gone out of it. Hence there is no agreement at all between them. And if there is any agreement, that certainly will remain the same, both when the body is sound, and when it is corrupted. 


If they deny this, because a spirit requires an organized body (by means whereof it performs its vital acts of the external senses – moves and transports the body from place to place, which organical action ceases when the body is corrupted) certainly by this the difficulty is never the better solved. For why does the spirit require such an organized body? ex. gr. Why does it require a corporeal eye so wonderfully formed and organized, that I can see by it? Why does it need a corporeal light to see corporeal objects? Or, why is it requisite that the image of the object should be sent to it, through the eye, that I may see it? If the same were entirely nothing but a spirit, and no way corporeal, why does it need so many several corporeal organs, so far different from the nature of it? 

(4) Defenders of the body/soul distinction might argue that the two are connected by means of a “vital agreement” between the two. What, for Conway, is the problem with this explanation.


Furthermore, how can a spirit move its body, or any of its members, if a spirit (as they affirm) is of such a nature, that no part of its body can in the least resist it, even as one body is wont to resist another, when it is moved by it, by reason of its impenetrability? For if a spirit could also easily penetrate all bodies, wherefore does it not leave the body behind it when it is moved from place to place, seeing it can so easily pass out without the least resistance? For certainly this is the cause of all motions which we see in the world, where one thing moves another, viz. because both are impenetrable in the sense aforesaid. For, were it not for this impenetrability, one creature could not move another, because this would not oppose that, nor at all resist it. An example whereof we have in the sails of a ship, by which the wind drives the ship, and that so much the more vehemently, by how much the fewer holes, vents, and passages, the same finds in the sails against which it drives. When on the contrary, if, instead of sails, nets were expanded, through which the wind would have a freer passage, certainly by these the ship would be but little moved, although it blew with great violence. Hence we see how this impenetrability causes resistance, and this makes motion. But if there were no impenetrability, as in the case of body and spirit, then there would be no resistance, and by consequence the spirit could make no motion in the body. ...

(5) Defenders of the body/soul distinction might similarly argue that souls move impenetrable bodies, just as the wind pushes a sail. However, Conway argues that – even on the dualist’s view – souls can penetrate everything; thus, there is no resistance which might allow a soul to move a body. Explain how she makes this point with her analogy of the net.

How then should we visualize the interaction between souls and bodies? According to Conway, we should first recognize how light bodies impact heavy bodies – such as air pushing against a heavy windmill. Heavy spirits, then, interact with lighter bodies in the same way.


For we may easily understand how one body is united with another, by that true agreement that one has with another in its own nature. And so the most subtle and spiritual body may be united with a body that is very gross and thick, sc, by means of certain bodies partaking of subtlety and grossness, according to divers degrees consisting between two extremes. And these middle bodies are indeed the links and chains by which the soul, which is so subtle and spiritual, is conjoined with a body so gross – which middle spirits (if they cease, or are absent) the union is broken or dissolved. So from the same foundation we may easily understand how the soul moves the body, viz. as one subtle body can move another gross and thick body. And seeing body itself is a sensible life, or an intellectual substance, it is no less clearly conspicuous how one body can wound, or grieve, or gratify, or please another. [It is] because things of one, or alike nature can easily affect each other. ...


I shall draw a fifth argument from what we observe in all visible bodies, as in earth, water, stones, wood, etc. What abundance of spirits is in all these things? For earth and water continually produce animals, as they have done from the beginning, so that a pool filled with water may produce fishes though none were ever put there to increase or breed. And seeing that all other things do more originally proceed from earth and water, it necessarily follows, that the spirits of all animals were in the water. And therefore it is said in Genesis, that the spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters, viz. that from hence he might produce whatsoever was afterwards created.

(6) Conway defends her view of body/soul similarity by describing an array of situations in which spirits interact with material things. Give some of her examples.


But if it be said, this argument does not prove that all spirits are bodies, but that all bodies have in them the spirits of all animals (so that every body has a spirit in it, and likewise a spirit and body, and although they are thus united, yet they still remain different in nature one from another, and so cannot be changed one into another) to this I answer. If every body, even the least, has in it the spirits of all animals, and other things, even as matter is said to have in it all forms, now I demand, whether a body has actually all those spirits in it, or potentially only? If actually, how is it possible that so many spirits essentially distinct from body can actually exist in their distinct essences in so small a body (even in the least that can be conceived) unless it be by intrinsic presence, which is not communicable to any creature, as already proved. For if all kinds of spirits are in any, even the least body, how comes it to pass that such an animal is produced of this body and not another? Yea, how comes it to pass that all kinds of animals are not immediately produced out of one and the same body, which experience denies. For we see that nature keeps her order in all operations, whence one animal is formed of another, and one species proceeds from another, as well when it ascends to a farther perfection, as when it descends to a viler state and condition.


But if they say, all spirits are contained in any body, not actually in their distinct essences, but only potentially as they term it, then it must be granted, that the body and all those spirits are one and the same thing. That is, that a body may be turned into them, as when we say wood is potentially fire (that is, can be turned into fire), water is potentially air (that is, may be changed into air)... 
(7) Responding to her previous argument, critics might argue that the presence of souls in the world not show that bodies are souls shows; instead, it only shows bodies contain souls, either actually or potentially. What is her response to the claim that bodies might contain souls potentially?

AGAINST DESCARTES, HOBBES, AND SPINOZA. 

Conway was aware that her theory of body and soul ran counter to views of the subject held by famous philosophers of her time. Descartes believed that bodies and souls were radically distinct things. Hobbes held that everything was composed of matter, including God himself. Spinoza held that God’s creations were all part of God himself . 


From what has been lately said, and from divers reasons alleged, that spirit and body are originally in their first substance but one and the same thing, it evidently appears that the philosophers (so called) which have taught otherwise, whether ancient or modern, have generally erred...


And none can object, that all this philosophy is no other than that of Descartes or Hobbes under a new mask. For, first, as touching the Cartesian philosophy, this says that every body is a mere dead mass, not only void of all kind of life and sense, but utterly incapable thereof to all eternity. This grand error also is to be imputed to all those who affirm body and spirit to be contrary things, and inconvertible one into another, so as to deny a body all life and sense, but utterly incapable thereof to all eternity. This grand error also is to be imputed to all those who affirm body and spirit to be contrary things, and inconvertible one into another, so as to deny a body all life and sense, which is quite contrary to the grounds of this our philosophy. Wherefore it is so far from being a Cartesian principle, under a new mask, that it may be truly said it is anti-Cartesian, in regard of their fundamental principles -- although, it cannot be denied that Descartes taught many excellent and ingenious things concerning the mechanical part of natural operations, and how all natural motions proceed according to rules and laws mechanical, even as indeed nature herself, i.e., the creature, as an excellent mechanical skill and wisdom in itself (given it from God, who is the fountain of all wisdom) by which it operates. But yet in nature, and her operations, they are far more than merely mechanical, and the same is not a mere organical body, like a clock, wherein there is not a vital principle of motion, but a living body, having life and sense, which body is far more sublime than a mere mechanism, or mechanical motion.

(8) According to Conway, what is Descartes’s view of body?


But, secondly, as to what pertains to Hobbes’s opinion, this is more contrary to this our philosophy, than that of Descartes. For Descartes acknowledged God to be plainly immaterial, and an incorporeal spirit. Hobbes affirms God himself to be material and corporeal -- yea, nothing else but matter and body -- and so confounds God and the creatures in their essences, and denies that there is any essential distinction between them. These and many more the worst of consequences are the dictates of Hobbes’s philosophy, to which may be added that of Spinoza, for this Spinoza also confounds God and the creatures together, and makes but one being of both, all which are diametrically opposite to the philosophy here delivered by us.

 (9) According to Conway, what is wrong with Hobbes’s view that God is material?

A. JOHN LOCKE

John Locke (1632-1704) was born in Wrington, England just before civil war broke out. He writes, “I no sooner perceived myself in the world than I found myself in a storm.” Sporadically, he was a student at Christ Church, Oxford for more than 30 years until a royal mandate deprived him of his studentship in 1684. His principal area of study was medicine, and he was employed as the house physician and later political advisor to the Earl of Shaftesbury. Shaftesbury had a checkered and controversial political career and in 1783 Locke fled to Holland for refuge because of his association with Shaftesbury. Living under an assumed name, Locke used this time for writing. Prior to his return to England in 1689 he completed the manuscript of his greatest philosophical work, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding. On his return, his previous political services were more favorably recognized and he was offered an ambassadorship at either Berlin or Vienna. He declined this in favor of more minor offices in England. Beginning in 1789, a series of Locke’s publications appeared in rapid succession, most of which were composed at earlier dates. Included are his Letters on Toleration (1789-1792), Two treatises of Government (1790), and his long awaited Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1790). His final years were spent in residence at the house of Francis and Lady Masham. He died in 1704. Locke’s writings had an instant and lasting impact in a variety of disciplines, including political theory, education theory, and theology, as well as philosophy. The following selections are from Locke’s Essay, which is his longest and most important discussion of metaphysical and epistemological issues. All primary and secondary subdivision titles below are Locke’s, as they appear in the table of contents to the Essay.

1:2. NO SPECULATIVE INNATE PRINCIPLES IN THE MIND
The first book of Locke’s Essay is devoted to refuting the theory of innate ideas. Although his arguments are often considered to be definitive attacks on Descartes’ notion of innate ideas, Locke does not have Descartes specifically in mind. Some Locke commentators question whether Locke has any particular philosopher in mind for most of his critique. Nevertheless, defenders of innate ideas suggested that there are both speculative and practical ideas implanted in us at birth. Locke rejects both of these contentions. In the following selections from Book I, Locke attacks the view that there are speculative innate ideas. He begins by noting that the theory of innate ideas is an unnatural way of explaining the origin of our ideas. 
1. The Way Shown How We Come By Any Knowledge, Sufficient To Prove It Not Innate. It is an established opinion among some people that there are in the understanding certain innate principles (some primary notions, koinai ennoiai, characters) as it were stamped upon the mind of man, which the soul receives in its very first being and brings into the world with it. It would be sufficient to convince unprejudiced readers of the falseness of this supposition, if I should only show (as I hope I shall in the following parts of this Discourse) how people, barely by the use of their natural faculties, may attain to all the knowledge they have, without the help of any innate impressions, and may arrive at certainty without any such original notions or principles. For I imagine anyone will easily grant that it would be impertinent to suppose [that] the ideas of colors [are] innate in a creature to whom God has given sight, and a power to receive them by the eyes from external objects. And no less unreasonable would it be to attribute several truths to the impressions of nature, and innate characters, when we may observe in ourselves faculties fit to attain as easy and certain knowledge of them as if they were originally imprinted on the mind. 

(1) What is the reasonable position to take on the origin of our ideas of colors?


But because a person is not permitted without censure to follow his own thoughts in the search of truth when they lead him ever so little out of the common road, I shall set down the reasons that made me doubt of the truth of that opinion, as an excuse for my mistake, if I be in one; which I leave to be considered by those who, with me, dispose themselves to embrace truth wherever they find it. 

The most common argument for innate ideas is that, presumably, people universally agree about the truth of various speculative and practical principles. He calls this the argument from “universal consent.”

2. General Assent the Great Argument. There is nothing more commonly taken for granted than that there are certain principles, both speculative and practical, (for they speak of both), universally agreed upon by all men: which therefore, they argue, must needs be the constant impressions which the souls of people receive in their first beings, and which they bring into the world with them, as necessarily and really as they do any of their inherent faculties. 

3. Universal Consent Proves Nothing Innate. This argument, drawn from universal consent, has this misfortune in it, that if it were true in matter of fact, that there were certain truths wherein all men agreed, it would not prove them innate, if there can be any other way shown how people may come to that universal agreement, in the things they do consent in, which I presume may be done. 

(2) For Locke, what will undermine the argument from universal consent?

Locke examines versions of two of Aristotle’s famous “laws of thought” which some philosophers believed to be innate: the law of identity (what is, is), and the law of noncontradiction (the same thing cannot be and not be at the same time).

4. “What Is, Is,” And “It Is Impossible For The Same Thing To Be And Not To Be,” Not Universally Assented To. But, which is worse, this argument of universal consent (which is made use of to prove innate principles) seems to me a demonstration that there are none such. [This is] because there are none to which all men give an universal assent. I shall begin with the speculative, and instance in those magnified principles of demonstration, “Whatsoever is, is,” and “It is impossible for the same thing to be and not to be”; which, of all others, I think have the most allowed title to innate. These have so settled a reputation of maxims universally received, that it will no doubt be thought strange if any one should seem to question it. But yet I take liberty to say, that these propositions are so far from having an universal assent, that there are a great part of men to whom they are not so much as known. 

Having presented the two leading candidates for speculative innate ideas, Locke attacks the contention that these principles are innate.
5. Not On The Mind Naturally Imprinted, Because Not Known To Children, Idiots, &C. For, first, it is evident, that all children and idiots have not the least apprehension or thought of them. And the want of that is enough to destroy that universal assent which must needs be the necessary concomitant of all innate truths: it seeming to me near a contradiction to say, that there are truths imprinted on the soul, which it perceives or understands not: imprinting, if it signify anything, being nothing else but the making certain truths to be perceived. For to imprint anything on the mind without the mind’s perceiving it, seems to me hardly intelligible. If therefore children and idiots have souls, have minds, with those impressions upon them, they must unavoidably perceive them, and necessarily know and assent to these truths. Which since they do not, it is evident that there are no such impressions. For if they are not notions naturally imprinted, how can they be innate? and if they are notions imprinted, how can they be unknown? To say a notion is imprinted on the mind, and yet at the same time to say, that the mind is ignorant of it, and never yet took notice of it, is to make this impression nothing. 

(3) What is Locke’s argument against the innateness of these ideas based on the knowledge which children and “idiots” (i.e., the retarded) have of them?

The key point of Locke’s argument is that if an idea is truly in one’s mind, then it must be understood. Since some humans do not understand these ideas, then such ideas are not in their minds, and thus are not innate. He develops this reasoning in the following.

No proposition can be said to be in the mind which it never yet knew, which it was never yet conscious of. For if anyone may [say this], then, by the same reason, all propositions that are true (and the mind is capable ever of assenting to) may be said to be in the mind, and to be imprinted. Since, if any one can be said to be in the mind, which it never yet knew, it must be only because it is capable of knowing it; and so the mind is of all truths it ever shall know. Nay, thus truths may be imprinted on the mind which it never did, nor ever shall know. For a person may live long, and die at last in ignorance of many truths which his mind was capable of knowing, and that with certainty. So that if the capacity of knowing be the natural impression contended for, all the truths a person ever comes to know will, by this account, be every one of them innate; and this great point will amount to no more, but only to a very improper way of speaking; which, whilst it pretends to assert the contrary, says nothing different from those who deny innate principles. 

(4) Suppose I claim that I have a proposition in my mind of which I am not conscious. For Locke, what absurd position follows from my contention?

Locke does not dispute the fact that certain human mental faculties are innate. However, Locke argues that the innateness of a faculty does not imply that any ideas are innate. 

For nobody, I think, ever denied that the mind was capable of knowing several truths. The capacity, they say, is innate; the knowledge acquired. But then to what end such contest for certain innate maxims? If truths can be imprinted on the understanding without being perceived, I can see no difference there can be between any truths the mind is capable of knowing in respect of their original. They must all be innate or all adventitious. In vain shall a person go about to distinguish them. He therefore that talks of innate notions in the understanding cannot (if he intend thereby any distinct sort of truths) mean such truths to be in the understanding as it never perceived, and is yet wholly ignorant of. For if these words (“to be in the understanding”) have any propriety, they signify to be understood. So that to be in the understanding, and not to be understood, [and] to be in the mind and never to be perceived, is all one as to say anything is and is not in the mind or understanding. If therefore these two propositions, “Whatsoever is, is,” and “It is impossible for the same thing to be and not to be,” are by nature imprinted, children cannot be ignorant of them. Infants, and all that have souls, must necessarily have them in their understandings, know the truth of them, and assent to it. 

Defenders of the theory of innate ideas might respond to Locke’s reasoning above by arguing that even though these ideas are innate, they lie dormant in our minds until we access them through our reason. Thus a child can have such ideas innately implanted in him, yet cannot know them until his rational capacity develops. 

6. That People Know Them When They Come to the Use of Reason, Answered. To avoid this, it is usually answered, that all people know and assent to them, when they come to the use of reason; and this is enough to prove them innate. I answer: 
7. Doubtful Expressions, that have Scarce any Signification, Go for Clear Reasons to Those who, being Prepossessed, Take not the Pains to Examine Even What They Themselves Say. For, to apply this answer with any tolerable sense to our present purpose, it must signify one of these two things: either that as soon as people come to the use of reason these supposed native inscriptions come to be known and observed by them; or else, that the use and exercise of people’s reason assists them in the discovery of these principles, and certainly makes them known to them. 

(5) What are the two ways reason might uncover innate ideas according to the above dormancy theory.

Locke starts by attacking the second of these possible explanations. The function of reason is to deduce one idea from another. Thus, if reason assists in discovering any idea, then that idea is deduced, and cannot be innate. 

8. If Reason Discovered Them, that would not Prove Them Innate. If they mean that by the use of reason people may discover these principles (and that this is sufficient to prove them innate) their way of arguing will stand thus, viz. that whatever truths reason can certainly discover to us, and make us firmly assent to, those are all naturally imprinted on the mind. Since that universal assent (which is made the mark of them) amounts to no more but this, that by the use of reason we are capable to come to a certain knowledge of and assent to them; and by this means, there will be no difference between the maxims of the mathematicians, and theorems they deduce from them, [then] all must be equally allowed innate (they being all discoveries made by the use of reason, and truths that a rational creature may certainty come to know) if he apply his thoughts rightly that way. 


9. It Is False That Reason Discovers Them. But how can these people think [that] the use of reason [is] necessary to discover principles that are supposed innate, when reason (if we may believe them) is nothing else but the faculty of deducing unknown truths from principles or propositions that are already known? That certainly can never be thought innate which we have need of reason to discover; unless, as I have said, we will have all the certain truths that reason ever teaches us to be innate. We may as well think [that] the use of reason [is] necessary to make our eyes discover visible objects, as that there should be need of reason, or the exercise thereof, to make the understanding see what is originally engraven on it, and cannot be in the understanding before it be perceived by it. So that to make reason discover those truths thus imprinted is to say that the use of reason discovers to a person what he knew before. And if people have those innate impressed truths originally, and before the use of reason, and yet are always ignorant of them till they come to the use of reason, it is in effect to say that people know and know them not at the same time. 

(6) What is the faculty of reason?

10. No Use Made Of Reasoning In The Discovery Of These Two Maxims. It will here perhaps be said that mathematical demonstrations, and other truths that are not innate, are not assented to as soon as proposed, wherein they are distinguished from these maxims and other innate truths. I shall have occasion to speak of assent upon the first proposing, more particularly by and by. I shall here only, and that very readily, allow that these maxims and mathematical demonstrations are in this different: that the one have need of reason, using of proofs to make them out and to gain our assent; but the other, as soon as understood, are, without any the least reasoning, embraced and assented to. But I withal beg leave to observe that it lays open the weakness of this subterfuge, which requires the use of reason for the discovery of these general truths: since it must be confessed that in their discovery there is no use made of reasoning at all. And I think those who give this answer will not be forward to affirm that the knowledge of this maxim, “That it is impossible for the same thing to be and not to be,” is a deduction of our reason. For this would be to destroy that bounty of nature they seem so fond of, while they make the knowledge of those principles to depend on the labor of our thoughts. For all reasoning is search, and casting about, and requires pains and application. And how can it with any tolerable sense be supposed that what was imprinted by nature, as the foundation and guide of our reason, should need the use of reason to discover it? 

(7) What is the main difference between mathematical demonstrations, and the above two Aristotelian laws of reason?

11. And If There Were, This Would Prove Them Not Innate. Those who will take the pains to reflect with a little attention on the operations of the understanding, will find that this ready assent of the mind to some truths depends not either on native inscription or the use of reason, but on a faculty of the mind quite distinct from both of them, as we shall see hereafter. Reason, therefore, having nothing to do in procuring our assent to these maxims, if by saying, that “people know and assent to them, when they come to the use of reason,” be meant, that the use of reason assists us in the knowledge of these maxims, it is utterly false; and were it true, would prove them not to be innate. 

Locke continues by attacking the first theory of innateness (described in section seven above), that as soon as people know innate ideas once they come to the use of reason. He argues that this theory is false.

12. The Coming To The Use Of Reason Not The Time We Come To Know These Maxims. If by knowing and assenting to them “when we come to the use of reason,” be meant that this is the time when they come to be taken notice of by the mind; and that as soon as children come to the use of reason, they come also to know and assent to these maxims, this also is false and frivolous. First, it is false because it is evident [that] these maxims are not in the mind so early as the use of reason. And therefore the coming to the use of reason is falsely assigned as the time of their discovery. How many instances of the use of reason may we observe in children, a long time before they have any knowledge of this maxim, “That it is impossible for the same thing to be and not to be?” And a great part of illiterate people and savages pass many years, even of their rational age, without ever thinking on this and the like general propositions. 

(8) What examples does he give to show that it is false what we have knowledge of Aristotle’s laws of thought once we become rational?

For Locke, these laws of thought are known empirically, and we don’t gain knowledge of them until we have gained the appropriate experience and reason about such experience. 

I grant, people come not to the knowledge of these general and more abstract truths, which are thought innate, till they come to the use of reason; and I add, nor then neither. Which is so, because, till after they come to the use of reason, those general abstract ideas are not framed in the mind, about which those general maxims are, which are mistaken for innate principles, but are indeed discoveries made and verities introduced and brought into the mind by the same way, and discovered by the same steps, as several other propositions, which nobody was ever so extravagant as to suppose innate. This I hope to make plain in the sequel of this Discourse. I allow therefore, a necessity that people should come to the use of reason before they get the knowledge of those general truths; but deny that people’s coming to the use of reason is the time of their discovery. [Essay 1:2:1-12] 

After attacking the view that humans have innate knowledge of speculative principles (such as Aristotle’s laws of thought), Locke continues in Book I by attacking the view that we have innate knowledge of practical principles, such as those of morality and of God. His target here is Lord Herbert of Cherbury (1583-1648), founder of English Deism, who proposed five “common notions” pertaining to the existence of God and our moral obligation. With the theory of innate ideas behind him, Locke turns to Book II, the longest and most influential of the four Books, and explains how our various ideas are based on experience. 

2:1. OF IDEAS IN GENERAL AND THEIR ORIGIN

In the first chapter of Book II, Locke argues that all ideas come from experience. Locke’s use of the word “idea” is atypical, as he himself acknowledges in his introduction to the Essay:

 ... I must here in the entrance beg pardon of my reader for the frequent use of the word idea, which he will find in the following treatise. It being that term which, I think, serves best to stand for whatsoever is the object of the understanding when a person thinks, I have used it to express whatever is meant by phantasm, notion, species, or whatever it is which the mind can be employed about in thinking; and I could not avoid frequently using it.

Descartes used the term “idea” in a manner similar to our common use today. Ideas are thoughts which sometimes represent the world, such as the idea I have of my car, and sometimes do not represent the world, such as the idea I have of a unicorn. In either case, though, my “ideas” are different than my initial visual perceptions, such as the visual image I have of my actual car, or the visual image I have of a painting of a unicorn. Unlike Descartes, Malebranche used the term “idea” in reference to my initial visual images, such as my immediate perception of my car, and not in reference to my thoughts. Locke combines both Descartes’ and Malebranche’s use of the term. Thus, for Locke, an idea is any mental event of which we are aware, including both thoughts and our initial visual images. 

1. Idea Is The Object Of Thinking. Every man being conscious to himself that he thinks; and that which his mind is applied about whilst thinking being the ideas that are there, it is past doubt that men have in their minds several ideas, – such as are those expressed by the words whiteness, hardness, sweetness, thinking, motion, man, elephant, army, drunkenness, and others: it is in the first place then to be inquired, How he comes by them? 


I know it is a received doctrine, that men have native ideas, and original characters, stamped upon their minds in their very first being. This opinion I have at large examined already; and, I suppose what I have said in the foregoing Book will be much more easily admitted, when I have shown whence the understanding may get all the ideas it has; and by what ways and degrees they may come into the mind; – for which I shall appeal to every one’s own observation and experience. 

2. All Ideas Come From Sensation Or Reflection. Let us then suppose the mind to be, as we say, white paper, void of all characters, without any ideas: – How comes it to be furnished? Whence comes it by that vast store which the busy and boundless fancy of man has painted on it with an almost endless variety? Whence has it all the materials of reason and knowledge? To this I answer, in one word, from experience. In that all our knowledge is founded; and from that it ultimately derives itself. Our observation employed either, about external sensible objects, or about the internal operations of our minds perceived and reflected on by ourselves, is that which supplies our understandings with all the materials of thinking. These two are the fountains of knowledge, from whence all the ideas we have, or can naturally have, do spring.

(9) At birth, what is the contents of our minds?

Locke notes that our various ideas derive from two sources: sensation and reflection. He describes both of these.

3. The Objects Of Sensation One Source Of Ideas. First, our Senses, conversant about particular sensible objects, do convey into the mind several distinct perceptions of things, according to those various ways wherein those objects do affect them. And thus we come by those ideas we have of yellow, white, heat, cold, soft, hard, bitter, sweet, and all those which we call sensible qualities; which when I say the senses convey into the mind, I mean, they from external objects convey into the mind what produces there those perceptions. This great source of most of the ideas we have, depending wholly upon our senses, and derived by them to the understanding, I call sensation. 

4. The Operations Of Our Minds, The Other Source Of Them. Secondly, the other fountain from which experience furnisheth the understanding with ideas is, – the perception of the operations of our own mind within us, as it is employed about the ideas it has got; – which operations, when the soul comes to reflect on and consider, do furnish the understanding with another set of ideas, which could not be had from things without. And such are perception, thinking, doubting, believing, reasoning, knowing, willing, and all the different actings of our own minds; – which we being conscious of, and observing in ourselves, do from these receive into our understandings as distinct ideas as we do from bodies affecting our senses. 

(10) What do ideas of reflection include?

This source of ideas every man has wholly in himself; and though it be not sense, as having nothing to do with external objects, yet it is very like it, and might properly enough be called internal sense. But as I call the other sensation, so I Call this reflection, the ideas it affords being such only as the mind gets by reflecting on its own operations within itself. By reflection then, in the following part of this discourse, I would be understood to mean, that notice which the mind takes of its own operations, and the manner of them, by reason whereof there come to be ideas of these operations in the understanding. These two, I say, viz. external material things, as the objects of sensation, and the operations of our own minds within, as the objects of reflection, are to me the only originals from whence all our ideas take their beginnings. The term operations here I use in a large sense, as comprehending not barely the actions of the mind about its ideas, but some sort of passions arising sometimes from them, such as is the satisfaction or uneasiness arising from any thought.

Ideas of reflection are based on the operations of our minds. Such operations include reflecting on our various ideas and also reflecting on our emotions. Locke offers an initial proof that all ideas come from only these two sources: for any idea we examine, we will be able to trace it to either sensation or reflection (or a combination of both).

5. All Our Ideas Are Of The One Or The Other Of These. The understanding seems to me not to have the least glimmering of any ideas which it doth not receive from one of these two. External objects furnish the mind with the ideas of sensible qualities, which are all those different perceptions they produce in us; and the mind furnishes the understanding with ideas of its own operations. 


These, when we have taken a full survey of them, and their several modes, combinations, and relations, we shall find to contain all our whole stock of ideas; and that we have nothing in our minds which did not come in one of these two ways. Let any one examine his own thoughts, and thoroughly search into his understanding; and then let him tell me, whether all the original ideas he has there, are any other than of the objects of his senses, or of the operations of his mind, considered as objects of his reflection. And how great a mass of knowledge soever he imagines to be lodged there, he will, upon taking a strict view, see that he has not any idea in his mind but what one of these two have imprinted; – though perhaps, with infinite variety compounded and enlarged by the understanding, as we shall see hereafter. 

Locke’s theory has clear implications for child development. We come into the world with no previous ideas, and as we grow we form our ideas based on experience.

6. Observable In Children. He that attentively considers the state of a child, at his first coming into the world, will have little reason to think him stored with plenty of ideas, that are to be the matter of his future knowledge. It is by degrees he comes to be furnished with them. And though the ideas of obvious and familiar qualities imprint themselves before the memory begins to keep a register of time or order, yet it is often so late before some unusual qualities come in the way, that there are few men that cannot recollect the beginning of their acquaintance with them. And if it were worth while, no doubt a child might be so ordered as to have but a very few, even of the ordinary ideas, till he were grown up to a man. But all that are born into the world, being surrounded with bodies that perpetually and diversely affect them, variety of ideas, whether care be taken of it or not, are imprinted on the minds of children. Light and colors are busy at hand everywhere, when the eye is but open; sounds and some tangible qualities fail not to solicit their proper senses, and force an entrance to the mind; – but yet, I think, it will be granted easily, that if a child were kept in a place where he never saw any other [colors] but black and white till he were a man, he would have no more ideas of scarlet or green, than he that from his childhood never tasted an oyster, or a pine-apple, has of those particular relishes.

(11) Suppose a child was raised in an environment in which he only experienced black and white. What impact would this have on his ideas?

An infant, then, begins with an influx of raw experiences. He becomes familiar with repeated sensory experiences (such as the image of a toy), and thereby acquires his first knowledge about the objects behind the experiences.

22. The Mind Thinks In Proportion To The Matter It Gets From Experience To Think About. Follow a child from its birth, and observe the alterations that time makes, and you shall find, as the mind by the senses comes more and more to be furnished with ideas, it comes to be more and more awake; thinks more, the more it has matter to think on. After some time it begins to know the objects which, being most familiar with it, have made lasting impressions. Thus it comes by degrees to know the persons it daily converses with, and distinguishes them from strangers; which are instances and effects of its coming to retain and distinguish the ideas the senses convey to it. And so we may observe how the mind, by degrees, improves in these; and advances to the exercise of those other faculties of enlarging, compounding, and abstracting its ideas, and of reasoning about them, and reflecting upon all these; of which I shall have occasion to speak more hereafter. 
(12) By degrees our minds amplify our first distinct ideas. Which faculties “improve” our initial ideas?

23. A Person Begins To Have Ideas When He First Has Sensation. What Sensation Is. A man begins to have ideas when he first has sensation. What sensation is. If it shall be demanded then, when a man begins to have any ideas, I think the true answer is, – when he first has any sensation. For, since there appear not to be any ideas in the mind before the senses have conveyed any in, I conceive that ideas in the understanding are coeval with sensation; which is such an impression or motion made in some part of the body, as produces some perception in the understanding. It is about these impressions made on our senses by outward objects that the mind seems first to employ itself, in such operations as we call perception, remembering, consideration, reasoning, &c. 
(13) For Locke, we get our first ideas when we get our first sensations. What kind of operations does our mind engage in with these elementary idea?

In short, Locke describes three distinct developments in acquiring our first ideas: (a) we have our first sensory idea, (b) our minds instinctively process these in various ways (such as through one’s memory), and (c) we have more ideas when we reflect on these processes (such as the memory process). 

24. The Original Of All Our Knowledge. In time the mind comes to reflect on its own operations about the ideas got by sensation, and thereby stores itself with a new set of ideas, which I call ideas of reflection. These are the impressions that are made on our senses by outward objects that are extrinsical to the mind; and its own operations, proceeding from powers intrinsical and proper to itself, which, when reflected on by itself, become also objects of its contemplation – are, as I have said, the original of all knowledge. Thus the first capacity of human intellect is, – that the mind is fitted to receive the impressions made on it; either through the senses by outward objects, or by its own operations when it reflects on them. This is the first step a man makes towards the discovery of anything, and the groundwork whereon to build all those notions which ever he shall have naturally in this world. All those sublime thoughts which tower above the clouds, and reach as high as heaven itself, take their rise and footing here: in all that great extent wherein the mind wanders, in those remote speculations it may seem to be elevated with, it stirs not one jot beyond those ideas which sense or reflection have offered for its contemplation.
(14) What is the source of even our most sublime thoughts?
For Locke, this initial process of gaining elementary ideas is a purely instinctive, mechanical procedure and does not involve any willful decisions that we make.
25. In The Reception Of Simple Ideas, The Understanding Is For The Most Part Passive. In this part the understanding is merely passive; and whether or no it will have these beginnings, and as it were materials of knowledge, is not in its own power. For the objects of our senses do, many of them, obtrude their particular ideas upon our minds whether we will or not; and the operations of our minds will not let us be without, at least, some obscure notions of them. No man can be wholly ignorant of what he does when he thinks. These simple ideas, when offered to the mind, the understanding can no more refuse to have, nor alter when they are imprinted, nor blot them out and make new ones itself, than a mirror can refuse, alter, or obliterate the images or ideas which the objects set before it do therein produce. As the bodies that surround us do diversely affect our organs, the mind is forced to receive the impressions; and cannot avoid the perception of those ideas that are annexed to them. [Essay 2:1:1-6, 22-25] 

2:2 OF SIMPLE IDEAS
In the previous section (Book 2:1) Locke explained in general how we first arrive at our ideas through sensory and reflective experiences. In this section (Book 2:2) Locke explains that these first experiences only give us what he calls simple ideas. These simple ideas, in turn, become the building blocks of more complex ideas. For example, my unified sense perception of a flower (a complex idea) consists of more elementary perceptions of color, smell, texture and shape (which are simple ideas). 

1. Uncompounded Appearances. The better to understand the nature, manner, and extent of our knowledge, one thing is carefully to be observed concerning the ideas we have; and that is, that some of them are simple and some complex. 


Though the qualities that affect our senses are, in the things themselves, so united and blended, that there is no separation, no distance between them; yet it is plain, the ideas they produce in the mind enter by the senses simple and unmixed. 

(15) What exactly is “blended” and what is “unblended” in a given sensory event (such as perceiving a flower)?

For, though the sight and touch often take in from the same object, at the same time, different ideas; – as a man sees at once motion and color; the hand feels softness and warmth in the same piece of wax: yet the simple ideas thus united in the same subject, are as perfectly distinct as those that come in by different senses. The coldness and hardness which a man feels in a piece of ice being as distinct ideas in the mind as the smell and whiteness of a lily; or as the taste of sugar, and smell of a rose. And there is nothing can be plainer to a man than the clear and distinct perception he has of those simple ideas; which, being each in itself uncompounded, contains in it nothing but one uniform appearance, or conception in the mind, and is not distinguishable into different ideas. 

(16) List some of Locke’s examples of simple ideas.

Locke continues explaining that our minds can neither create simple idea of their own, or destroy the ones it has formed.

2. The Mind Can Neither Make Nor Destroy Them. These simple ideas, the materials of all our knowledge, are suggested and furnished to the mind only by those two ways above mentioned, viz. sensation and reflection. When the understanding is once stored with these simple ideas, it has the power to repeat, compare, and unite them, even to an almost infinite variety, and so can make at pleasure new complex ideas. 

(17) What processes does the mind use in forming complex ideas out of more simple ones?

But it is not in the power of the most exalted wit, or enlarged understanding, by any quickness or variety of thought, to invent or frame one new simple idea in the mind, not taken in by the ways before mentioned: nor can any force of the understanding destroy those that are there. The dominion of man, in this little world of his own understanding being muchwhat the same as it is in the great world of visible things; wherein his power, however managed by art and skill, reaches no farther than to compound and divide the materials that are made to his hand; but can do nothing towards the making the least particle of new matter, or destroying one atom of what is already in being. The same inability will every one find in himself, who shall go about to fashion in his understanding one simple idea, not received in by his senses from external objects, or by reflection from the operations of his own mind about them. I would have any one try to fancy any taste which had never affected his palate; or frame the idea of a scent he had never smelt: and when he can do this, I will also conclude that a blind man hath ideas of colors, and a deaf man true distinct notions of sounds. 

(18) What does Locke say about anyone who tries to imagine a taste which never affected one’s palate?

For Locke, if we had fewer than five senses or more than five senses, our simple ideas of sensation would be restricted to those.

3. Only The Qualities That Affect The Senses Are Imaginable. This is the reason why – though we cannot believe it impossible to God to make a creature with other organs, and more ways to convey into the understanding the notice of corporeal things than those five, as they are usually counted, which he has given to man – yet I think it is not possible for any man to imagine any other qualities in bodies, howsoever constituted, whereby they can be taken notice of, besides sounds, tastes, smells, visible and tangible qualities. And had mankind been made but with four senses, the qualities then which are the objects of the fifth sense had been as far from our notice, imagination, and conception, as now any belonging to a sixth, seventh, or eighth sense can possibly be; – which, whether yet some other creatures, in some other parts of this vast and stupendous universe, may not have, will be a great presumption to deny. He that will not set himself proudly at the top of all things, but will consider the immensity of this fabric, and the great variety that is to be found in this little and inconsiderable part of it which he has to do with, may be apt to think that, in other mansions of it, there may be other and different intelligent beings, of whose faculties he has as little knowledge or apprehension as a worm shut up in one drawer of a cabinet hath of the senses or understanding of a man; such variety and excellency being suitable to the wisdom and power of the Maker. I have here followed the common opinion of man’s having but five senses; though, perhaps, there may be justly counted more; – but either supposition serves equally to my present purpose.. [Essay 2:2:1-3] 

(19) Suppose that a creature in another part of the universe had more than five senses. What would our human knowledge be of that creature’s sensory experiences?

2:3 OF SIMPLE IDEAS OF SENSE. 

In the next few chapters, Locke illustrates the various types of simple ideas we receive. He begins by explaining that simple ideas come from four possible combinations of sensation and reflection.

1. Division Of Simple Ideas. The better to conceive the ideas we receive from sensation, it may not be amiss for us to consider them, in reference to the different ways whereby they make their approaches to our minds, and make themselves perceivable by us.


First, then, There are some which come into our minds by one sense only.


Secondly, There are others that convey themselves into the mind by more senses than one.


Thirdly, Others that are had from reflection only.


Fourthly, There are some that make themselves way, and are suggested to the mind by all the ways of sensation and reflection.


We shall consider them apart under these several heads.

Some of our simple ideas, such as the spherical shape of a ball, can be detected by both our visual and tactile senses. Others, though, can only be obtained through a single sense organ, such as the smell of a flower. Locke begins by illustrating the latter of these which can be experienced only through a single sense organ.

Ideas Of One Sense. There are some ideas which have admittance only through one sense, which is peculiarly adapted to receive them. Thus light and colors, as white, red, yellow, blue; with their several degrees or shades and mixtures, as green, scarlet, purple, sea-green, and the rest, come in only by the eyes. All kinds of noises, sounds, and tones, only by the ears. The several tastes and smells, by the nose and palate. And if these organs, or the nerves which are the conduits to convey them from without to their audience in the brain, – the mind’s presence-room (as I may so call it) – are any of them so disordered as not to perform their functions, they have no postern to be admitted by; no other way to bring themselves into view, and be perceived by the understanding.


The most considerable of those belonging to the touch, are heat and cold, and solidity: all the rest, consisting almost wholly in the sensible configuration, as smooth and rough; or else, more or less firm adhesion of the parts, as hard and soft, tough and brittle, are obvious enough.

(20) Give some examples of simple ideas that result from single senses.

2. Few Simple Ideas Have Names. I think it will be needless to enumerate all the particular simple ideas belonging to each sense. Nor indeed is it possible if we would; there being a great many more of them belonging to most of the senses than we have names for. The variety of smells, which are as many almost, if not more, than species of bodies in the world, do most of them want names. Sweet and stinking commonly serve our turn for these ideas, which in effect is little more than to call them pleasing or displeasing; though the smell of a rose and violet, both sweet, are certainly very distinct ideas. Nor are the different tastes, that by our palates we receive ideas of, much better provided with names. Sweet, bitter, sour, harsh, and salt are almost all the epithets we have to denominate that numberless variety of relishes, which are to be found distinct, not only in almost every sort of creatures, but in the different parts of the same plant, fruit, or animal. The same may be said of colors and sounds. I shall, therefore, in the account of simple ideas I am here giving, content myself to set down only such as are most material to our present purpose, or are in themselves less apt to be taken notice of though they are very frequently the ingredients of our complex ideas; amongst which, I think, I may well account solidity, which therefore I shall treat of in the next chapter.

(21) According to Locke, a vast number of simple ideas have no names. Describe some of these ideas.

In Book 2:6 (not included here) Locke gives an account of the simple idea of solidity which we get from the resistance we feel in a body. The idea of solidity also includes extension in space, which we can see visually. 

2:5. OF SIMPLE IDEAS OF DIVERSE SENSES

Locke briefly lists simple ideas which come from two senses, particularly vision and tactility. 

Ideas Received Both By Seeing And Touching. The ideas we get by more than one sense are, of space or extension, figure, rest, and motion. For these make perceivable impressions, both on the eyes and touch; and we can receive and convey into our minds the ideas of the extension, figure, motion, and rest of bodies, both by seeing and feeling. But having occasion to speak more at large of these in another place, I here only enumerate them.
(22) Give some examples of simple ideas that result from both vision and tactile sensation.

In Book 2:9 (not included here) Locke amplifies this brief discussion and considers the possible situation in which a person blind from birth formed simple ideas of a globe and cube based on tactile sensation alone. If that person were then made to see, would he visually be able to distinguish a glove from a cube? Locke believes that he could not make the visual distinction.

2:6. OF SIMPLE IDEAS OF REFLECTION 

Locke turns next to our simple ideas of reflection, that is, the ideas we have when we reflect on the mental operations by which we experience simple ideas of sensation.

1. Simple Ideas Are The Operations Of Mind About Its Other Ideas. The mind receiving the ideas mentioned in the foregoing chapters from without, when it turns its view inward upon itself, and observes its own actions about those ideas it has, takes from thence other ideas, which are as capable to be the objects of its contemplation as any of those it received from foreign things.

2. The Idea Of Perception, And Idea Of Willing, We Have From Reflection. The two great and principal actions of the mind, which are most frequently considered, and which are so frequent that every one that pleases may take notice of them in himself, are these two: – 

Perception, or Thinking; and

Volition, or Willing.


The power of thinking is called the Understanding, and the power of volition is called the Will; and these two powers or abilities in the mind are denominated faculties.


Of some of the modes of these simple ideas of reflection, such as are remembrance, discerning, reasoning, judging, knowledge, faith, &c., I shall have occasion to speak hereafter.

(23) What are the two key simple ideas of reflection?

In later chapters in Book 2 of the Essay (not included here) Locke amplifies is discussion of simple ideas of reflection. His list of such ideas includes perception, memory, contemplation, attention, repetition, discernment, comparison, composition, and abstraction. For Locke, these ideas are the result of underlying mental faculties with which we were created. 

2:7. OF SIMPLE IDEAS OF BOTH SENSATION AND REFLECTION
Locke next explores simple ideas which we can obtain either though sensation or through reflecting on our mental processes. He examines five such ideas in the sections below: pleasure/pain, existence, unity, power, and succession.

1. Ideas Of Pleasure And Pain. There be other simple ideas which convey themselves into the mind by all the ways of sensation and reflection, viz. pleasure or delight, and its opposite, pain, or uneasiness; power; existence; unity. 

Locke begins noting that the ideas of pleasure and pain accompany almost all of our sensory and reflective experiences. 

2. Mix With Almost All Our Other Ideas. Delight or uneasiness, one or other of them, join themselves to almost all our ideas both of sensation and reflection: and there is scarce any affection of our senses from without, any retired thought of our mind within, which is not able to produce in us pleasure or pain. By pleasure and pain, I would be understood to signify, whatsoever delights or molests us; whether it arises from the thoughts of our minds, or anything operating on our bodies. For, whether we call it satisfaction, delight, pleasure, happiness, &c., on the one side, or uneasiness, trouble, pain, torment, anguish, misery, &c., on the other, they are still but different degrees of the same thing, and belong to the ideas of pleasure and pain, delight or uneasiness; which are the names I shall most commonly use for those two sorts of ideas.

(24) How does Locke define pleasure and pain?

For Locke, God had a specific purpose in linking pleasure with ideas of sensation and reflection. If an object or thought is pleasing, then we are motivated to pursue it.

3. As Motives Of Our Actions. The infinite wise Author of our being, having given us the power over several parts of our bodies, to move or keep them at rest as we think fit; and also. by the motion of them, to move ourselves and other contiguous bodies, in which consist all the actions of our body: having also given a power to our minds, in several instances, to choose, amongst its ideas, which it will think on, and to pursue the inquiry of this or that subject with consideration and attention, to excite us to these actions of thinking and motion that we are capable of, – has been pleased to join to several thoughts, and several sensations a perception of delight. If this were wholly separated from all our outward sensations, and inward thoughts, we should have no reason to prefer one thought or action to another; negligence to attention, or motion to rest. And so we should neither stir our bodies, nor employ our minds, but let our thoughts (if I may so call it) run adrift, without any direction or design, and suffer the ideas of our minds, like unregarded shadows, to make their appearances there, as it happened, without attending to them. In which state man, however furnished with the faculties of understanding and will, would be a very idle, inactive creature, and pass his time only in a lazy, lethargic dream. It has therefore pleased our wise Creator to annex to several objects, and the ideas which we receive from them, as also to several of our thoughts, a concomitant pleasure, and that in several objects, to several degrees, that those faculties which he had endowed us with might not remain wholly idle and unemployed by us.

(25) For Locke, what would happen if pleasures and pains were not linked with our sensations and reflections?

Just as pleasures motivate us to pursue certain objects or thoughts, and pains motivate us to avoid other objects and thoughts. Locke notes that some things which cause us pleasure also cause us pain. This prompts us to be cautious about such things since an excess of it might harm us.

4. An End And Use Of Pain. Pain has the same efficacy and use to set us on work that pleasure has, we being as ready to employ our faculties to avoid that, as to pursue this: only this is worth our consideration, that pain is often produced by the same objects and ideas that produce pleasure in us. This their near conjunction, which makes us often feel pain in the sensations where we expected pleasure, gives us new occasion of admiring the wisdom and goodness of our Maker, who, designing the preservation of our being, has annexed pain to the application of many things to our bodies, to warn us of the harm that they will do, and as advices to withdraw from them. But he, not designing our preservation barely, but the preservation of every part and organ in its perfection, hath in many cases annexed pain to those very ideas which delight us. Thus heat, that is very agreeable to us in one degree, by a little greater increase of it proves no ordinary torment: and the most pleasant of all sensible objects, light itself, if there be too much of it, if increased beyond a due proportion to our eyes, causes a very painful sensation. Which is wisely and favourably so ordered by nature, that when any object does, by the vehemency of its operation, disorder the instruments of sensation, whose structures cannot but be very nice and delicate, we might, by the pain, be warned to withdraw, before the organ be quite put out of order, and so be unfitted for its proper function for the future. The consideration of those objects that produce it may well persuade us, that this is the end or use of pain. For, though great light be insufferable to our eyes, yet the highest degree of darkness does not at all disease them: because that, causing no disorderly motion in it, leaves that curious organ unharmed in its natural state. But yet excess of cold as well as heat pains us: because it is equally destructive to that temper which is necessary to the preservation of life, and the exercise of the several functions of the body, and which consists in a moderate degree of warmth; or, if you please, a motion of the insensible parts of our bodies, confined within certain bounds.

(26) Give one of Locke’s examples of something which causes both pain and pleasure.

5. Another End. Beyond all this, we may find another reason why God hath scattered up and down several degrees of pleasure and pain, in all the things that environ and affect us; and blended them together in almost all that our thoughts and senses have to do with; – that we, finding imperfection, dissatisfaction, and want of complete happiness, in all the enjoyments which the creatures can afford us, might be led to seek it in the enjoyment of Him with whom there is fullness of joy, and at whose right hand are pleasures for

evermore.

(27) What is a second and more spiritual reason why God has us experience both pleasure and pain in the same object?

Just as pleasure and pain accompany our various simple ideas of sensation and reflection, other metaphysical ideas are also present, specifically existence, unity, power, and succession.

7. Ideas Of Existence And Unity. Existence and Unity are two other ideas that are suggested to the understanding by every object without, and every idea within. When ideas are in our minds, we consider them as being actually there, as well as we consider things to be actually without us; – which is, that they exist, or have existence. And whatever we can consider as one thing, whether a real being or idea, suggests to the understanding the idea of unity.

(28) How do the ideas of existence and unity emerge along with simple ideas, such as the perception of a round object?

8. Idea Of Power. Power also is another of those simple ideas which we receive from sensation and reflection. For, observing in ourselves that we do and can think, and that we can at pleasure move several parts of our bodies which were at rest; the effects, also, that natural bodies are able to produce in one another, occurring every moment to our senses, – we both these ways get the idea of power.

(29) The term “power” in modern philosophy refers to the causal force present in any cause-effect relation. Explain how the concept of power accompanies a simple idea of bodily motion.

9. Idea Of Succession. Besides these there is another idea, which, though suggested by our senses, yet is more constantly offered to us by what passes in our minds; and that is the idea of succession. For if we look immediately into ourselves, and reflect on what is observable there, we shall find our ideas always, whilst we are awake, or have any thought, passing in train, one going and another coming, without intermission.

(30) What is the simple idea of succession?

According to Locke, the simple ideas examined in this and previous chapters are the building blocks of all more complex ideas.

10. Simple Ideas The Materials Of All Our Knowledge. Simple ideas the materials of all our knowledge. These, if they are not all, are at least (as I think) the most considerable of those simple ideas which the mind has, and out of which is made all its other knowledge; all which it receives only by the two forementioned ways of sensation and reflection.


Nor let any one think these too narrow bounds for the capacious mind of man to expatiate in, which takes its flight further than the stars, and cannot be confined by the limits of the world; that extends its thoughts often even beyond the utmost expansion of Matter, and makes excursions into that incomprehensible Inane. I grant all this, but desire any one to assign any simple idea which is not received from one of those inlets before mentioned, or any complex idea not made out of those simple ones. Nor will it be so strange to think these few simple ideas sufficient to employ the quickest thought, or largest capacity; and to furnish the materials of all that various knowledge, and more various fancies and opinions of all mankind, if we consider how many words may be made out of the various composition of twenty-four letters; or if, going one step further, we will but reflect on the variety of combinations that may be made with barely one of the above-mentioned ideas, viz. number, whose stock is inexhaustible and truly infinite: and what a large and immense field doth extension alone afford the mathematicians?

(31) Suppose someone is dissatisfied with Locke’s assertion that a few simple ideas are the building blocks of all complex ideas. Give one of Locke’s analogies which helps explain his assertion.

2:8. SOME FARTHER CONSIDERATIONS CONCERNING OUR SIMPLE IDEAS 

In this section Locke makes his classic distinction between simple ideas of primary qualities and simple ideas of secondary qualities. Briefly, a primary quality is a property of an object that resides in the object itself. A secondary quality is a property of an object that is spectator dependent. The conceptual distinction between primary and secondary qualities appears early in the history of philosophy, even though the terms “primary” and “secondary” had not yet been introduced. The origin of the distinction may perhaps be traced to Democritus. In the modern period, though, the distinction becomes more pronounced. In the Assayer (1623) Galileo introduces the distinction as follows:

I say that whenever I conceive any material or corporeal substance, I immediately feel the need to think of it as bounded and as having this or that shape; as being large or small in relation to other things, and in some specific place at any given time; as being in motion or at rest; as touching or not touching some other body; and as being one number, or few, or many. From these conditions I cannot separate such a substance by any stretch of my imagination. But that it must be white or red, bitter or sweet, noisy or silent, and of sweet or foul odor, my mind does not feel compelled to bring in as necessary accompaniments.

For Galileo, then, primary qualities are those which are integral to the notion of material substance, such as shape and motion. Secondary ones, then, are those which do not necessarily belong to the notion of material substance, such as colors and smells. Using Aristotle’s terminology, then, primary qualities are essential attributes of all material things. Secondary qualities, by contrast, are accidental attributes of physical things (that is, it would be theoretically possible for such objects to exist without exhibiting those secondary qualities). In the Meditations (1641), Descartes echoes this distinction using the terms “objects of mathematics” (primary) and “objects of sense” (secondary). Of the former he writes,

To such a class of things pertains corporeal nature in general, and its extension, the figure of extended things, their quantity or magnitude and number, as also the place in which they are, the time which measures their duration, and so on. [Meditation I]

Again, for Descartes, the key point of distinction is that primary qualities are essential to an object’s extended or physical existence. The words “primary” and “secondary” were occasionally used in this connection by Robery Boyle in his Origin of Forms and Qualities (1666; pp. 10, 43, 100, 101), and his Tracts (1671; Introduction, p. 18). Using Boyle’s terminology, Locke more systematically describes the distinction between primary and secondary qualities. He begins by defining a quality as the power to produce an idea.

8. Our Ideas And The Qualities Of Bodies. Whatsoever the mind perceives in itself, or is the immediate object of perception, thought, or understanding, that I call idea; and the power to produce any idea in our mind, I call quality of the subject wherein that power is. Thus a snowball having the power to produce in us the ideas of white, cold, and round, – the power to produce those ideas in us, as they are in the snowball, I call qualities; and as they are sensations or perceptions in our understandings, I call them ideas; which ideas, if I speak of sometimes as in the things themselves, I would be understood to mean those qualities in the objects which produce them in us. 

(32) What are the qualities in a snowball?

Like Galileo and Descartes, Locke defines primary qualities as those which are inseparable from any physical body. 

9. Primary Qualities Of Bodies. Qualities thus considered in bodies are,


First, such as are utterly inseparable from the body, in what state soever it be; and such as in all the alterations and changes it suffers, all the force can be used upon it, it constantly keeps; and such as sense constantly finds in every particle of matter which has bulk enough to be perceived; and the mind finds inseparable from every particle of matter, though less than to make itself singly be perceived by our senses: v.g. Take a grain of wheat, divide it into two parts; each part has still solidity, extension, figure, and mobility: divide it again, and it retains still the same qualities; and so divide it on, till the parts become insensible; they must retain still each of them all those qualities. For division (which is all that a mill, or pestle, or any other body, does upon another, in reducing it to insensible parts) can never take away either solidity, extension, figure, or mobility from any body, but only makes two or more distinct separate masses of matter, of that which was but one before; all which distinct masses, reckoned as so many distinct bodies, after division, make a certain number. These I call original or primary qualities of body, which I think we may observe to produce simple ideas in us, viz. solidity, extension, figure, motion or rest, and number.

(33) For Locke, what are primary qualities?

For Locke, objects also have the power of producing other ideas (or perceptions) in our minds, although such perceptions do not resemble anything in the objects themselves. These are secondary.

10. Secondary Qualities Of Bodies. Secondly, such qualities which in truth are nothing in the objects themselves but power to produce various sensations in us by their primary qualities, i.e. by the bulk, figure, texture, and motion of their insensible parts, as colors, sounds, tastes, &c. These I call secondary qualities. To these might be added a third sort, which are allowed to be barely powers; though they are as much real qualities in the subject as those which I, to comply with the common way of speaking, call qualities, but for distinction, secondary qualities. For the power in fire to produce a new color, or consistency, in wax or clay, – by its primary qualities, is as much a quality in fire, as the power it has to produce in me a new idea or sensation of warmth or burning, which I felt not before, – by the same primary qualities, viz. the bulk, texture, and motion of its insensible parts. 

(34) What is the “third sort” of qualities in objects?

Locke continues describing the physiological mechanisms by which objects give us sensations of colors and smells (not included here). 

14. They Depend On The Primary Qualities. What I have said concerning colors and smells may be understood also of tastes and sounds, and other the like sensible qualities; which, whatever reality

we by mistake attribute to them, are in truth nothing in the objects themselves, but powers to produce various sensations in us; and depend on those primary qualities, viz. bulk, figure, texture, and motion of parts as I have said.

(35) What other qualities in objects do secondary qualities depend upon?

15. Ideas Of Primary Qualities Are Resemblances; Of Secondary, Not. From whence I think it easy to draw this observation, – that the ideas of primary qualities of bodies are resemblances of them, and their patterns do really exist in the bodies themselves, but the ideas produced in us by these secondary qualities have no resemblance of them at all. There is nothing like our ideas, existing in the bodies themselves. They are, in the bodies we denominate from them, only a power to produce those sensations in us: and what is sweet, blue, or warm in idea, is but the certain bulk, figure, and motion of the insensible parts, in the bodies themselves, which we call so.

(36) What specifically is the power which objects have regarding secondary qualities?

Locke summarizes his points about the three kinds of qualities of objects. 

23. Three Sorts Of Qualities In Bodies. The qualities, then, that are in bodies, rightly considered, are of three sorts: – 


First, The bulk, figure, number, situation, and motion or rest of their solid parts. Those are in them, whether we perceive them or not; and when they are of that size that we can discover them, we have by these an idea of the thing as it is in itself; as is plain in artificial things. These I call primary qualities. 


Secondly, The power that is in any body, by reason of its insensible primary qualities, to operate after a peculiar manner on any of our senses, and thereby produce in us the different ideas of several colors, sounds, smells, tastes, &c. These are usually called sensible qualities. 


Thirdly, The power that is in any body, by reason of the particular constitution of its primary qualities, to make such a change in the bulk, figure, texture, and motion of another body, as to make it operate on our senses differently from what it did before. Thus the sun has a power to make wax white, and fire to make lead fluid. These are usually called powers. 


The first of these, as has been said, I think may be properly called real, original, or primary qualities; because they are in the things themselves, whether they are perceived or not: and upon their different modifications it is that the secondary qualities depend. 


The other two are only powers to act differently upon other things: which powers result from the different modifications of those primary qualities.

2:12. OF COMPLEX IDEAS
After covering our simple ideas, Locke explains how we build complex ideas from our simple ones. As noted, we receive simple ideas automatically, or, in Locke’s terms, “passively.” The creation of complex ideas, though, require an active effort on our part. Complex ideas are created through three distinct mental acts: combining, comparing, and abstracting.

1. Made By The Mind Out Of Simple Ones. We have hitherto considered those ideas, in the reception whereof the mind is only passive, which are those simple ones received from sensation and reflection before mentioned, whereof the mind cannot make one to itself, nor have any idea which does not wholly consist of them. But as the mind is wholly passive in the reception of all its simple ideas, so it exerts several acts of its own, whereby out of its simple ideas, as the materials and foundations of the rest, the others are framed. The acts of the mind, wherein it exerts its power over its simple ideas, are chiefly these three: (1) Combining several simple ideas into one compound one; and thus all complex ideas are made. (2) The second is bringing two ideas, whether simple or complex, together, and setting them by one another, so as to take a view of them at once, without uniting them into one; by which way it gets all its ideas of relations. (3) The third is separating them from all other ideas that accompany them in their real existence: this is called abstraction: and thus all its general ideas are made. This shows man’s power, and its ways of operation, to be much the same in the material and intellectual world. For the materials in both being such as he has no power over, either to make or destroy, all that man can do is either to unite them together, or to set them by one another, or wholly separate them. I shall here begin with the first of these in the consideration of complex ideas, and come to the other two in their due places. As simple ideas are observed to exist in several combinations united together, so the mind has a power to consider several of them united together as one idea; and that not only as they are united in external objects, but as itself has joined them together. Ideas thus made up of several simple ones put together, I call complex; – such as are beauty, gratitude, a man, an army, the universe; which, though complicated of various simple ideas, or complex ideas made up of simple ones, yet are, when the mind pleases, considered each by itself, as one entire thing, and signified by one name.

(37) Give some of Locke’s examples of complex ideas.

Of the three ways of creating complex ideas mentioned above, Locke first focuses on the method of combining two or more ideas together.

2. Made Voluntarily. In this faculty of repeating and joining together its ideas, the mind has great power in varying and multiplying the objects of its thoughts, infinitely beyond what sensation or reflection furnished it with: but all this still confined to those simple ideas which it received from those two sources, and which are the ultimate materials of all its compositions. For simple ideas are all from things themselves, and of these the mind can have no more, nor other than what are suggested to it. It can have no other ideas of sensible qualities than what come from without by the senses; nor any ideas of other kind of operations of a thinking substance, than what it finds in itself But when it has once got these simple ideas, it is not confined barely to observation, and what offers itself from without; it can, by its own power, put together those ideas it has, and make new complex ones, which it never received so united.

(38) What are our complex ideas confined to?

As we create complex ideas, they all fall into one of three categories: modes, substances, or relations. Locke briefly considers each of these.

3. Complex Ideas Are Either Of Modes, Substances, Or Relations. COMPLEX IDEAS, however compounded and decompounded, though their number be infinite, and the variety endless, wherewith they fill and entertain the thoughts of men; yet I think they may be all reduced under these three heads: – 1. modes. 2. substances. 3. relations. 

For Locke, modes are complex properties which cannot exist by themselves but must inhere in some substance. For example, the mode “triangularity” is a property of a two dimensional plane. The mode “gratitude” is a property which a person exhibits. 

4. Ideas Of Modes. First, Modes I call such complex ideas which, however compounded, contain not in them the supposition of subsisting by themselves, but are considered as dependences on, or affections of substances; – such as are the ideas signified by the words triangle, gratitude, murder, &c. And if in this I use the word mode in somewhat a different sense from its ordinary signification, I beg pardon; it being unavoidable in discourses, differing from the ordinary received notions, either to make new words, or to use old words in somewhat a new signification; the later whereof, in our present case, is perhaps the more tolerable of the two.

5. Simple And Mixed Modes Of Simple Ideas. Of these modes, there are two sorts which deserve distinct consideration: 


First, there are some which are only variations, or different combinations of the same simple idea, without the mixture of any other; – as a dozen, or score; which are nothing but the ideas of so many distinct units added together, and these I call simple modes as being contained within the bounds of one simple idea. 


Secondly, there are others compounded of simple ideas of several kinds, put together to make one complex one; – v.g. beauty, consisting of a certain composition of color and figure, causing delight to the beholder; theft, which being the concealed change of the possession of anything, without the consent of the proprietor, contains, as is visible, a combination of several ideas of several kinds: and these I call mixed modes.

(39) Give some of Locke’s examples of both simple and mixed modes.

Later in Book II (not included here) Locke discusses how we arrive at complex ideas of several philosophically important modes. Such simple modes include space, duration, number, infinity, motion, various emotions, and the power of one’s will. Locke continues describing the second type of complex idea: substance. Unlike modes, substances are complex ideas of things which can exist by themselves, such as a rock or a person. Each substance gets its characteristics from the modes attached to the substance, such as a marbled rock or a grateful person.

6. Ideas Of Substances, Single Or Collective. Secondly, the ideas of Substances are such combinations of simple ideas as are taken to represent distinct particular things subsisting by themselves; the supposed or confused idea of substance, such as it is, is always the first and chief Thus if to substance be joined the simple idea of a certain dull whitish color, with certain degrees of weight, hardness, ductility, and fusibility, we have the idea of lead; and a combination of the ideas of a certain sort of figure, with the powers of motion, thought and reasoning, joined to substance, the ordinary idea of a man. Now of substances also, there are two sorts of ideas: – one of single substances, as they exist separately, as of a man or a sheep; the other of several of those put together, as an army of men, or flock of sheep – which collective ideas of several substances thus put together are as much each of them one single idea as that of a man or an unit.

(40) Locke distinguishes between single substances and collective substances. Give one of Locke’s examples of each.

Locke turns to the third and final type of complex idea, namely, relations. 

7. Ideas Of Relation. Thirdly, the last sort of complex ideas is that we call Relation, which consists in the consideration and comparing one idea with another. 


Of these several kinds we shall treat in their order.

Later in Book II (not included here) Locke discusses several philosophically important relations, including cause and effect, identity and diversity, and moral relations. Locke concludes this chapter by noting that even the most detailed of our complex ideas ultimately reduce to combinations of simple ideas of sensation and reflection.

8. The Abstrusest Ideas We Can Have Are All From Two Sources. If we trace the progress of our minds, and with attention observe how it repeats, adds together, and unites its simple ideas received from sensation or reflection, it will lead us further than at first perhaps we should have imagined. And, I believe, we shall find, if we warily observe the originals of our notions, that even the most abstruse ideas, how remote soever they may seem from sense, or from any operations of our own minds, are yet only such as the understanding frames to itself, by repeating and joining together ideas that it had either from objects of sense, or from its own operations about them: so that those even large and abstract ideas are derived from sensation or reflection, being no other than what the mind, by the ordinary use of its own faculties, employed about ideas received from objects of sense, or from the operations it observes in itself about them, may, and does, attain unto. ...

The remaining 200 pages of Book II analyze the above mentioned complex ideas of modes, substance, and relation. In Book III of the Essay Locke discusses the nature of words and language and how they denote our various ideas. In Book IV, the final Book of the Essay, Locke describes the scope of human knowledge, noting the things we are both capable and incapable of knowing.

4:3. OF THE EXTENT OF HUMAN KNOWLEDGE

At the outset of Book IV Locke defines knowledge as “the perception of the connection and agreement, or disagreement and repugnancy of any of our ideas.” More precisely, we know that a particular proposition is true when our ideas surrounding that proposition agree or disagree with each other. There are four ways ideas can agree or disagree with each other. Most basically, we know that our ideas have identity insofar as each idea agrees with itself. For example, we know that yellow is yellow, or that yellow is not blue. Secondly, we know whether two distinct ideas are similar or different insofar as they agree with each other. For example, we know that “two triangles upon equal basis, between two parallels are equal.” Thirdly, we know something about an object X whenever the idea of X is always accompanied by a second idea about a property of X. For example, we know that gold is never consumed by fire. This means that our idea of gold is always accompanied by a second idea that it is never consumed by fire. Finally, we know that an object exists whenever our idea of that object agrees with the object itself. For example, I know that my car exists if my idea of my car agrees with reality. Locke explains that we have varying degrees of knowledge depending on how evident the agreement or disagreement is. In view of his concept of knowledge, Locke argues that knowledge is initially confined to our ideas. Additionally, though, knowledge is restricted by the degree to which the agreement or disagreement is evident. 

1. Extent Of Our Knowledge. Knowledge, as has been said, lying in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of any of our ideas, it follows from hence That, 


It extends no further than we have ideas. First, we can have knowledge no further than we have ideas.

2. It Extends No Further Than We Can Perceive Their Agreement Or Disagreement. Secondly, That we can have no knowledge further than we can have perception of that agreement or disagreement. Which perception being: 1. Either by intuition, or the immediate comparing any two ideas; or, 2. By reason, examining the agreement or disagreement of two ideas, by the intervention of some others; or, 3. By sensation, perceiving the existence of particular things: hence it also follows:

(41) What are the three ways in which we can confirm agreement or disagreement of our various ideas?

Each of these three avenues to knowledge involve additional restrictions. That is, intuition, reason and sensation each apply only to their own special class ideas.

3. Intuitive Knowledge Extends Itself Not To All The Relations Of All Our Ideas. Thirdly, That we cannot have an intuitive knowledge that shall extend itself to all our ideas, and all that we would know about them; because we cannot examine and perceive all the relations they have one to another, by juxta-position, or an immediate comparison one with another. Thus, having the ideas of an obtuse and an acute angled triangle, both drawn from equal bases, and between parallels, I can, by intuitive knowledge, perceive the one not to be the other, but cannot that way know whether they be equal or no; because their agreement or disagreement in equality can never be perceived by an immediate comparing them: the difference of figure makes their parts incapable of an exact immediate application; and therefore there is need of some intervening qualities to measure them by, which is demonstration, or rational knowledge.

(42) Under what conditions will we fail to have knowledge through intuition?

4. Nor Does Demonstrative Knowledge. Fourthly, It follows, also, from what is above observed, that our rational knowledge cannot reach to the whole extent of our ideas: because between two different ideas we would examine, we cannot always find such mediums as we can connect one to another with an intuitive knowledge in all the parts of the deduction; and wherever that fails, we come short of knowledge and demonstration.

(43) Under what conditions will we fail to have knowledge through demonstration?

5. Sensitive Knowledge Narrower Than Either. Fifthly, Sensitive knowledge reaching no further than the existence of things actually present to our senses, is yet much narrower than either of the former.

(44) Under what conditions will we fail to have knowledge through the senses?

Given the all of the above limitations on knowledge, Locke concludes that many of our ideas can never be confirmed. This means that the range of our knowledge is far more narrow than the range of our ideas.

6. Our Knowledge, Therefore, Narrower Than Our Ideas. Sixthly, From all which it is evident, that the extent of our knowledge comes not only short of the reality of things, but even of the extent of our own ideas. Though our knowledge be limited to our ideas, and cannot exceed them either in extent or perfection; and though these be very narrow bounds, in respect of the extent of All-being, and far short of what we may justly imagine to be in some even created understandings, not tied down to the dull and narrow information that is to be received from some few, and not very acute, ways of perception, such as are our senses; yet it would be well with us if our knowledge were but as large as our ideas, and there were not many doubts and inquiries concerning the ideas we have, whereof we are not, nor I believe ever shall be in this world resolved. ...

4.9. OF OUR THREEFOLD KNOWLEDGE OF EXISTENCE

In view of the above three general methods of gaining knowledge (intuition, demonstration, and sensation), Locke explores three corresponding areas of knowledge we have of existing things. They are knowledge of oneself (through intuition), knowledge of God (through demonstration), and knowledge of external objects (through sensation).

2. A Threefold Knowledge Of Existence. ... let us proceed now to inquire concerning our knowledge of the existence of things, and how we come by it. I say, then, that we have the knowledge of our own existence by intuition; of the existence of God by demonstration; and of other things by sensation.

3. Our Knowledge Of Our Own Existence Is Intuitive. As for our own existence, we perceive it so plainly and so certainly, that it neither needs nor is capable of any proof. For nothing can be more evident to us than our own existence. I think, I reason, I feel pleasure and pain: can any of these be more evident to me than my own existence? If I doubt of all other things, that very doubt makes me perceive my own existence, and will not suffer me to doubt of that. For if I know I feel pain, it is evident I have as certain perception of my own existence, as of the existence of the pain I feel: or if I know I doubt, I have as certain perception of the existence of the thing doubting, as of that thought which I call doubt. Experience then convinces us, that we have an intuitive knowledge of our own existence, and an internal infallible perception that we are. In every act of sensation, reasoning, or thinking, we are conscious to ourselves of our own being; and, in this matter, come not short of the highest degree of certainty.

(45) List the kinds of internal experiences that immediately inform us as to our own existence.

For Locke, knowledge of God is arrived at through demonstration, in particular, through a cosmological-type argument for God’s existence: 

(1) The existence we see around us is finite

(2) Finite existences cannot come from nothing

(3) Therefore, there exists an eternal being which is responsible for finite existence

Locke argues further that the power we see in finite objects must also derive from this greater eternal source. God must also be an immaterial mind since (a) human cognition is an immaterial (or spiritual) activity, and (b) a material thing cannot create an immaterial thing. Locke turns next to our knowledge of external objects.

4.11. OF OUR KNOWLEDGE OF THE EXISTENCE OF OTHER THINGS
For Locke, simply having a mental picture of a thing, such as the idea of my car, doesn’t guarantee that the thing actually exists. I am only justified in inferring the existence of my car if I have a sensory perception of it.

1. Knowledge Of The Existence Of Other Finite Beings Is To Be Had Only By Actual Sensation. The knowledge of our own being we have by intuition. The existence of a God, reason clearly makes known to us, as has been shown. 


The knowledge of the existence of any other thing we can have only by sensation: for there being no necessary connection of real existence with any idea a man hath in his memory; nor of any other existence but that of God with the existence of any particular man: no particular man can know the existence of any other being, but only when, by actual operating upon him, it makes itself perceived by him. For, the having the idea of anything in our mind, no more proves the existence of that thing, than the picture of a man evidences his being in the world, or the visions of a dream make thereby a true history.

2. Instance: Whiteness Of This Paper. It is therefore the actual receiving of ideas from without that gives us notice of the existence of other things, and makes us know, that something doth exist at that time without us, which causes that idea in us; though perhaps we neither know nor consider how it does it. For it takes not from the certainty of our senses, and the ideas we receive by them, that we know not the manner wherein they are produced: v.g. whilst I write this, I have, by the paper affecting my eyes, that idea produced in my mind, which, whatever object causes, I call white; by which I know that that quality or accident (i.e. whose appearance before my eyes always causes that idea) doth really exist, and hath a being without me. And of this, the greatest assurance I can possibly have, and to which my faculties can attain, is the testimony of my eyes, which are the proper and sole judges of this thing; whose testimony I have reason to rely on as so certain, that I can no more doubt, whilst I write this, that I see white and black, and that something really exists that causes that sensation in me, than that I write or move my hand; which is a certainty as great as human nature is capable of, concerning the existence of anything, but a man’s self alone, and of God.

(46) What proof does Locke have that the what paper which appears before him actually exists?

3. This Notice By Our Senses, Though Not So Certain As Demonstration, Yet May Be Called Knowledge, And Proves The Existence Of Things Without Us. The notice we have by our senses of the existing of things without us, though it be not altogether so certain as our intuitive knowledge, or the deductions of our reason employed about the clear abstract ideas of our own minds; yet it is an assurance that deserves the name of knowledge. If we persuade ourselves that our faculties act and inform us right concerning the existence of those objects that affect them, it cannot pass for an ill-grounded confidence: for I think nobody can, in earnest, be so skeptical as to be uncertain of the existence of those things which he sees and feels. ...

(47) What does Locke imply about the possibility of skepticism?

Thus, the testimony of our senses gives us confidence in the existence of external material things. However, this poses a problem for our knowledge of external spiritual entities whose existence we do not perceive through our senses.

12. The Existence Of Other Finite Spirits Not Knowable, And Rests On Faith. What ideas we have of spirits, and how we come by them, I have already shown. But though we have those ideas in our minds, and know we have them there, the having the ideas of spirits does not make us know that any such things do exist without us, or that there are any finite spirits, or any other spiritual beings, but the Eternal God. We have ground from revelation, and several other reasons, to believe with assurance that there are such creatures: but our senses not being able to discover them, we want the means of knowing their particular existences. For we can no more know that there are finite spirits really existing, by the idea we have of such beings in our minds, than by the ideas any one has of fairies or centaurs, he can come to know that things answering those ideas do really exist.

(48) What is the ground we have in believing in the existence of immaterial beings such as angels?


And therefore concerning the existence of finite spirits, as well as several other things, we must content ourselves with the evidence of faith; but universal, certain propositions concerning this matter are beyond our reach. For however true it may be, v.g., that all the intelligent spirits that God ever created do still exist, yet it can never make a part of our certain knowledge. These and the like propositions we may assent to, as highly probable, but are not, I fear, in this state capable of knowing. We are not, then, to put others upon demonstrating, nor ourselves upon search of universal certainty in all those matters; wherein we are not capable of any other knowledge, but what our senses give us in this or that particular.

(49) What should our belief attitude be concerning the existence of such immaterial beings?
* * * *

B. GEORGE BERKELEY
The second great philosopher in the school of British Empiricism was George Berkeley (1685-1753) an Irish minister and, later in his life, Bishop of Cloyne. Berkeley was born at Dysert Castle, Ireland. He was a student at Trinity College, Dublin where he later held various teaching and admininstrative offices. Berkeley’s most important philosophical writings appeared before he turned 30. The underlying theme of even his earliest writings is idealism: nothing, including material objects, exists apart from perception. Berkeley kept a scrapbook of his reflections while in college and in it he writes that only persons exist: “all other things are not so much existences as manners of the existence of persons.” In his first publication, An Essay towards a New Theory of Vision (1709) he did not openly announce his idealism. The work addresses a single problem, which is the relation between the ideas we have from vision, and those we acquire through touch. A problem was originally proposed by William Molyneux to Locke: suppose a person who was blind from birth suddenly gained eye sight; from sight alone, would he be able to recognize objects which he previously knew only through touch? Molyneux and Locke thought the person would not be able to recognize the objects. Berkeley agrees, but for a different reason: “The objects of sight and touch make... two sets of ideas which are widely different from each other.... A person born blind, being made to see, would at first have no idea of distance by sight: the sun and stars, the remotest objects as well as the nearer, would all seem to be in his eye, or rather in his mind.” 


The next year Berkeley published his Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge (1710); shortly after he produced a more popular account of the same material in Three Dialogues Between Hylas and Philonous (1713). These works present the theory of idealism for which he is best remembered. According to Berkeley, the only things which exist are minds and the ideas those minds. Material objects do not exist, and the things we call “external objects” are ultimately collections of ideas and sensations. Thus, to be is to be perceived (esse is percipi). Although Berkeley denied the existence of material objects, he is nevertheless an empiricist. Like Locke, Berkeley denied innate ideas and argued that all ideas derive from sensory impressions. For Berkeley, though, the ultimate source of external sensory impressions is not material objects (as Locke supposed); instead, our bodiless minds receive external sensory input directly from God. The selections below are from the Dialogues. In this work, Berkeley presents a three-day discussion in three dialogs between two characters: Philonous and Hylas. Philonous, the mouthpiece of Berkeley, defends idealism, and Hylas initially defends the existence of matter. 

DIALOGUE ONE
The first Dialogue opens describing how Hylas could not sleep well the previous night since the evening before he was in a discussion with philosophers about those who deny the existence of matter (particularly Philonous). Hylas believes such a view is dangerous skepticism. He meets with Philonous early in the morning and they discuss this issue. Philonous also believes that skepticism is dangerous, but denies that his rejection of material existence is skeptical. For, by denying matter, one does not necessarily deny sensible things.

Definition of “Sensible Thing”. The key to Berkeley’s argument is the definition of a “sensible thing”: a thing perceived immediately by the senses, excluding any possible cause of that sensible thing.


Phil. This point then is agreed between us – That sensible things are those only which are immediately perceived by sense. You will farther inform me, whether we immediately perceive by sight anything beside light, and colors, and figures; or by hearing, anything but sounds; by the palate, anything beside tastes; by the smell, beside odours; or by the touch, more than tangible qualities.


Hyl. We do not.


Phil. It seems, therefore, that if you take away all sensible qualities, there remains nothing sensible?


Hyl. I grant it.


Phil. Sensible things therefore are nothing else but so many sensible qualities, or combinations of sensible qualities?


Hyl. Nothing else.


Phil. Heat then is a sensible thing?


Hyl. Certainly.


Phil. Doth the reality of sensible things consist in being perceived? or, is it something distinct from their being perceived, and that bears no relation to the mind?


Hyl. To exist is one thing, and to be perceived is another.


Phil. I speak with regard to sensible things only. And of these I ask, whether by their real existence you mean a subsistence exterior to the mind, and distinct from their being perceived?
(1) For Philonous, what does the reality of sensible things consist in?

Secondary Qualities of Heat in Sensible Things. Most of the first Dialogue shows that all primary and secondary qualities of sensible things exist only in the mind of the perceiver. Berkeley begins by making his case with secondary qualities: tactile qualities (heat, warmth, coldness), tastes (bitterness, sweetness), smells, sounds, and colors. Even Locke maintained that secondary qualities are spectator dependent. Nevertheless, at this stage of the Dialogue, Hylas resists ascribing secondary qualities to the perceiver.


Phil. Is it not an absurdity to think that the same thing should be at the same time both cold and warm?


Hyl. It is.


Phil. Suppose now one of your hands hot, and the other cold, and that they are both at once put into the same vessel of water, in an intermediate state; will not the water seem cold to one hand, and warm to the other?


Hyl. It will.


Phil. Ought we not therefore, by your principles, to conclude it is really both cold and warm at the same time, that is, according to your own concession, to believe an absurdity?


Hyl. I confess it seems so.


Phil. Consequently, the principles themselves are false, since you have granted that no true principle leads to an absurdity.

(2) Suppose we place a hot and cold hand in the same warm water. What does this show about the quality of coldness and warmth?

Hyl. But, after all, can anything be more absurd than to say, there is no heat in the fire?

Phil. To make the point still clearer; tell me whether, in two cases exactly alike, we ought not to make the same judgment?


.Hyl. We ought.


Phil. When a pin pricks your finger, doth it not rend and divide the fibres of your flesh?


Hyl. It doth.


Phil. And when a coal burns your finger, doth it any more?


Hyl. It doth not.


Phil. Since, therefore, you neither judge the sensation itself occasioned by the pin, nor anything like it to be in the pin; you should not, conformably to what you have now granted, judge the sensation occasioned by the fire, or anything like it, to be in the fire.


Hyl. Well, since it must be so, I am content to yield this point, and acknowledge that heat and cold are only sensations existing in our minds. But there still remain qualities enough to secure the reality of external things.

(3) Where does painful feeling produced by a sharp pin reside?

Secondary Qualities of Sound in Sensible Things. As to sounds, Hylas argues that sound qualities in themselves are external air motions, but to us they register differently through our ears.


Phil. Then as to sounds, what must we think of them: are they accidents really inherent in external bodies, or not?


Hyl. That they inhere not in the sonorous bodies is plain from hence: because a bell struck in the exhausted receiver of an air-pump sends forth no sound. The air, therefore, must be thought the subject of sound.


Phil. What reason is there for that, Hylas?


Hyl. Because, when any motion is raised in the air, we perceive a sound greater or lesser, according to the air’s motion; but without some motion in the air, we never hear any sound at all.


Phil. And granting that we never hear a sound but when some motion is produced in the air, yet I do not see how you can infer from thence, that the sound itself is in the air.


Hyl. It is this very motion in the external air that produces in the mind the sensation of sound. For, striking on the drum of the ear, it causeth a vibration, which by the auditory nerves being communicated to the brain, the soul is thereupon affected with the sensation called sound.

Phil. What! is sound then a sensation?


Hyl. I tell you, as perceived by us, it is a particular sensation in the mind.


Phil. And can any sensation exist without the mind?


Hyl. No, certainly.


Phil. How then can sound, being a sensation, exist in the air, if by the air you mean a senseless substance existing without the mind?


Hyl. You must distinguish, Philonous, between sound as it is perceived by us, and as it is in itself; or (which is the same thing) between the sound we immediately perceive, and that which exists without us. The former, indeed, is a particular kind of sensation, but the latter is merely a vibrative or undulatory motion the air.


Phil. I thought I had already obviated that distinction, by answer I gave when you were applying it in a like case before. But, to say no more of that, are you sure then that sound is really nothing but motion?


Hyl. I am.


Phil. Whatever therefore agrees to real sound, may with truth be attributed to motion?


Hyl. It may.


Phil. It is then good sense to speak of motion as of a thing that is loud, sweet, acute, or grave.
(4) For Philonous, why can’t we reduce sounds to external motions of the air?

Primary Qualities of Extension in Sensible Things. Having shown that secondary qualities are spectator dependent, Berkeley turns next to primary qualities which, according to Galileo, Descartes and Locke, reside in the objects themselves. The key primary qualities include extension (the property of occupying space), motion, solidity, and time. As to extension, Philonous argues that the same object appears to have different extension, depending on the size of the perceiver. 


Phil. But what if the same arguments which are brought against Secondary Qualities will hold good against these also?


Hyl. Why then I shall be obliged to think, they too exist only in the mind.


Phil. Is it your opinion the very figure and extension which you perceive by sense exist in the outward object or material substance? 

Hyl. It is.


Phil. Have all other animals as good grounds to think the same of the figure and extension which they see and feel?


Hyl. Without doubt, if they have any thought at all.


Phil. Answer me, Hylas. Think you the senses were bestowed upon all animals for their preservation and well-being in life? or were they given to men alone for this end?


Hyl. I make no question but they have the same use in all other animals.


Phil. If so, is it not necessary they should be enabled by them to perceive their own limbs, and those bodies which are capable of harming them?


Hyl. Certainly.


Phil. A mite therefore must be supposed to see his own foot, and things equal or even less than it, as bodies of some considerable dimension; though at the same time they appear to you scarce discernible, or at best as so many visible points?


Hyl. I cannot deny it.


Phil. And to creatures less than the mite they will seem yet larger? 


Hyl. They will.


Phil. Insomuch that what you can hardly discern will to another extremely minute animal appear as some huge mountain? 


Hyl. All this I grant.


Phil. Can one and the same thing be at the same time in itself of different dimensions?


Hyl. That were absurd to imagine.


Phil. But, from what you have laid down it follows that both the extension by you perceived, and that perceived by the mite itself, as likewise all those perceived by lesser animals, are each of them the true extension of the mite’s foot; that is to say, by your own principles you are led into an absurdity.


Hyl. There seems to be some difficulty in the point.


Phil. Again, have you not acknowledged that no real inherent property of any object can be changed without some change in the thing itself?


Hyl. I have.


Phil. But, as we approach to or recede from an object, the visible extension varies, being at one distance ten or a hundred times greater than another. Doth it not therefore follow from hence likewise that it is not really inherent in the object?


Hyl. I own I am at a loss what to think.


Phil. Your judgment will soon be determined, if you will venture to think as freely concerning this quality as you have done concerning the rest. Was it not admitted as a good argument, that neither heat nor cold was in the water, because it seemed warm to one hand and cold to the other?


Hyl. It was.


Phil. Is it not the very same reasoning to conclude, there is no extension or figure in an object, because to one eye it shall seem little, smooth, and round, when at the same time it appears to the other, great, uneven, and regular?


Hyl. The very same. But does this latter fact ever happen?


Phil. You may at any time make the experiment, by looking with one eye bare, and with the other through a microscope.

(5) What examples does Philonous give to show that an object’s extension is only a matter of the spectator’s perspective?


Hyl. I know not how to maintain it; and yet I am loath to give up extension, I see so many odd consequences following upon such a concession.


Phil. Odd, say you? After the concessions already made, I hope you will stick at nothing for its oddness. But, on the other hand, should it not seem very odd, if the general reasoning which includes all other sensible qualities did not also include extension? If it be allowed that no idea, nor anything like an idea, can exist in an unperceiving substance, then surely it follows that no figure, or mode of extension, which we can either perceive, or imagine, or have any idea of, can be really inherent in Matter; not to mention the peculiar difficulty there must be in conceiving a material substance, prior to and distinct from extension to be the substratum of extension. Be the sensible quality what it will – figure, or sound, or color, it seems alike impossible it should subsist in that which doth not perceive it.


Hyl. I give up the point for the present, reserving still a right to retract my opinion, in case I shall hereafter discover any false step in my progress to it.

(6) For Philonous, where does the mode of extension reside?

Primary Qualities of Motion in Sensible Things. Philonous continues making his case concerning primary qualities of motion. These, too, are spectator dependent. His argument is as follows: (a) A rapid motion involves the passing of an object through space in a given amount of time; (b) Time is measured by the succession of ideas in our mind, which varies; (c) One motion may be perceived as rapid or slow; (d) Therefore, the quality of motion is not inherent in the object.


Phil. That is a right you cannot be denied. Figures and extension being despatched, we proceed next to motion. Can a real motion in any external body be at the same time very swift and very slow?


Hyl. It cannot.


Phil. Is not the motion of a body swift in a reciprocal proportion to the time it takes up in describing any given space? Thus a body that describes a mile in an hour moves three times faster than it would in case it described only a mile in three hours.


Hyl. I agree with you.


Phil. And is not time measured by the succession of ideas in our minds?


Hyl. It is.


Phil. And is it not possible ideas should succeed one another twice as fast in your mind as they do in mine, or in that of some spirit of another kind?


Hyl. I own it.


Phil. Consequently the same body may to another seem to perform its motion over any space in half the time that it doth to you. And the same reasoning will hold as to any other proportion: that is to say, according to your principles (since the motions perceived are both really in the object) it is possible one and the same body shall be really moved the same way at once, both very swift and very slow. How is this consistent either with common sense, or with what you just now granted? 


Hyl. I have nothing to say to it.

(7) A moving object appears to be moving at different speeds by different people. For Philonous, what is wrong (or inconsistent) with saying that the same object moves at different speeds?

Primary Qualities of Solidity in Sensible Things. The final primary quality considered by Philonous is solidity.


Phil. Then as for solidity; either you do not mean any sensible quality by that word, and so it is beside our inquiry: or if you do, it must be either hardness or resistance. But both the one and the other are plainly relative to our senses: it being evident that what seems hard to one animal may appear soft to another, who hath greater force and firmness of limbs. Nor is it less plain that the resistance I feel is not in the body.

(8) According to Philonous, what must the notion of solidity mean?


Hyl. I own the very sensation of resistance, which is all you immediately perceive, is not in the body; but the cause of that sensation is.


Phil. But the causes of our sensations are not things immediately perceived, and therefore are not sensible. This point I thought had been already determined.


Hyl. I own it was; but you will pardon me if I seem a little embarrassed: I know not how to quit my old notions.


Phil. To help you out, do but consider that if extension be once acknowledged to have no existence without the mind, the same must necessarily be granted of motion, solidity, and gravity; since they all evidently suppose extension. It is therefore superfluous to inquire particularly concerning each of them. In denying extension, you have denied them all to have any real existence.

Hylas next questions why is there a distinction made between primary and secondary qualities, if both exist only in one’s mind.


Hyl. I wonder, Philonous, if what you say be true, why those philosophers who deny the Secondary Qualities any real existence should yet attribute it to the Primary. If there is no difference between them, how can this be accounted for?


Phil. It is not my business to account for every opinion of the philosophers. But, among other reasons which may be assigned for this, it seems probable that pleasure and pain being rather annexed to the former than the latter may be one. Heat and cold, tastes and smells, have something more vividly pleasing or disagreeable than the ideas of extension, figure, and motion affect us with. And, it being too visibly absurd to hold that pain or pleasure can be in an unperceiving substance, men are more easily weaned from believing the external existence of the Secondary than the Primary Qualities. You will be satisfied there is something in this, if you recollect the difference you made between an intense and more moderate degree of heat; allowing the one a real existence, while you denied it to the other. But, after all, there is no rational ground for that distinction; for, surely an indifferent sensation is as truly a sensation as one more pleasing or painful; and consequently should not any more than they be supposed to exist in an unthinking subject.

(9) According to Philonous, why do philosophers distinguish between primary and secondary qualities considering that they are both spectator dependent?

Perhaps we get Sensible Extension through Abstraction. In the final portion of the first Dialogue, Hylas offers several theories attempting to rescue primary qualities from Philonous’s idealism. In one argument Hylas says that abstraction is responsible for our notion of extension. Hylas distinguishes between two kinds of extension. Sensible extension is the space objects appear to have to us, and absolute extension is the space an objects has in its abstraction. 


Hyl. It is just come into my head, Philonous, that I have somewhere heard of a distinction between absolute and sensible extension. Now, though it be acknowledged that great and small, consisting merely in the relation which other extended beings have to the parts of our own bodies, do not really inhere in the substances themselves; yet nothing obliges us to hold the same with regard to absolute extension, which is something abstracted from great and small, from this or that particular magnitude or figure. So likewise as to motion; swift and slow are altogether relative to the succession of ideas in our own minds. But, it doth not follow, because those modifications of motion exist not without the mind, that therefore absolute motion abstracted from them doth not.


Phil. Pray what is it that distinguishes one motion, or one part of extension, from another? Is it not something sensible, as some degree of swiftness or slowness, some certain magnitude or figure peculiar to each?


Hyl. I think so.


Phil. These qualities, therefore, stripped of all sensible properties, are without all specific and numerical differences, as the schools call them.


Hyl. They are.


Phil. That is to say, they are extension in general, and motion in general.


Hyl. Let it be so.


Phil. But it is a universally received maxim that Everything which exists is particular. How then can motion in general, or extension in general, exist in any corporeal substance? 


Hyl. I will take time to solve your difficulty.


Phil. But I think the point may be speedily decided. Without doubt you can tell whether you are able to frame this or that idea. Now I am content to put our dispute on this issue. If you can frame in your thoughts a distinct abstract idea of motion or extension, divested of all those sensible modes, as swift and slow, great and small, round and square, and the like, which are acknowledged to exist only in the mind, I will then yield the point you contend for. But if you cannot, it will be unreasonable on your side to insist any longer upon what you have no notion of.


Hyl. To confess ingenuously, I cannot.

(10) How does Philonous explain the phenomenon of mental abstraction? 

Thus, there is no idea of absolute extension apart from sensible extension. Hylas considers other theories which might explain matter.

Perhaps there is a Material Substratum. Hylas next tries to rescue the notion of matter by appealing to the Aristotelian concept of Material Substratum.


Hyl. ... But then, on the other hand, when I look on sensible things in a different view, considering them as so many modes and qualities, I find it necessary to suppose a material substratum, without which they cannot be conceived to exist.


Phil. Material substratum call you it? Pray, by which of your senses came you acquainted with that being?


Hyl. It is not itself sensible; its modes and qualities only being perceived by the senses.


Phil. I presume then it was by reflection and reason you obtained


the idea of it?


Hyl. I do not pretend to any proper positive idea of it. However, I conclude it exists, because qualities cannot be conceived to exist without a support.


Phil. It seems then you have only a relative notion of it, or that you conceive it not otherwise than by conceiving the relation it bears to sensible qualities? 


Hyl. Right.


Phil. Be pleased therefore to let me know wherein that relation


consists.


Hyl. Is it not sufficiently expressed in the term substratum, or substance?
(11) How does Hylas initially define “material substratum”?

When pressed, the notion of a material substratum amounts to a substance spread beneath its particular qualities. Philonous attacks this notion with the following argument: if matter is spread beneath all qualities, then such spreading requires extension. And, extension is mentally dependent.


Phil. If so, the word substratum should import that it is spread under the sensible qualities or accidents?


Hyl. True.


Phil. And consequently under extension?


Hyl. I own it.


Phil. It is therefore somewhat in its own nature entirely distinct


from extension?


Hyl. I tell you, extension is only a mode, and Matter is something that supports modes. And is it not evident the thing supported is different from the thing supporting?


Phil. So that something distinct from, and exclusive of, extension is supposed to be the substratum of extension?


Hyl. Just so.


Phil. Answer me, Hylas. Can a thing be spread without extension? or is not the idea of extension necessarily included in spreading?

Hyl. It is.


Phil. Whatsoever therefore you suppose spread under anything must have in itself an extension distinct from the extension of that thing under which it is spread?


Hyl. It must.


Phil. Consequently, every corporeal substance, being the substratum of extension, must have in itself another extension, by which it is qualified to be a substratum: and so on to infinity. And I ask whether this be not absurd in itself, and repugnant to what you granted just now, to wit, that the substratum was something distinct from and exclusive of extension?

(12) What is the infinite regress of substrata which Philonous describes here?

Philonous maintains that same problems emerge for any metaphor use to describe the function of a substratum, such as spreading, supporting, or standing. After considering more rescue attempts by Hylas, Philonous concludes by briefly noting that matter does not exist, since it would be parasitic on primary qualities, but primary qualities exist only in the mind. This point is further developed in the next Dialogue.

DIALOGUE TWO 

The second Dialogue shows that matter, regardless of how it is described, does not exist. The clear implication of the rejection of matter is idealism, where only perceiving minds and perceptions (or ideas) exist. 

Proof for God’s Existence. Philonous begins the second Dialogue with a causal-type proof for God’s existence. When looking out in the world, it is intuitively clear that sensible objects exist apart from us, although they cannot exist apart from mind. It follows that there exists some all perfect mind which continually perceives all sensible objects. This argument for God’s existence is not based on the design of the perceived world, but only on the bare existence of the sensible world.


Phil. ... To me it is evident for the reasons you allow of, that sensible things cannot exist otherwise than in a mind or spirit. Whence I conclude, not that they have no real existence, but that., seeing they depend not on my thought, and have all existence distinct from being perceived by me, there must be some other Mind wherein they exist. As sure, therefore, as the sensible world really exists, so sure is there an infinite omnipresent Spirit who contains and supports it.


Hyl. What! This is no more than I and all Christians hold; nay, and all others too who believe there is a God, and that He knows and comprehends all things.


Phil. Aye, but here lies the difference. Men commonly believe that all things are known or perceived by God, because they believe the being of a God; whereas I, on the other side, immediately and necessarily conclude the being of a God, because all sensible things must be perceived by Him.


Hyl. But, so long as we all believe the same thing, what matter is it how we come by that belief?


Phil. But neither do we agree in the same opinion. For philosophers, though they acknowledge all corporeal beings to be perceived by God, yet they attribute to them an absolute subsistence distinct from their being perceived by any mind whatever; which I do not. Besides, is there no difference between saying, There is a God, therefore He perceives all things; and saying, Sensible things do really exist; and, if they really exist, they are necessarily perceived by an infinite Mind: therefore there is an infinite Mind or God? This furnishes you with a direct and immediate demonstration, from a most evident principle, of the being of a God. Divines and philosophers had proved beyond all controversy, from the beauty and usefulness of the several parts of the creation, that it was the workmanship of God. But that – setting aside all help of astronomy and natural philosophy, all contemplation of the contrivance, order, and adjustment of things – an infinite Mind should be necessarily inferred from the bare existence of the sensible world, is an advantage to them only who have made this easy reflection: that the sensible world is that which we perceive by our several senses; and that nothing is perceived by the senses beside ideas; and that no idea or archetype of an idea can exist otherwise than in a mind. ...

(13) According to Philonous, there is are important differences between how most philosophers prove God’s existence, and his own proof. What is one such difference?

Perhaps we See All Things through God. Malebranche argued that God is responsible for providing human souls with ideas. Our immaterial souls cannot directly encounter or perceive material things. God, though, is pure spirit and can encounter both the material and immaterial. Thus, we see all things through God. Philonous replies by using Ockham’s razor: there is no real need for the external material world, hence the material world would be a useless creation.


Hyl. It cannot be denied there is something highly serviceable to religion in what you advance. But do you not think it looks very like a notion entertained by some eminent moderns, of seeing all things in God?

Phil. I would gladly know that opinion: pray explain it to me.


Hyl. They conceive that the soul, being immaterial, is incapable of being united with material things, so as to perceive them in themselves; but that she perceives them by her union with the substance of God, which, being spiritual, is therefore purely intelligible, or capable of being the immediate object of a spirit’s thought. Besides the Divine essence contains in it perfections correspondent to each created being; and which are, for that reason, proper to exhibit or represent them to the mind.

(14) According to Hylas, what is Malebranche’s position?


Phil. I do not understand how our ideas, which are things altogether passive and inert, can be the essence, or any part (or like any part) of the essence or substance of God, who is an impassive, indivisible, pure, active being. Many more difficulties and objections there are which occur at first view against this hypothesis; but I shall only add that it is liable to all the absurdities of the common hypothesis, in making a created world exist otherwise than in the mind of a Spirit. Besides all which it hath this peculiar to itself; that it makes that material world serve to no purpose. And, if it pass for a good argument against other hypotheses in the sciences, that they suppose Nature, or the Divine wisdom, to make something in vain, or do that by tedious roundabout methods which might have been performed in a much more easy and compendious way, what shall we think of that hypothesis which supposes the whole world made in vain?


Hyl. But what say you? Are not you too of opinion that we see all things in God? If I mistake not, what you advance comes near it.


Phil. Few men think; yet all have opinions. Hence men’s opinions are superficial and confused. It is nothing strange that tenets which in themselves are ever so different, should nevertheless be confounded with each other, by those who do not consider them attentively. I shall not therefore be surprised if some men imagine that I run into the enthusiasm of Malebranche; though in truth I am very remote from it. He builds on the most abstract general ideas, which I entirely disclaim. He asserts an absolute external world, which I deny. He maintains that we are deceived by our senses, and, know not the real natures or the true forms and figures of extended beings; of all which I hold the direct contrary. So that upon the whole there are no Principles more fundamentally opposite than his and mine. It must be owned that I entirely agree with what the holy Scripture saith, “That in God we live and move and have our being.” But that we see things in His essence, after the manner above set forth, I am far from believing. Take here in brief my meaning: – It is evident that the things I perceive are my own ideas, and that no idea can exist unless it be in a mind: nor is it less plain that these ideas or things by me perceived, either themselves or their archetypes, exist independently of my mind, since I know myself not to be their author, it being out of my power to determine at pleasure what particular ideas I shall be affected with upon opening my eyes or ears: they must therefore exist in some other Mind, whose Will it is they should be exhibited to me. The things, I say, immediately perceived are ideas or sensations, call them which you will. But how can any idea or sensation exist in, or be produced by, anything but a mind or spirit? This indeed is inconceivable. And to assert that which is inconceivable is to talk nonsense: is it not?


Hyl. Without doubt.

(15) For Philonous, what are the key points of difference between his view and that of Malebranche?


Phil. But, on the other hand, it is very conceivable that they should exist in and be produced by a spirit; since this is no more than I daily experience in myself, inasmuch as I perceive numberless ideas; and, by an act of my will, can form a great variety of them, and raise them up in my imagination: though, it must be confessed, these creatures of the fancy are not altogether so distinct, so strong, vivid, and permanent, as those perceived by my senses – which latter are called red things. From all which I conclude, there is a Mind which affects me every moment with all the sensible impressions I perceive. And, from the variety, order, and manner of these, I conclude the Author of them to be wise, powerful, and good, beyond comprehension. Mark it well; I do not say, I see things by perceiving that which represents them in the intelligible Substance of God. This I do not understand; but I say, the things by me perceived are known by the understanding, and produced by the will of an infinite Spirit. And is not all this most plain and evident? Is there any more in it than what a little observation in our own minds, and that which passeth in them, not only enables us to conceive, but also obliges us to acknowledge.

(16) What “daily experiences” does Philonous have which confirm his view that sensations exist in and are produced by a mind or spirit?

Perhaps Matter is an Instrument. Hylas next contends that God uses matter as an instrument to cause our ideas. Philonous counters that this kind of instrument would be devoid of all sensible qualities, even extension. Hylas suggests that perhaps matter may be an instrument in a very general sense. Philonous criticizes that instruments are used only when there is a need, but God has no need.


Hyl. I give up the point entirely. But, though Matter may not be a cause, yet what hinders its being an instrument, subservient to the supreme Agent in the production of our ideas?


Phil. An instrument say you; pray what may be the figure, springs, wheels, and motions, of that instrument?


Hyl. Those I pretend to determine nothing of, both the substance and its qualities being entirely unknown to me.


Phil. What? You are then of opinion it is made up of unknown parts, that it hath unknown motions, and an unknown shape?


Hyl. I do not believe that it hath any figure or motion at all, being already convinced, that no sensible qualities can exist in an unperceiving substance.


Phil. But what notion is it possible to frame of an instrument void of all sensible qualities, even extension itself?


Hyl. I do not pretend to have any notion of it.


Phil. And what reason have you to think this unknown, this inconceivable Somewhat doth exist? Is it that you imagine God cannot act as well without it; or that you find by experience the use of some such thing, when you form ideas in your own mind?


Hyl. You are always teasing me for reasons of my belief. Pray what reasons have you not to believe it?


Phil. It is to me a sufficient reason not to believe the existence of anything, if I see no reason for believing it. But, not to insist on reasons for believing, you will not so much as let me know what it is you would have me believe; since you say you have no manner of notion of it. After all, let me entreat you to consider whether it be like a philosopher, or even like a man of common sense, to pretend to believe you know not what ‘ and you know not why.


Hyl. Hold, Philonous. When I tell you Matter is an instrument, I do not mean altogether nothing. It is true I know not the particular kind of instrument; but, however, I have some notion of instrument in general, which I apply to it.


Phil. But what if it should prove that there is something, even in the most general notion of instrument, as taken in a distinct sense from cause, which makes the use of it inconsistent with the Divine attributes?


Hyl. Make that appear and I shall give up the point.


Phil. What mean you by the general nature or notion of instrument?

Hyl. That which is common to all particular instruments composeth the general notion.


Phil. Is it not common to all instruments, that they are applied to the doing those things only which cannot be performed by the mere act of our wills? Thus, for instance, I never use an instrument to move my finger, because it is done by a volition. But I should use one if I were to remove part of a rock, or tear up a tree by the roots. Are you of the same mind? Or, can you shew any example where an instrument is made use of in producing an effect immediately depending on the will of the agent?

(17) According to Hylas, what is involved in the notion of an “instrument”?


Hyl. I own I cannot.


Phil. How therefore can you suppose that an All-perfect Spirit, on whose Will all things have an absolute and immediate dependence, should need an instrument in his operations, or, not needing it, make use of it? Thus it seems to me that you are obliged to own the use of a lifeless inactive instrument to be incompatible with the infinite perfection of God; that is, by your own confession, to give up the point.


Hyl. It doth not readily occur what I can answer you.


Phil. But, methinks you should be ready to own the truth, when it has been fairly proved to you. We indeed, who are beings of finite powers, are forced to make use of instruments. And the use of an instrument sheweth the agent to be limited by rules of another’s prescription, and that he cannot obtain his end but in such a way, and by such conditions. Whence it seems a clear consequence, that the supreme unlimited agent useth no tool or instrument at all. The will of an Omnipotent Spirit is no sooner exerted than executed, without the application of means; which, if they are employed by inferior agents, it is not upon account of any real efficacy that is in them, or necessary aptitude to produce any effect, but merely in compliance with the laws of nature, or those conditions prescribed to them by the First Cause, who is Himself above all limitation or prescription whatsoever.

(18) What kind of beings make use of instruments?

Perhaps Matter is an Occasion for God to Give us Perceptions. Hylas considers another theory of Malebranche’s, that the presence of matter is the occasion at which God excites ideas in our minds. Philonous responds as above by arguing that God’s power alone can account for these ideas without the crutch of material things.


Hyl. I will no longer maintain that Matter is an instrument. However, I would not be understood to give up its existence neither; since, notwithstanding what hath been said, it may still be an occasion.

Phil. How many shapes is your Matter to take? Or, how often must it be proved not to exist, before you are content to part with it? But, to say no more of this (though by all the laws of disputation I may justly blame you for so frequently changing the signification of the principal term) – I would fain know what you mean by affirming that matter is an occasion, having already denied it to be a cause. And, when you have shewn in what sense you understand occasion, pray, in the next place, be pleased to shew me what reason induceth you to believe there is such an occasion of our ideas?


Hyl. As to the first point: by occasion I mean an inactive unthinking being, at the presence whereof God excites ideas in our minds.


Phil. And what may be the nature of that inactive unthinking being?


Hyl. I know nothing of its nature.


Phil. Proceed then to the second point, and assign some reason why we should allow an existence to this inactive, unthinking, unknown thing.


Hyl. When we see ideas produced in our minds, after an orderly and constant manner, it is natural to think they have some fixed and regular occasions, at the presence of which they are excited.

(19) What does Hylas mean by “occasion” and why does he think matter is such an occasion?


Phil. You acknowledge then God alone to be the cause of our ideas, and that He causes them at the presence of those occasions.


Hyl. That is my opinion.


Phil. Those things which you say are present to God, without doubt He perceives.


Hyl. Certainly; otherwise they could not be to Him an occasion of acting.


Phil. Not to insist now on your making sense of this hypothesis, or answering all the puzzling questions and difficulties it is liable to: I only ask whether the order and regularity observable in the series of our ideas, or the course of nature, be not sufficiently accounted for by the wisdom and power of God; and whether it doth not derogate from those attributes, to suppose He is influenced, directed, or put in mind, when and what He is to act, by an unthinking substance? And, lastly, whether, in case I granted all you contend for, it would make anything to your purpose; it not being easy to conceive how the external or absolute existence of an unthinking substance, distinct from its being perceived, can be inferred from my allowing that there are certain things perceived by the mind of God, which are to Him the occasion of producing ideas in us?


Hyl. I am perfectly at a loss what to think, this notion of occasion seeming now altogether as groundless as the rest.


Phil. Do you not at length perceive that in all these different acceptations of Matter, you have been only supposing you know not what, for no manner of reason, and to no kind of use?

(20) For Philonous, what sufficiently accounts for the order and regularity which we observe in the succession of our ideas?

DIALOGUE THREE 

In Dialogues One and Two, Berkeley refutes the view that matter is the source of our external sense impressions. He suggests that God, and not material objects, feeds us these external sense impressions. In Dialogue Three Berkeley explains why this view is not skepticism, and he further clarifies God’s role as the source of external sense impressions.

Hylas’s Skepticism. Dialogue Three opens with Hylas conceding to Philonous’s arguments against matter. However, Hylas goes a step further and adopts the skeptical position that denies that absolute knowledge anything, other than our immediate perceptions, is impossible.


Philonous. Tell me, Hylas, what are the fruits of yesterday’s meditation? Has it confirmed you in the same mind you were in at parting? or have you since seen cause to change your opinion?


Hylas. Truly my opinion is that all our opinions are alike vain and uncertain. What we approve to-day, we condemn to-morrow. We keep a stir about knowledge, and spend our lives in the pursuit of it, when, alas I we know nothing all the while: nor do I think it possible for us ever to know anything in this life. Our faculties are too narrow and too few. Nature certainly never intended us for speculation.


Phil. What! Say you we can know nothing, Hylas?


Hyl. There is not that single thing in the world whereof we can know the real nature, or what it is in itself.


Phil. Will you tell me I do not really know what fire or water is?


Hyl. You may indeed know that fire appears hot, and water fluid; but this is no more than knowing what sensations are produced in your own mind, upon the application of fire and water to your organs of sense. Their internal constitution, their true and real nature, you are utterly in the dark as to that.

Phil. Do I not know this to be a real stone that I stand on, and that which I see before my eyes to be a real tree?


Hyl. Know? No, it is impossible you or any man alive should know it. All you know is, that you have such a certain idea or appearance in your own mind. But what is this to the real tree or stone? I tell you that color, figure, and hardness, which you perceive, are not the real natures of those things, or in the least like them. The same may be said of all other real things, or corporeal substances, which compose the world. They have none of them anything of themselves, like those sensible qualities by us perceived. We should not therefore pretend to affirm or know anything of them, as they are in their own nature.

(21) According to Hylas, even though we may have an appearance of a rock, what can’t we say about the rock itself?


Phil. But surely, Hylas, I can distinguish gold, for example, from iron: and how could this be, if I knew not what either truly was?


Hyl. Believe me, Philonous, you can only distinguish between your own ideas. That yellowness, that weight, and other sensible qualities, think you they are really in the gold? They are only relative to the senses, and have no absolute existence in nature. And in pretending to distinguish the species of real things, by the appearances in your mind, you may perhaps act as wisely as he that should conclude two men were of a different species, because their clothes were not of the same color.


Phil. It seems, then, we are altogether put off with the appearances of things, and those false ones too. The very meat I eat, and the cloth I wear, have nothing in them like what I see and feel.


Hyl. Even so.


Phil. But is it not strange the whole world should be thus imposed on, and so foolish as to believe their senses? And yet I know not how it is, but men eat, and drink, and sleep, and perform all the offices of life, as comfortably and conveniently as if they really knew the things they are conversant about.


Hyl. They do so: but you know ordinary practice does not require a nicety of speculative knowledge. Hence the vulgar retain their mistakes, and for all that make a shift to bustle through the affairs of life. But philosophers know better things.


Phil. You mean, they know that they know nothing.

Hyl. That is the very top and perfection of human knowledge.


Phil. But are you all this while in earnest, Hylas; and are you seriously persuaded that you know nothing real in the world? Suppose you are going to write, would you not call for pen, ink, and paper, like another man; and do you not know what it is you call for?


Hyl. How often must I tell you, that I know not the real nature of any one thing in the universe? I may indeed upon occasion make use of pen, ink, and paper. But what any one of them is in its own true nature, I declare positively I know not. And the same is true with regard to every, other corporeal thing. And, what is more, we are not only ignorant of the true and real nature of things, but even of their existence. It cannot be denied that we perceive such certain appearances or ideas; but it cannot be concluded from thence that bodies really exist. Nay, now I think on it, I must, agreeably to my former concessions, farther declare that it is impossible any real corporeal thing should exist in nature.

(22) As a skeptic for the time being, what things does Hylas claim that we cannot know?

Philonous continues by explaining the source of Hylas’s skepticism regarding an external reality. 


Phil. You amaze me. Was ever anything more wild and extravagant than the notions you now maintain: and is it not evident you are led into all these extravagances by the belief of material substance? This makes you dream of those unknown natures in everything. It is this occasions your distinguishing between the reality and sensible appearances of things. It is to this you are indebted for being ignorant of what everybody else knows perfectly well. Nor is this all: you are not only ignorant of the true nature of everything, but you know not whether anything really exists, or whether there are any true natures at all; forasmuch as you attribute to your material beings an absolute or external existence, wherein you suppose their reality consists. And, as you are forced in the end to acknowledge such an existence means either a direct repugnancy, or nothing at all, it follows that you are obliged to pull down your own hypothesis of material Substance, and positively to deny the real existence of any part of the universe. And so you are plunged into the deepest and most deplorable skepticism that ever man was. Tell me, Hylas, is it not as I say?

(23) According to Philonous, why does Hylas fall into skepticism?


Hyl. I agree with you. Material substance was no more than an hypothesis; and a false and groundless one too. I will no longer spend my breath in defense of it. But whatever hypothesis you advance, or whatsoever scheme of things you introduce in its stead, I doubt not it will appear every whit as false: let me but be allowed to question you upon it. That is, suffer me to serve you in your own kind, and I warrant it shall conduct you through as many perplexities and contradictions, to the very same state of skepticism that I myself am in at present.

Common Sense Notion of External Sense Perceptions. Philonous argues that we should accept what our common sense tells us about external things as they appear to the senses. And our ordinary experiences tell us that external things are linked to our experiences of them. 

Phil. I assure you, Hylas, I do not pretend to frame any hypothesis at all. I am of a vulgar cast, simple enough to believe my senses, and leave things as I find them. To be plain, it is my opinion that the real things are those very things I see, and feel, and perceive by my senses. These I know; and, finding they answer all the necessities and purposes of life, have no reason to be solicitous about any other unknown beings. A piece of sensible bread, for instance, would stay my stomach better than ten thousand times as much of that insensible, unintelligible, real bread you speak of. It is likewise my opinion that colors and other sensible qualities are on the objects. I cannot for my life help thinking that snow is white, and fire hot. You indeed, who by snow and fire mean certain external, unperceived, unperceiving substances, are in the right to deny whiteness or heat to be affections inherent in them. But I, who understand by those words the things I see and feel, am obliged to think like other folks. And, as I am no skeptic with regard to the nature of things, so neither am I as to their existence. That a thing should be really perceived by my senses, and at the same time not really exist, is to me a plain contradiction; since I cannot prescind or abstract, even in thought, the existence of a sensible thing from its being perceived. Wood, stones, fire, water, flesh, iron, and the like things, which I name and discourse of, are things that I know. And I should not have known them but that I perceived them by my senses; and things perceived by the senses are immediately perceived; and things immediately perceived are ideas; and ideas cannot exist without the mind; their existence therefore consists in being perceived; when, therefore, they are actually perceived there can be no doubt of their existence. Away then with all that skepticism, all those ridiculous philosophical doubts. What a jest is it for a philosopher to question the existence of sensible things, till he hath it proved to him from the veracity of God; or to pretend our knowledge in this point falls short of intuition or demonstration! I might as well doubt of my own being, as of the being of those things I actually see and feel.


Hyl. Not so fast, Philonous: you say you cannot conceive how sensible things should exist without the mind. Do you not?


Phil. I do.

(24) Concerning external things, Philonous maintains that “their existence therefore consists in being perceived.” What leads him to his conclusion?


God Sustains all Things. Although Hylas (now a skeptic) no longer defends the existence of matter, he still thinks Philonous’s idealism has flaws. He contends that it is unreasonable to think that an object disappears once we are through perceiving it. In the Principles Berkeley expresses this point as follows: “But, say you, surely there is nothing easier than for me to imagine trees, for instance, in a park, or books existing in a closet, and nobody by to perceive them” (Principles, 23).


Hyl. Supposing you were annihilated, cannot you conceive it possible that things perceivable by sense may still exist?


Phil. I can; but then it must be in another mind. When I deny sensible things an existence out of the mind, I do not mean my mind in particular, but all minds. Now, it is plain they have an existence exterior to my mind; since I find them by experience to be independent of it. There is therefore some other Mind wherein they exist, during the intervals between the times of my perceiving them: as likewise they did before my birth, and would do after my supposed annihilation. And, as the same is true with regard to all other finite created spirits, it necessarily follows there is an omnipresent eternal Mind, which knows and comprehends all things, and exhibits them to our view in such a manner, and according to such rules, as He Himself hath ordained, and are by us termed the laws of nature.
(25) Why do things continue to exist when we are no longer there to perceive them?

Our Idea of God. Hylas next contends that we have no idea of God, hence we cannot conceive of things existing in his mind. Philonous replies that we have an idea of ourselves; when we strip away the imperfections in this idea, we then have some idea of an active thinking God.


Hyl. Answer me, Philonous. Are all our ideas perfectly inert beings? Or have they any agency included in them?


Phil. They are altogether passive and inert.


Hyl. And is not God an agent, a being purely active?


Phil. I acknowledge it.


Hyl. No idea therefore can be like unto, or represent the nature of God?


Phil. It cannot.


Hyl. Since therefore you have no idea of the mind of God, how can you conceive it possible that things should exist in His mind? Or, if you can conceive the mind of God, without having an idea of it, why may not I be allowed to conceive the existence of Matter, notwithstanding I have no idea of it?


Phil. As to your first question: I own I have properly no idea, either of God or any other spirit; for these being active, cannot be represented by things perfectly inert, as our ideas are. I do nevertheless know that 1, who am a spirit or thinking substance, exist as certainly a s I know my ideas exist. Farther, I know what I mean by the terms I and myself; and I know this immediately or intuitively, though I do not perceive it as I perceive a triangle, a color, or a sound. The Mind, Spirit, or Soul is that indivisible unextended thing which thinks, acts, and perceives. I say indivisible, because unextended; and unextended, because extended, figured, moveable things are ideas; and that which perceives ideas, which thinks and wills, is plainly itself no idea, nor like an idea. Ideas are things inactive, and perceived. And Spirits a sort of beings altogether different from them. I do not therefore say my soul is an idea, or like an idea.

(26) What are some attributes of mental or spiritual things?

However, taking the word idea in a large sense, my soul may be said to furnish me with an idea, that is, an image or likeness of God – though indeed extremely inadequate. For, all the notion I have of God is obtained by reflecting on my own soul, heightening its powers, and removing its imperfections. I have, therefore, though not an inactive idea, yet in myself some sort of an active thinking image of the Deity. And, though I perceive Him not by sense, yet I have a notion of Him, or know Him by reflection and reasoning. My own mind and my own ideas I have an immediate knowledge of; and, by the help of these, do mediately apprehend the possibility of the existence of other spirits and ideas. Farther, from my own being, and from the dependency I find in myself and my ideas, I do, by an act of reason, necessarily infer the existence of a God, and of all created things in the mind of God. So much for your first question.

(27) Where does our idea of God come from?

For the second: I suppose by this time you can answer it yourself. For you neither perceive Matter objectively, as you do an inactive being or idea; nor know it, as you do yourself, by a reflex act, neither do you mediately apprehend it by similitude of the one or the other; nor yet collect it by reasoning from that which you know immediately. All which makes the case of Matter widely different from that of the Deity.
Difference Between Spiritual and Material Substance. Hylas next asks, if we can conceive of spiritual substances without having a distinct idea of it (e.g. God or ourselves), why can’t we conceive of matter in the same way?


Hyl. You say your own soul supplies you with some sort of an idea or image of God. But, at the same time, you acknowledge you have, properly speaking, no idea of your own soul. You even affirm that spirits are a sort of beings altogether different from ideas. Consequently that no idea can be like a spirit. We have therefore no idea of any spirit. You admit nevertheless that there is spiritual Substance, although you have no idea of it; while you deny there can be such a thing as material Substance, because you have no notion or idea of it. Is this fair dealing? To act consistently, you must either admit Matter or reject Spirit. What say you to this?

Philonous replies noting two differences between asserting the existence of matter, and asserting the existence of spirit.

I say, in the first place, that I do not deny the existence of material substance, merely because I have no notion of it’ but because the notion of it is inconsistent; or, in other words, because it is repugnant that there should be a notion of it. Many things, for aught I know, may exist, whereof neither I nor any other man hath or can have any idea or notion whatsoever. But then those things must be possible, that is, nothing inconsistent must be included in their definition. I say, secondly, that, although we believe things to exist which we do not perceive, yet we may not believe that any particular thing exists, without some reason for such belief: but I have no reason for believing the existence of Matter. I have no immediate intuition thereof: neither can I immediately from my sensations, ideas, notions, actions, or passions, infer an unthinking, unperceiving, inactive Substance – either by probable deduction, or necessary consequence. Whereas the being of my Self, that is, my own soul, mind, or thinking principle, I evidently know by reflection.

(28) The first difference between the concepts of matter and spirit is that the notion of matter is “repugnant,” or internally inconsistent. He clarifies this below. The second difference is that there is no basis whatever for the idea of matter. What is the basis of his idea of spirit?

You will forgive me if I repeat the same things in answer to the same objections. In the very notion or definition of material Substance, there is included a manifest repugnance and inconsistency. But this cannot be said of the notion of Spirit. That ideas should exist in what doth not perceive, or be produced by what doth not act, is repugnant. But, it is no repugnancy to say that a perceiving thing should be the subject of ideas, or an active thing the cause of them.

(29) What specifically is repugnant or internally inconsistent about the notion of matter?

It is granted we have neither an immediate evidence nor a demonstrative knowledge of the existence of other finite spirits; but it will not thence follow that such spirits are on a foot with material substances: if to suppose the one be inconsistent, and it be not inconsistent to suppose the other; if the one can be inferred by no argument, and there is a probability for the other; if we see signs and effects indicating distinct finite agents like ourselves, and see no sign or symptom whatever that leads to a rational belief of Matter. I say, lastly, that I have a notion of Spirit, though I have not, strictly speaking, an idea of it. I do not perceive it as an idea, or by means of an idea, but know it by reflection.

Unified Self. Anticipating Hume’s famous discussion of personal identity, Hylas maintains that the “self” for Philonous reduces to a series of disconnected perceptions.

Hyl. Notwithstanding all you have said, to me it seems that, according to your own way of thinking, and in consequence of your own principles, it should follow that you are only a system of floating ideas, without any substance to support them. Words are not to be used without a meaning. And, as there is no more meaning in spiritual Substance than in material Substance, the one is to be exploded as well as the other.


Phil. How often must I repeat, that I know or am conscious of my own being; and that I myself am not my ideas, but somewhat else, a thinking, active principle that perceives, knows, wills, and operates about ideas. I know that I, one and the same self, perceive both colors and sounds: that a color cannot perceive a sound, nor a sound a color: that I am therefore one individual principle, distinct from color and sound; and, for the same reason, from aft other sensible things and inert ideas. But, I am not in like manner conscious either of the existence or essence of Matter. On the contrary, I know that nothing inconsistent can exist, and that the existence of Matter implies an inconsistency. Farther, I know what I mean when I affirm that there is a spiritual substance or support of ideas, that is, that a spirit knows and perceives ideas. But, I do not know what is meant when it is said that an unperceiving substance hath inherent in it and supports either ideas or the archetypes of ideas. There is therefore upon the whole no parity of case between Spirit and Matter.

(30) Why does Philonous believe that he is “one individual principle” distinct from the specific colors and sounds which he perceives?

Idealism and Common Sense. Hylas believes that the average person would deny that existence is being perceived. Philonous replies that the average person would say he believes that a tree exists because he can see it.


Hyl. I own myself satisfied in this point. But, do you in earnest think the real existence of sensible things consists in their being actually perceived? If so; how comes it that all mankind distinguish between them? Ask the first man you meet, and he shall tell you, to be perceived is one thing, and to exist is another.


Phil. I am content, Hylas, to appeal to the common sense of the world for the truth of my notion. Ask the gardener why he thinks yonder cherry-tree exists in the garden, and he shall tell you, because he sees and feels it; in a word, because he perceives it by his senses. Ask him why he thinks an orange-tree not to be there, and he shall tell you, because he does not perceive it. What he perceives by sense, that he terms a real, being, and saith it is or exists; but, that which is not perceivable, the same, he saith, hath no being.


Hyl. Yes, Philonous, I grant the existence of a sensible thing consists in being perceivable, but not in being actually perceived.


Phil. And what is perceivable but an idea? And can an idea exist without being actually perceived? These are points long since agreed between us.


Hyl. But, be your opinion never so true, yet surely you will not deny it is shocking, and contrary to the common sense of men. Ask the fellow whether yonder tree hath an existence out of his mind: what answer think you he would make?


Phil. The same that I should myself, to wit, that it doth exist out of his mind. But then to a Christian it cannot surely be shocking to say, the real tree, existing without his mind, is truly known and comprehended by (that is exists in) the infinite mind of God. Probably he may not at first glance be aware of the direct and immediate proof there is of this; inasmuch as the very being of a tree, or any other sensible thing, implies a mind wherein it is. But the point itself he cannot deny. The question between the Materialists and me is not, whether things have a real existence out of the mind of this or that person, but whether they have an absolute existence, distinct from being perceived by God, and exterior to all minds. This indeed some heathens and philosophers have affirmed, but whoever entertains notions of the Deity suitable to the Holy Scriptures will be of another opinion.

(31) According to Philonous, where does the “real” tree exist?

Distinguishing Dreaming from Waking. Hylas contends dreams and reality are equally dependent upon the mind, thus idealism cannot distinguish between the two. Philonous replies that dreams and products of the imagination are faint, and depend on the will. Sense impressions are more lively and do not depend on the will.


Hyl. But, according to your notions, what difference is there between real things, and chimeras formed by the imagination, or the visions of a dream – since they are all equally in the mind?


Phil. The ideas formed by the imagination are faint and indistinct; they have, besides, an entire dependence on the will. But the ideas perceived by sense, that is, real things, are more vivid and clear; and, being imprinted on the mind by a spirit distinct from us, have not the like dependence on our will. There is therefore no danger of confounding these with the foregoing: and there is as little of confounding them with the visions of a dream, which are dim, irregular, and confused. And, though they should happen to be never so lively and natural, yet, by their not being connected, and of a piece with the preceding and subsequent transactions of our lives, they might easily be distinguished from realities. In short, by whatever method you distinguish things from chimeras on your scheme, the same, it is evident, will hold also upon mine. For, it must be, I presume, by some perceived difference; and I am not for depriving you of any one thing that you perceive.


Hyl. But still, Philonous, you hold, there is nothing in the world but spirits and ideas. And this, you must needs acknowledge, sounds very oddly.


Phil. I own the word idea, not being commonly used for thing, sounds something out of the way. My reason for using it was, because a necessary relation to the mind is understood to be implied by that term; and it is now commonly used by philosophers to denote the immediate objects of the understanding. But, however oddly the proposition may sound in words, yet it includes nothing so very strange or shocking in its sense; which in effect amounts to no more than this, to wit, that there are only things perceiving, and things perceived; or that every unthinking being is necessarily, and from -the very nature of its existence, perceived by some mind; if not by a finite created mind, yet certainly by the infinite mind of God, in whom “we five, and move, and have our being.” Is this as strange as to say, the sensible qualities are not on the objects: or that we cannot be sure of the existence of things, or know any thing of their real natures – though we both see and feel them, and perceive them by all our senses?

(32) What does Philonous mean by the word “idea”?

Extravagance of Denying Corporeal Causes. Hylas argues that idealism is too extravagant insofar as it denies the reality of external, physical causes. Philonous responds that it is more extravagant to say that an inert thing operates on the mind. Further, the scriptures represent God as the sole and immediate author of all things.


Hyl. And, in consequence of this, must we not think there are no such things as physical or corporeal causes; but that a Spirit is the immediate cause of all the phenomena in nature? Can there be anything more extravagant than this?


Phil. Yes, it is infinitely more extravagant to say – a thing which is inert operates on the mind, and which is unperceiving is the cause of our perceptions, without any regard either to consistency, or the old known axiom, Nothing can give to another that which it hath not itself. Besides, that which to you, I know not for what reason, seems so extravagant is no more than the Holy Scriptures assert in a hundred places. In them God is represented as the sole and immediate Author of all those effects which some heathens and philosophers are wont to ascribe to Nature, Matter, Fate, or the like unthinking principle. This is so much the constant language of Scripture that it were needless to confirm it by citations.

God as the Cause of Evil. Hylas implies that if God was the cause of all our perceptions, then God would be the immediate cause of evil conduct – or at least a co-conspirator along with us. Philonous counters that if God was a mediator between matter and mind, then he would be responsible for evil; but God is not a mediator. Further, evil does not consist of outward actions, but inward attitudes; the same action may be good or bad depending on the motive. Evil, then, rests in our human motives, not in God’s role as the source of our perceptions

Hyl. You are not aware, Philonous, that in making God the immediate Author of all the motions in nature, you make Him the Author of murder, sacrilege, adultery, and the like heinous sins.


Phil. In answer to that, I observe, first, that the imputation of guilt is the same, whether a person commits an action with or without an instrument. In case therefore you suppose God to act by the mediation of an instrument or occasion, called Matter, you as truly make Him the author of sin as I, who think Him the immediate agent in all those operations vulgarly ascribed to Nature. I farther observe that sin or moral turpitude doth not consist in the outward physical action or motion, but in the internal deviation of the will from the laws of reason and religion. This is plain, in that the killing an enemy in a battle, or putting a criminal legally to death, is not thought sinful; though the outward act be the very same with that in the case of murder. Since, therefore, sin doth not consist in the physical action, the making God an immediate cause of all such actions is not making Him the Author of sin. Lastly, I have nowhere said that God is the only agent who produces all the motions in bodies. It is true I have denied there are any other agents besides spirits; but this is very consistent with allowing to thinking rational beings, in the production of motions, the use of limited powers, ultimately indeed derived from God, but immediately under the direction of their own wills, which is sufficient to entitle them to all the guilt of their actions.

(33) On Philonous’s view, only spirits exist, and God interjects perceptions of external things in the minds of human spirits. What type of “motion” (or mental activity) is within the power of humans?

Consensus Against Idealism. Hylas suggests that a survey would show that most people affirm material existence. Philonous replies that if the questions were worded impartially, people would deny matter in favor of idealism. 


Hyl. But the denying Matter, Philonous, or corporeal Substance; there is the point. You can never persuade me that this is not repugnant to the universal sense of mankind. Were our dispute to be determined by most voices, I am confident you would give up the point, without gathering the votes.


Phil. I wish both our opinions were fairly stated and submitted to the judgment of men who had plain common sense, without the prejudices of a learned education. Let me be represented as one who trusts his senses, who thinks he knows the things he sees and feels, and entertains no doubts of their existence; and you fairly set forth with all your doubts, your paradoxes, and your skepticism about you, and I shall willingly acquiesce in the determination of any indifferent person. That there is no substance wherein ideas can exist beside spirit is to me evident. And that the objects immediately perceived are ideas, is on all hands agreed. And that sensible qualities are objects immediately perceived no one can deny. It is therefore evident there can be no substratum of those qualities but spirit; in which they exist, not by way of mode or property, but as a thing perceived in that which perceives it. I deny therefore that there is any unthinking-substratum of the objects of sense, and in that acceptation that there is any material substance. But if by material substance is meant only sensible body, that which is seen and felt (and the unphilosophical part of the world, I dare say, mean no more) – then I am more certain of matter’s existence than you or any other philosopher pretend to be. If there be anything which makes ,die generality of mankind averse from the notions I espouse, it is a misapprehension that I deny the reality of sensible things. But, as it is you who are guilty of that, and not 1, it follows that in truth their aversion is against your notions and not mine. I do therefore assert that I am as certain as of my own being, that there are bodies or corporeal substances (meaning the things I perceive by my senses); and that, granting this, the bulk of mankind will take no thought about, nor think themselves at all concerned in the fate of those unknown natures, and philosophical quiddities, which some men are so fond of.

(34) For the sake of argument, Philonous states that he would agree to the existence of material substance if the term “material substance” were defined according what we actually perceive. What is that definition of “material substance”?
Idealism and Optical Illusions. Hylas argues that idealism cannot explain optical illusions since people judge reality by their senses and we can’t be mistaken about our perceptions. Philonous explains that an error in judgment occurs when we connect the ideas we apprehend to those immediately perceived. That is, we err by assuming that all perceptions of the same event (even up close) would be represented in the same way.


Hyl. What say you to this? Since, according to you, men judge of the reality of things by their senses, how can a man be mistaken in thinking the moon a plain lucid surface, about a foot in diameter; or a square tower, seen at a distance, round; or an oar, with one end in the water, crooked?


Phil. He is not mistaken with regard to the ideas he actually perceives, but in the inference he makes from his present perceptions. Thus, in the case of the oar, what he immediately perceives by sight is certainly crooked; and so far he is in the right. But if he thence conclude that upon taking the oar out of the water he shall perceive the same crookedness; or that it would affect his touch as crooked things are wont to do: in that he is mistaken. In like manner, if he shall conclude from what he perceives in one station, that, in case he advances towards the moon or tower, he should still be affected with the like ideas, he is mistaken. But his mistake lies not in what he perceives immediately, and at present, (it being a manifest contradiction to suppose he should err in respect of that) but in the wrong judgment he makes concerning the ideas he apprehends to be connected with those immediately perceived: or, concerning the ideas that, from what he perceives at present, he imagines would be perceived in other circumstances. The case is the same with regard to the Copernican system. We do not here perceive any motion of the earth: but it were erroneous thence to conclude, that, in case we were placed at as great a distance from that as we are now from the other planets, we should not then perceive its motion.

(35) According to the Copernican system, the Earth is constantly moving, even though we don’t perceive that motion. How does this fact illustrate Philonous’s point that perceptions of an object will not be present in differing circumstances?
C. DAVID HUME

Scottish philosopher David Hume (1711-1776) was born into a moderately wealthy aristocratic family near Edinburgh. Like many other philosophers, Hume was educated in the field of law, but abandoned this in favor of philosophical pursuits. Because of his father’s early death – and the fact that he was not the oldest son and principal inheritor – much of Hume’s adult life was preoccupied with gaining an independent income. In his brief autobiography Of My Life, written just before his death, Hume chronicles the slow but progressive increase of his wealth over the years. Like Berkeley, Hume published his most important philosophical work while he was still in his twenties: A Treatise of Human Nature (1739-40). In spite of the Treatise’s importance in the history of philosophy, it did poorly when it first came out, selling only a few dozen copies. In Hume’s own words, the Treatise “fell dead born from the press.” The work revealed his affinity with the Pyrrhonian skeptical tradition, and those who did read the Treatise accused him of universal skepticism, atheism, and undermining the foundations of morality. Although these attacks are a little strong, they established Hume’s reputation as a skeptic. On two occasions he applied for a university teaching post, and in each case he was turned down as his reputation preceded him. He thus focused on his writing career, occasionally taking administrative posts with the British military. Shortly after the failure of the Treatise, he published a collection of light essays. About a decade later — still largely unknown in the literary world – Hume wrote the Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding (1748) and the Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals (1751) as an attempt to produce a shorter and more popular account of his views. Within three years after the publication of the first Enquiry, Hume was famous throughout Europe as a champion of skepticism. Hume continued publishing a collection of political essays, as six volume history of Great Britain, and some controversial works on the subject of religion, most notably his posthumously published Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (1779). Paradoxically, Hume’s sober skeptical views did not carry over into his active social life. His sharp sense of humor and friendly personality made him desirable company in both British and French intellectual circles. Hume eventually came to reject the Treatise as an immature work, and wished to have his philosophical views represented by his later writings. Indeed, throughout the 18th and most of the 19th century, the Treatise was ignored in favor of the two Enquiries. 

SECTION 2: OF THE ORIGIN OF IDEAS

The starting point for Hume’s philosophy is his distinction between various mental events. His distinctions assume many of Locke’s key notions, such as those between sensation and reflection, or simple and complex ideas. Distinctions which took Locke one hundred pages to explain, Hume outlines here in just a few pages. Nevertheless, in this short section Hume lays the foundation for the remaining sections of the Enquiry.

Ideas And Impressions. Hume opens by noting a general distinction between two types of mental events: ideas (thoughts) and impressions (feelings). 


Every one will readily allow, that there is a considerable difference between the perceptions of the mind, when a man feels the pain of excessive heat, or the pleasure of moderate warmth, and when he afterwards recalls to his memory this sensation, or anticipates it by his imagination. These faculties may mimic or copy the perceptions of the senses; but they never can entirely reach the force and vivacity of the original sentiment. The utmost we say of them, even when they operate with greatest vigor, is, that they represent their object in so lively a manner, that we could almost say we feel or see it: But, except the mind be disordered by disease or madness, they never can arrive at such a pitch of vivacity, as to render these perceptions altogether undistinguishable. All the colors of poetry, however splendid, can never paint natural objects in such a manner as to make the description be taken for a real landskip. The most lively thought is still inferior to the dullest sensation. 


We may observe a like distinction to run through all the other perceptions of the mind. A man in a fit of anger, is actuated in a very different manner from one who only thinks of that emotion. If you tell me, that any person is in love, I easily understand your meaning, and from a just conception of his situation; but never can mistake that conception for the real disorders and agitations of the passion. When we reflect on our past sentiments and affections, our thought is a faithful mirror, and copies its objects truly; but the colors which it employs are faint and dull, in comparison of those in which our original perceptions were clothed. It requires no nice discernment or metaphysical head to mark the distinction between them. 

(1) Give some of Hume’s examples of thoughts vs. feelings.

For Hume, perceptions are of two types: ideas (or thoughts), and impressions (feelings). An initial feature which distinguishes ideas from impressions is that ideas are less lively than impressions. This can be referred to as Hume’s liveliness thesis. 


Here therefore we may divide all the perceptions of the mind into two classes or species, which are distinguished by their different degrees of force and vivacity. The less forcible and lively are commonly denominated Thoughts or Ideas. The other species want a name in our language, and in most others; I suppose, because it was not requisite for any, but philosophical purposes, to rank them under a general term or appellation. Let us, therefore, use a little freedom, and call them Impressions; employing that word in a sense somewhat different from the usual. By the term impression, then, I mean all our more lively perceptions, when we hear, or see, or feel, or love, or hate, or desire, or will. And impressions are distinguished from ideas, which are the less lively perceptions, of which we are conscious, when we reflect on any of those sensations or movements above mentioned. 

(2) What does Hume mean by the term “impression”?

An important difference between Locke and Hume is the use of the term “idea.” For Locke, ideas referred to all mental events, including sensations, thoughts, memories, and emotions. In the opening of the Treatise Hume writes that “Mr. Locke had perverted it [i.e., the term “idea”] in making it stand for all our perceptions.” Hume prefers the general term “perception” to Locke’s term “idea” and initially outlines all mental events as follows:




Ideas 


Perceptions <




Impressions 

Copy Thesis. Hume next argues that the content of all ideas is ultimately copied from impressions. This is commonly called Hume’s copy thesis.


Nothing, at first view, may seem more unbounded than the thought of man, which not only escapes all human power and authority, but is not even restrained within the limits of nature and reality. To form monsters, and join incongruous shapes and appearances, costs the imagination no more trouble than to conceive the most natural and familiar objects. And while the body is confined to one planet, along which it creeps with pain and difficulty; the thought can in an instant transport us into the most distant regions of the universe; or even beyond the universe, into the unbounded chaos, where nature is supposed to lie in total confusion. What never was seen, or heard of, may yet be conceived; nor is any thing beyond the power of thought, except what implies an absolute contradiction. 


But though our thought seems to possess this unbounded liberty, we shall find, upon a nearer examination, that it is really confined within very narrow limits, and that all this creative power of the mind amounts to no more than the faculty of compounding, transposing, augmenting, or diminishing the materials afforded us by the senses and experience. When we think of a golden mountain, we only join two consistent ideas, gold, and mountain, with which we were formerly acquainted. A virtuous horse we can conceive; because, from our own feeling, we can conceive virtue; and this we may unite to the figure and shape of a horse, which is an animal familiar to us. In short, all the materials of thinking are derived either from our outward or inward sentiment: The mixture and composition of these belongs alone to the mind and will. Or, to express myself in philosophical language, all our ideas or more feeble perceptions are copies of our impressions or more lively ones. 

(3) At first it appears that our ideas are boundless insofar as they can have anything as their subject. However, what restricts the subject matter of our ideas?

(4) What is the source of an idea we may have of a golden mountain?

In the above paragraph, Hume notes that “all the materials of thinking are derived either from our outward or inward sentiment.” In the Treatise (and later in the Enquiry) he describes this as a distinction between impressions of sensation and those of reflection: 
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Reflection (inward)

This distinction clearly follows Locke who described ideas of sensation as sense perceptions, and those of reflection as ideas we have when reflecting on our own mental operations. In the Treatise, Hume reduces impressions of reflection to emotions, such as desire, aversion, hope and fear. In the Enquiry, however, he returns in part to Locke’s more general account of “reflection” as impressions we get from reflecting on our mental operations. In the paragraph below, Hume also makes use of Locke’s distinction between simple and complex ideas. In the Treatise he defines them as follows: “Simple perceptions or impressions and ideas are such as admit of no distinction nor separation. The complex are the contrary to these, and may be distinguished into parts.” The simple/complex distinction is less central to Hume’s discussion than it is to Locke’s. Hume continues by offering two proofs of his copy thesis.


To prove this, the two following arguments will, I hope, be sufficient. First, when we analyze our thoughts or ideas, however compounded or sublime, we always find that they resolve themselves into such simple ideas as were copied from a precedent feeling or sentiment. Even those ideas, which, at first view, seem the most wide of this origin, are found, upon a nearer scrutiny, to be derived from it. The idea of God, as meaning an infinitely intelligent, wise, and good Being, arises from reflecting on the operations of our own mind, and augmenting, without limit, those qualities of goodness and wisdom. We may prosecute this enquiry to what length we please; where we shall always find, that every idea which we examine is copied from a similar impression. Those who would assert that this position is not universally true nor without exception, have only one, and that an easy method of refuting it; by producing that idea, which, in their opinion, is not derived from this source. It will then be incumbent on us, if we would maintain our doctrine, to produce the impression, or lively perception, which corresponds to it. 

(5) What is Hume’s first argument in defense of the copy thesis?


Secondly. If it happen, from a defect of the organ, that a man is not susceptible of any species of sensation, we always find that he is as little susceptible of the correspondent ideas. A blind man can form no notion of colors; a deaf man of sounds. Restore either of them that sense in which he is deficient; by opening this new inlet for his sensations, you also open an inlet for the ideas; and he finds no difficulty in conceiving these objects. The case is the same, if the object, proper for exciting any sensation, has never been applied to the organ. A Laplander or Negroe has no notion of the relish of wine. And though there are few or no instances of a like deficiency in the mind, where a person has never felt or is wholly incapable of a sentiment or passion that belongs to his species; yet we find the same observation to take place in a less degree. A man of mild manners can form no idea of inveterate revenge or cruelty; nor can a selfish heart easily conceive the heights of friendship and generosity. It is readily allowed, that other beings may possess many senses of which we can have no conception; because the ideas of them have never been introduced to us in the only manner by which an idea can have access to the mind, to wit, by the actual feeling and sensation. 

(6) What is Hume’s second argument in defense of the copy thesis?

The Missing Shade Of Blue. In Book 2:2:2 of his Essay Locke argues that simple ideas cannot be created by one’s mind. Locke then offers the following challenge: “I would have anyone try to fancy any taste which had never affected his palate, or frame the idea of a scent he had never smelt.” Although Hume agrees in principle with Locke’s position about simple ideas, he accepts Locke’s challenge and explains how we might get a simple idea that doesn’t come from an immediate experience.

There is, however, one contradictory phenomenon, which may prove that it is not absolutely impossible for ideas to arise, independent of their correspondent impressions. I believe it will readily be allowed, that the several distinct ideas of color, which enter by the eye, or those of sound, which are conveyed by the ear, are really different from each other; though, at the same time, resembling. Now if this be true of different colors, it must be no less so of the different shades of the same color; and each shade produces a distinct idea, independent of the rest. For if this should be denied, it is possible, by the continual gradation of shades, to run a color insensibly into what is most remote from it; and if you will not allow any of the means to be different, you cannot, without absurdity, deny the extremes to be the same. Suppose, therefore, a person to have enjoyed his sight for thirty years, and to have become perfectly acquainted with colors of all kinds except one particular shade of blue, for instance, which it never has been his fortune to meet with. Let all the different shades of that color, except that single one, be placed before him, descending gradually from the deepest to the lightest; it is plain that he will perceive a blank, where that shade is wanting, and will be sensible that there is a greater distance in that place between the contiguous color than in any other. Now I ask, whether it be possible for him, from his own imagination, to supply this deficiency, and raise up to himself the idea of that particular shade, though it had never been conveyed to him by his senses? I believe there are few but will be of opinion that he can: And this may serve as a proof that the simple ideas are not always, in every instance, derived from the correspondent impressions; though this instance is so singular, that it is scarcely worth our observing, and does not merit that for it alone we should alter our general maxim. 

(7) Hume finds one exception to his claim that all ideas are ultimately derived from impressions. What is this exception?


Here, therefore, is a proposition, which not only seems, in itself, simple and intelligible; but, if a proper use were made of it, might render every dispute equally intelligible, and banish all that jargon, which has so long taken possession of metaphysical reasonings, and drawn disgrace upon them. All ideas, especially abstract ones, are naturally faint and obscure: The mind has but a slender hold of them: They are apt to be confounded with other resembling ideas; and when we have often employed any term, though without a distinct meaning, we are apt to imagine it has a determinate idea annexed to it. On the contrary, all impressions, that is, all sensations, either outward or inward, are strong and vivid: The limits between them are more exactly determined: Nor is it easy to fall into any error or mistake with regard to them. When we entertain, therefore, any suspicion that a philosophical term is employed without any meaning or idea (as is but too frequent), we need but enquire, <from what impression is that supposed idea derived>? And if it be impossible to assign any, this will serve to confirm our suspicion. By bringing ideas into so clear a light we may reasonably hope to remove all dispute, which may arise, concerning their nature and reality.

(8) On the basis of his copy thesis, Hume formulates a rule by which to determine the meaning of any proposition or idea. What is his rule of meaning.

SECTION 3: OF THE ASSOCIATION OF IDEAS 

Consider the various ideas that float through our minds in a short amount of time. I might visualize my vacation last summer in the Bahamas, then think about my office computer, then the man who cleans my office, then my uncle Pete. It might seem as though my stream of ideas are disconnected. Hume thinks otherwise, and in this section argues that three basic principles of association connect the flow of all ideas. They are resemblance, contiguity (or nearness in space or time), and cause/effect. Hume’s theory is part of a larger movement in the history of philosophy and psychology called associationism. Aristotle first suggested that the principles of similarity, contrast, and contiguity connect our thoughts. Locke introduced the phrase “association of ideas” to explain this phenomenon, and over the next 150 British philosophers quarreled over the exact number of principles. 

The Three Principles Of Association. Hume argues that there is regularity to our thoughts both with serious and fanciful thinking.


It is evident that there is a principle of connection between the different thoughts or ideas of the mind, and that in their appearance to the memory or imagination, they introduce each other with a certain degree of method and regularity. In our more serious thinking or discourse this is so observable that any particular thought, which breaks in upon the regular tract or chain of ideas, is immediately remarked and rejected. And even in our wildest and most wandering reveries, nay in our very dreams, we shall find, if we reflect, that the imagination ran not altogether at adventures, but that there was still a connection upheld among the different ideas, which succeeded each other. Were the loosest and freest conversation to be transcribed, there would immediately be observed something which connected it in all its transitions. Or where this is wanting, the person who broke the thread of discourse might still inform you, that there had secretly revolved in his mind a succession of thought, which had gradually led him from the subject of conversation. Among different languages, even where we cannot suspect the least connection or communication, it is found, that the words, expressive of ideas, the most compounded, do yet nearly correspond to each other: A certain proof that the simple ideas, comprehended in the compound ones, were bound together by some universal principle, which had an equal influence on all mankind. 

(1) According to Hume, what would we find if we transcribed the loosest and freest conversation?
Hume continues by offering three principles of association of ideas, and briefly illustrating each.

Though it be too obvious to escape observation, that different ideas are connected together; I do not find that any philosopher has attempted to enumerate or class all the principles of association; a subject, however, that seems worthy of curiosity. To me, there appear to be only three principles of connection among ideas, namely, Resemblance, Contiguity in time or place, and Cause or Effect. 


That these principles serve to connect ideas will not, I believe, be much doubted. A picture naturally leads our thoughts to the original [i.e., resemblance]: the mention of one apartment in a building naturally introduces an enquiry or discourse concerning the others [i.e., contiguity]: and if we think of a wound, we can scarcely forbear reflecting on the pain which follows it [i.e., causality]. But that this enumeration is complete, and that there are no other principles of association except these, may be difficult to prove to the satisfaction of the reader, or even to a man’s own satisfaction. All we can do, in such cases, is to run over several instances, and examine carefully the principle which binds the different thoughts to each other, never stopping till we render the principle as general as possible. The more instances we examine, and the more care we employ, the more assurance shall we acquire, that the enumeration, which we form from the whole, is complete and entire. 

(2) Give Hume’s illustrations of his three principles of association. 

(3) What is Hume’s proof that resemblance, contiguity and cause and effect are the only three means of associating ideas?

SECTION 7: OF THE IDEA OF NECESSARY CONNECTION
Since Aristotle, Philosophers believed that the concept of causality was essential to our understanding of the world. The importance of the principle of causality is also evident in theology insofar as it provided an important avenue to our knowledge of God, as formulated in cosmological proofs for God’s existence. Descartes believed that the idea of causality was innate, or implanted in us at birth by God. As an empiricist, Hume did not accept this explanation and argued instead that the idea of causality traces back to experience. In his Treatise, Hume explains that causality is a complex idea which is made up of three more foundational ideas: (1) priority, (2) proximity, and (3) necessary connection. Concerning priority, if we say that event A causes event B, one thing we mean is that A is prior to B. If B were to occur before A, then it would be absurd to say that A was the cause of B. Concerning the idea of proximity, if we say that A causes B, then we mean that B is in proximity with (or close to) A. For example, if I throw a rock, and at that moment someone’s window in China breaks. I would not conclude that my rock broke a window on the other side of the world since The broken window and the rock must be in proximity with each other. Priority and proximity alone, however, do not make up our entire notion of causality. For example, if I sneeze and the lights go out, I would not conclude that my sneeze was the cause, even though the conditions of priority and proximity were fulfilled. We also believe that there is a necessary connection between cause A and effect B. During the modern period of philosophy, philosophers thought of necessary connection as a power or force connecting two events. When billiard ball A strikes billiard ball B, there is a power that the one event imparts to the other. In keeping with his empiricist copy thesis (i.e., all ideas are copied from impressions), Hume tries to uncover the experiences that give rise to our notions of priority, proximity, and necessary connection. The first two are easy to explain. Priority traces back to our various experiences of time. Proximity traces back to our various experiences of space. But what is the experience that gives us the idea of necessary connection? Hume addresses that question in this section of the Enquiry. 


Hume opens his discussion explaining the general importance of clarifying key philosophical terms, one of which is the idea of necessary connection. 


There are no ideas, which occur in metaphysics, more obscure and uncertain, than those of power, force, energy or necessary connection, of which it is every moment necessary for us to treat in all our disquisitions. We shall, therefore, endeavor in this section to fix, if possible, the precise meaning of these terms, and thereby remove some part of that obscurity, which is so much complained of in this species of philosophy. 

Determining the Meaning of an Idea. As noted in Section 2 of the Enquiry, the meaning of any idea is determined by the impressions from which the idea was formed. So, to determine the meaning of the idea of necessary connection, Hume investigates various impressions that may have formed this idea. 


It seems a proposition, which will not admit of much dispute, that all our ideas are nothing but copies of our impressions, or, in other words, that it is impossible for us to think of any thing, which we have not antecedently felt, either by our external or internal senses. I have endeavored to explain and prove this proposition, and have expressed my hopes, that, by a proper application of it, men may reach a greater clearness and precision in philosophical reasonings, than what they have hitherto been able to attain. Complex ideas, may, perhaps, be well known by definition, which is nothing but an enumeration of those parts or simple ideas, that compose them. But when we have pushed up definitions to the most simple ideas, and find still more ambiguity and obscurity; what resource are we then possessed of? By what invention can we throw light upon these ideas, and render them altogether precise and determinate to our intellectual view? Produce the impressions or original sentiments, from which the ideas are copied. These impressions are all strong and sensible. They admit not of ambiguity. They are not only placed in a full light themselves, but may throw light on their correspondent ideas, which lie in obscurity. And by this means, we may, perhaps, attain a new microscope or species of optics, by which, in the moral sciences, the most minute, and most simple ideas may be so enlarged as to fall readily under our apprehension, and be equally known with the grossest and most sensible ideas, that can be the object of our enquiry. 

(3) Suppose that we explain a complex idea in terms of the simple ideas that make it up. What should we then do to explain those simple ideas especially if they are obscure?

Proposed Plan. It was also noted in Section 2 that there are two kinds of impressions: those of sensation (external) and those of reflection (internal). Hume’s strategy for defining “necessary connection,” then, is to determine if either of these two kinds of impressions produced the idea of a necessary connection. In the second paragraph below, he foreshadows the outcome of his investigation?

To be fully acquainted, therefore, with the idea of power or necessary connection, let us examine its impression; and in order to find the impression with greater certainty, let us search for it in all the sources, from which it may possibly be derived. 


When we look about us towards external objects, and consider the operation of causes, we are never able, in a single instance, to discover any power or necessary connection; any quality, which binds the effect to the cause, and renders the one an infallible consequence of the other. We only find, that the one does actually, in fact, follow the other. The impulse of one billiard- ball is attended with motion in the second. This is the whole that appears to the outward senses. The mind feels no sentiment or inward impression from this succession of objects: Consequently, there is not, in any single, particular instance of cause and effect, any thing which can suggest the idea of power or necessary connection. 

(4) What does Hume expect to find when he searches for the origin of our idea of necessary connection among impressions of sensation (outward) and impressions of reflection (inward)?

Sense Perceptions. Hume begins the quest for the source of our idea of necessary connection by examining various impressions of sensation (outward). Locke our idea of necessary connection comes from simply observing causal activity in the external world. Hume quickly sees Locke’s explanation as a dead end.


From the first appearance of an object, we never can conjecture what effect will result from it. But were the power or energy of any cause discoverable by the mind, we could foresee the effect, even without experience; and might, at first, pronounce with certainty concerning it, by mere dint of thought and reasoning. 

(5) What is Hume’s point above about our inability to predict effects without directly experiencing those effects?


In reality, there is no part of matter, that does ever, by its sensible qualities, discover any power or energy, or give us ground to imagine, that it could produce any thing, or be followed by any other object, which we could denominate its effect. Solidity, extension, motion; these qualities are all complete in themselves, and never point out any other event which may result from them. The scenes of the universe are continually shifting, and one object follows another in an uninterrupted succession; but the power of force, which actuates the whole machine, is entirely concealed from us, and never discovers itself in any of the sensible qualities of body. We know that, in fact, heat is a constant attendant of flame; but what is the connection between them, we have no room so much as to conjecture or imagine. It is impossible, therefore, that the idea of power can be derived from the contemplation of bodies, in single instances of their operation; because no bodies ever discover any power, which can be the original of this idea. 

(6) How does Hume’s example of heat and flame show that there is no specific sense perception from which we get the idea of necessary connection? 

Various Impressions Of Reflection. Since impressions of sensation (outward) fail as a source of our idea of necessary connection, Hume turns next to examine possible impressions of reflection (inward) which might account for the origin of this idea. As noted in Section 2 of the Enquiry, Hume follows Locke’s account of an impression of reflection, which is an experience we have when reflecting on our own mental operations. For both Locke and Hume, humans have a variety of mental faculties which help us process ideas, such as our memory, imagination, reasoning, and our will. We directly experience these mental faculties and get impressions from them. Philosophers before Hume suggested that various impressions of our internal mental operations might be the source of our idea of necessary connection. Hume examines four such impressions, and ultimately rejects them all. The two impressions he proposes to examine involve our wills: we experience a distinct impression when we willfully command parts of our body to move (such as our fingers), or when we willfully conjure up an idea


Since, therefore, external objects as they appear to the senses, give us no idea of power or necessary connection, by their operation in particular instances, let us see, whether this idea be derived from reflection on the operations of our own minds, and be copied from any internal impression. It may be said, that we are every moment conscious of internal power; while we feel, that, by the simple command of our will, we can move the organs of our body, or direct the faculties of our mind. An act of volition produces motion in our limbs, or raises a new idea in our imagination. This influence of the will we know by consciousness. Hence we acquire the idea of power or energy; and are certain, that we ourselves and all other intelligent beings are possessed of power. This idea, then, is an idea of reflection, since it arises from reflecting on the operations of our own mind, and on the command which is exercised by will, both over the organs of the body and faculties of the soul. 

Willful Bodily Motion Hypothesis. Locke believed that the idea of necessary connection could trace back to the impression of reflection we experience when we will a bodily motion. Hume rejects this explanation since we don’t have a precise experience of our wills in action. He defends his objection with three arguments.


We shall proceed to examine this pretension; and first with regard to the influence of volition over the organs of the body. This influence, we may observe, is a fact, which, like all other natural events, can be known only by experience, and can never be foreseen from any apparent energy or power in the cause, which connects it with the effect, and renders the one an infallible consequence of the other. The motion of our body follows upon the command of our will. Of this we are every moment conscious. But the means, by which this is effected; the energy, by which the will performs so extraordinary an operation; of this we are so far from being immediately conscious, that it must for ever escape our most diligent enquiry. 

Hume’s first argument is based on the fact that we do not know the secret union between the soul and body.

For first, is there any principle in all nature more mysterious than the union of soul with body, by which a supposed spiritual substance acquires such an influence over a material one, that the most refined thought is able to actuate the grossest matter? Were we empowered by a secret wish to remove mountains, or control the planets in their orbit, this extensive authority would not be more extraordinary, nor more beyond our comprehension. But if by consciousness we perceived any power or energy in the will, we must know this power. We must know its connection with the effect. We must know the secret union of soul and body, and the nature of both these substances, by which the one is able to operate in so many instances upon the other. 

(7) According to Hume, if we were conscious of the precise power of willful bodily motion, what would that enable us to know?

Hume’s argument above can be summarized as follows:

(a) If the experience of willful bodily motion is the source of our idea of necessary connection, then we would know the secret union between mind and body.

(b) It is not the case that we know the secret union between mind and body.

(c) Therefore it is not the case that this feeling is the source of our idea of necessary connection

Hume’s remaining arguments follow the above model. His second argument is based on the fact that we can’t fully explain why we can willfully move some parts of our bodies, such as our arms, and not others, such as our hearts. Hume undoubtedly recognizes that an anatomist could give us the answer by showing us the presence of various nerves. However, if we had a genuine internal experience of willful bodily motion, we could understand this without appealing to the anatomist.
The Resistive Force Hypothesis. Locke argued that our idea of solidity is based on the experience we have when we meet with a resistive physical force, such as pressing one’s hand against a wall. As a variation on the willful bodily motion hypothesis, Hume considers that the experience of a resistive force might be a source of our idea of necessary connection. For two reasons Hume does not believe that this experience adequately explains the idea of necessary connection. First, things which don’t have physical resistance (such as God and nonphysical minds) are said to have causal power. So, at best, this is an incomplete explanation. Second, the only connection resistance has with power is known by experience. (Hume presents the following paragraph as a footnote to his discussion of the willful bodily motion hypothesis). 

It may be pretended, that the resistance which we meet with in bodies, obliging us frequently to exert our force, and call up all our power, this gives us the idea of force and power. It is this nisus, or strong endeavor, of which we are conscious, that is the original impression from which this idea is copied. But, first, we attribute power to a vast number of objects, where we never can suppose this resistance or exertion of force to take place; to the Supreme Being, who never meets with any resistance; to the mind in its command over its ideas and limbs, in common thinking and motion, where the effect follows immediately upon the will, without any exertion or summoning up of force; to inanimate matter, which is not capable of this sentiment. Secondly, This sentiment of an endeavor to overcome resistance has no known connection with any event: What follows it, we know by experience; but could not know it a priori. It must, however, be confessed, that the animal nisus, which we experience, though it can afford no accurate precise idea of power, enters very much into that vulgar, inaccurate idea, which is formed by it. 

(10) What does Hume concede about the “animal nisus” (or strong endeavor)?

Thought Control Hypothesis. Malebranche discussed the view that people have the power within themselves to willfully produce ideas. For example, if I wish to think about an idea of an elephant, then the image of an elephant appears in my mind. Malebranche rejected the contention that we have such an ability without God’s help. Nevertheless, Hume considers this experience of thought control as a possible source of our idea of necessary connection. Hume rejects this explanation for three reasons, similar to those presented above. First, if we had a genuine experience of causal power through thought control, then we would know the precise connection between our minds and the ideas that we conjure up. However, the connection between the two is far from evident to us.

Shall we then assert, that we are conscious of a power or energy in our own minds, when, by an act or command of our will, we raise up a new idea, fix the mind to the contemplation of it, turn it on all sides, and at last dismiss it for some other idea, when we think that we have surveyed it with sufficient accuracy? I believe the same arguments will prove, that even this command of the will gives us no real idea of force or energy.


First, It must be allowed, that, when we know a power, we know that very circumstance in the cause, by which it is enabled to produce the effect: For these are supposed to be synonymous. We must, therefore, know both the cause and effect, and the relation between them. But do we pretend to be acquainted with the nature of the human soul and the nature of an idea, or the aptitude of the one to produce the other? This is a real creation; a production of something out of nothing: Which implies a power so great, that it may seem, at first sight, beyond the reach of any being, less than infinite. At least it must be owned, that such a power is not felt, nor known, nor even conceivable by the mind. We only feel the event, namely, the existence of an idea, consequent to a command of the will: But the manner, in which this operation is performed, the power by which it is produced, is entirely beyond our comprehension. 

(11) According to Hume, when we conjure up an idea, what is mere event that we feel? 

Hume continues arguing that one’s willful power over mental events is limited, and if we actually experienced the power of thought control we would know why.

A Final Explanation. So far Hume has rejected impressions of sensation (outward) as the possible source of our idea of necessary connection, and four possible impressions of reflection (inward). Hume repeats his theory of meaning: if we can find no impression which serves as the basis of our idea of necessary connection, then the term “necessary connection” is meaningless. All we witness one event following another, but we have no conception of a causal power connecting such events.


But to hasten to a conclusion of this argument, which is already drawn out to too great a length: We have sought in vain for an idea of power or necessary connection in all the sources from which we could suppose it to be derived. It appears that, in single instances of the operation of bodies, we never can, by our utmost scrutiny, discover any thing but one event following another, without being able to comprehend any force or power by which the cause operates, or any connection between it and its supposed effect. The same difficulty occurs in contemplating the operations of mind on body – where we observe the motion of the latter to follow upon the volition of the former, but are not able to observe or conceive the tie which binds together the motion and volition, or the energy by which the mind produces this effect. The authority of the will over its own faculties and ideas is not a whit more comprehensible: So that, upon the whole, there appears not, throughout all nature, any one instance of connection which is conceivable by us. All events seem entirely loose and separate. One event follows another; but we never can observe any tie between them. They seem conjoined, but never connected. And as we can have no idea of any thing which never appeared to our outward sense or inward sentiment, the necessary conclusion seems to be that we have no idea of connection or power at all, and that these words are absolutely, without any meaning, when employed either in philosophical reasonings or common life. 

(21) According to Hume, all we can say is that events are conjoined, but not connected. What is the difference between the two?

Habitual Feeling of Expectation from Observing Constant Conjunction. Before accepting the above conclusion, Hume examines one final type of impression of reflection: a feeling of expectation which habitually results from observing two constantly conjoined events. The first step in creating of this feeling is the observation of two events, one which always follows the other. 


But there still remains one method of avoiding this conclusion, and one source which we have not yet examined. When any natural object or event is presented, it is impossible for us, by any sagacity or penetration, to discover, or even conjecture, without experience, what event will result from it, or to carry our foresight beyond that object which is immediately present to the memory and senses. Even after one instance or experiment where we have observed a particular event to follow upon another, we are not entitled to form a general rule, or foretell what will happen in like cases; it being justly esteemed an unpardonable temerity to judge of the whole course of nature from one single experiment, however accurate or certain. But when one particular species of event has always, in all instances, been conjoined with another, we make no longer any scruple of foretelling one upon the appearance of the other, and of employing that reasoning, which can alone assure us of any matter of fact or existence. We then call the one object, Cause; the other, Effect. We suppose that there is some connection between them; some power in the one, by which it infallibly produces the other, and operates with the greatest certainty and strongest necessity. 

(22) According to Hume, under what condition do we call one event a cause, and another event an effect?

The second step in creating this feeling is that we instinctively form a habit by which we come to expect the second event every time we see the first.


It appears, then, that this idea of a necessary connection among events arises from a number of similar instances which occur of the constant conjunction of these events; nor can that idea ever be suggested by any one of these instances, surveyed in all possible lights and positions. But there is nothing in a number of instances, different from every single instance, which is supposed to be exactly similar; except only, that after a repetition of similar instances, the mind is carried by habit, upon the appearance of one event, to expect its usual attendant, and to believe that it will exist. This connection, therefore, which we feel in the mind, this customary transition of the imagination from one object to its usual attendant, is the sentiment or impression from which we form the idea of power or necessary connection. Nothing farther is in the case. Contemplate the subject on all sides; you will never find any other origin of that idea. This is the sole difference between one instance, from which we can never receive the idea of connection, and a number of similar instances, by which it is suggested. The first time a man saw the communication of motion by impulse, as by the shock of two billiard-balls, he could not pronounce that the one event was connected: But only that it was conjoined with the other. After he has observed several instances of this nature, he then pronounces them to be connected. What alteration has happened to give rise to this new idea of connection? Nothing but that he now feels these events to be connected in his imagination, and can readily foretell the existence of one from the appearance of the other. When we say, therefore, that one object is connected with another, we mean only that they have acquired a connection in our thought, and give rise to this inference, by which they become proofs of each other’s existence: A conclusion which is somewhat extraordinary, but which seems founded on sufficient evidence. Nor will its evidence be weakened by any general diffidence of the understanding, or skeptical suspicion concerning every conclusion which is new and extraordinary. No conclusions can be more agreeable to skepticism than such as make discoveries concerning the weakness and narrow limits of human reason and capacity. 

(22) Hume argues that the first time someone saw billiard ball A move billiard ball B, the most that person could say is that A and B are merely conjoined. What else must happen for that person to say that A and B are causally connected?

Two Definitions of Causality. Hume emphasizes how foundational the notion of causality is to any kind of empirical reasoning and scientific inquiry. Ironically, it is difficult to give any precise definition to the notion of causality. In view of the above analysis of the idea of necessary connection, he offers two definitions of causality. The first hinges on the constant conjunction of two events A, and B. The second hinges on the habitual feeling to expect B whenever A arises.

And what stronger instance can be produced of the surprising ignorance and weakness of the understanding than the present. For surely, if there be any relation among objects which it imports to us to know perfectly, it is that of cause and effect. On this are founded all our reasonings concerning matter of fact or existence. By means of it alone we attain any assurance concerning objects which are removed from the present testimony of our memory and senses. The only immediate utility of all sciences, is to teach us, how to control and regulate future events by their causes. Our thoughts and enquiries are, therefore, every moment, employed about this relation: Yet so imperfect are the ideas which we form concerning it, that it is impossible to give any just definition of cause, except what is drawn from something extraneous and foreign to it. Similar objects are always conjoined with similar. Of this we have experience. Suitably to this experience, therefore, we may define a cause to be an object, followed by another, and where all the objects similar to the first are followed by objects similar to the second. Or in other words where, if the first object had not been, the second never had existed. The appearance of a cause always conveys the mind, by a customary transition, to the idea of the effect. Of this also we have experience. We may, therefore, suitably to this experience, form another definition of cause, and call it, an object followed by another, and whose appearance always conveys the thought to that other. But though both these definitions be drawn from circumstances foreign to the cause, we cannot remedy this inconvenience, or attain any more perfect definition, which may point out that circumstances in the cause, which gives it a connection with its effect. We have no idea of this connection, nor even any distant notion what it is we desire to know, when we endeavor at a conception of it. We say, for instance, that the vibration of this string is the cause of this particular sound. But what do we mean by that affirmation? We either mean that this vibration is followed by this sound, and that all similar vibrations have been followed by similar sounds; or, that this vibration is followed by this sound, and that upon the appearance of one the mind anticipates the senses, and forms immediately an idea of the other. We may consider the relation of cause and effect in either of these two lights; but beyond these, we have no idea of it.

(23) In view of everything that he has argued, what are the two ways Hume defines “causality”?


SECTION 8: OF LIBERTY AND NECESSITY. In section 8 of the Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Hume looks at the age old debate between free will and determinism (or liberty and necessity). Hume argues that free will and determinism are compatible concepts, so long as both concepts are defined properly. Determinism, he believes, is a fact: all human action is causally determined by prior motivations. If "liberty" means the ability to act contrary to our motives, then we simply have no liberty. However, Hume defines liberty in a much more narrow sense as acting in accord with our motivations. Defined this way, necessity and liberty are compatible concepts.


THE NATURE OF THE DISPUTE. Hume opens by emphasizing the need to define philosophical terms carefully. The dispute between liberty and necessity, he believes, owes to poorly defined terms.

Resolving Disputes though Precise Definition. Hume believes that some philosophical disputes are needlessly perpetuated over the ages simply because the key concepts of the dispute have not been carefully defined. He believes this is the case with the dispute between liberty and necessity, and he proposes to resolve the dispute by properly defining the terms.


It might reasonably be expected in questions which have been canvassed and disputed with great eagerness since the first origin of science and philosophy, that the meaning of all the terms, at least, should have been agreed upon among the disputants; and [that] our inquiries, in the course of two thousand years, [have] been able to pass from words to the true and real subject of the controversy. For how easy may it seem to give exact definitions of the terms employed in reasoning, and make these definitions (not the mere sound of words) the object of future scrutiny and examination? But if we consider the matter more narrowly, we shall be apt to draw a quite opposite conclusion. From this circumstance alone, that a controversy has been long kept on foot and remains still undecided, we may presume that there is some ambiguity in the expression, and that the disputants affix different ideas to the terms employed in the controversy. For as the faculties of the mind are supposed to be naturally alike in every individual (otherwise nothing could be more fruitless than to reason or dispute together), it were impossible, if people affix the same ideas to their terms, that they could so long form different opinions of the same subject; especially when they communicate their views, and each party turn themselves on all sides in search of arguments which may give them the victory over their antagonists. It is true, if people attempt the discussion of questions which lie entirely beyond the reach of human capacity (such as those concerning the origin of worlds, or the economy of the intellectual system or region of spirits) they may long beat the air in their fruitless contests, and never arrive at any determinate conclusion. But if the question regard any subject of common life and experience, nothing, one would think, could preserve the dispute so long undecided but some ambiguous expressions, which keep the antagonists still at a distance, and hinder them from grappling with each other. 

(1) Hume notes that questions which reach beyond human capacity may never be resolved. How, though, might we resolve questions that fall within the range of common life?

This has been the case in the long disputed question concerning liberty and necessity; and to so remarkable a degree that, if I be not much mistaken, we shall find that all humankind, both learned and ignorant, have always been of the same opinion with regard to this subject, and that a few intelligible definitions would immediately have put an end to the whole controversy. I own that this dispute has been so much canvassed on all hands, and has led philosophers into such a labyrinth of obscure sophistry, that it is no wonder if a sensible reader indulge his ease so far as to turn a deaf ear to the proposal of such a question, from which he can expect neither instruction or entertainment. But the state of the argument here proposed may, perhaps, serve to renew his attention as it has more novelty, promises at least some decision of the controversy, and will not much disturb his ease by any intricate or obscure reasoning. 


I hope, therefore, to make it appear that all people have ever agreed in the doctrine both of necessity and of liberty, according to any reasonable sense, which can be put on these terms; and that the whole controversy, has hitherto turned merely upon words. We shall begin with examining the doctrine of necessity. 

(2) Hume believes that, in practice, everyone agrees about the nature of liberty and necessity. How does he aim to put an end to the theoretical controversy?

Definition of Necessity. Hume believes that in practice we all subscribe to the doctrine of necessity: all human behavior is causally determined. This would be evident to us if we simply understood exactly what we mean by the notion of "necessity," namely, that events are causally related. He makes his case with the following argument:

 (a) From the observed causal interaction of all material substances (i.e. matter) we conclude that all interaction of material substances are determined (or necessitated).

(b) We observe causal relations in all psychological processes.

(c) Therefore, by analogy, all psychological processes are determined (or necessitated)


It is universally allowed that matter, in all its operations, is actuated by a necessary force, and that every natural effect is so precisely determined by the energy of its cause that no other effect, in such particular circumstances, could possibly have resulted from it. The degree and direction of every motion is, by the laws of nature, prescribed with such exactness that a living creature may as soon arise from the shock of two bodies as motion in any other degree or direction than what is actually produced by it. Would we, therefore, form a just and precise idea of necessity, we must consider whence that idea arises when we apply it to the operation of bodies. 


It seems evident that, if all the scenes of nature were continually shifted in such a manner that no two events bore any resemblance to each other, but every object was entirely new, without any similitude to whatever had been seen before, we should never in that case have attained the least idea of necessity, or of a connection among these objects. We might say upon such a supposition, that one object or event has followed another, not that one was produced by the other. The relation of cause and effect must be utterly unknown to humankind. Inference and reasoning concerning the operations of nature would, from that moment, be at an end, and the memory and senses remain the only canals by which the knowledge of any real existence could possibly have access to the mind. Our idea, therefore, of necessity and causation arises entirely from the uniformity observable in the operations of nature, where [first,] similar objects are constantly conjoined together, and [second,] the mind is determined by custom to infer the one from the appearance of the other. These two circumstances form the whole of that necessity, which we ascribe to matter. Beyond the constant conjunction of similar objects, and the consequent inference from one to the other, we have no notion of any necessity or connection. 

(3) For Hume, the concept of necessity is based on the notion of causality. What are the two ways that we can understand causality?


If it appear, therefore, that all humankind have ever allowed, without any doubt or hesitation, that these two circumstances take place in the voluntary actions of people, and in the operations of mind, it must follow, that all humankind have ever agreed in the doctrine of necessity, and that they have hitherto disputed, merely for not understanding each other. 

From the above two definitions of causality, any time events are (1) constantly conjoined, and (2) produce a mental inference from one event to the other, those events are causally determined. His proof that mental events are determined draw from illustrations which confirm the above two criteria of causal determination as pertains to psychological processes. Hume's account of the specific psychological processes presupposes a theory known as volitional theory of action. According to this theory, there is a psychological chain of events involving motivations which influence the will to perform an action. The connecting links are these:



motives > will > action

The job of my will is to start an action as directed by my motives. In its simplest form, Hume is arguing that every action is causally determined by a motive. Suppose that I perform the act of drinking a glass of water. This act begins with my motive of thirst which causes my will to start that action. 


CONSTANT CONJUNCTION BETWEEN MOTIVES AND ACTIONS. Hume begins by giving illustrations of the first definition of causality (i.e. constant conjunction) which show that specific dominant motives are constantly conjoined with specific actions. 

Uniformity Seen in History and Character Assessment. Hume first notes that throughout history we see a machine-like uniformity in the motives people have and the corresponding actions they perform.

As to the first circumstance, the constant and regular conjunction of similar events, we may possibly satisfy ourselves by the following considerations. It is universally acknowledged that there is a great uniformity among the actions of people, in all nations and ages, and that human nature remains still the same, in its principles and operations. The same motives always produce the same actions. The same events follow from the same causes. Ambition, avarice, self-love, vanity, friendship, generosity, public spirit: these passions, mixed in various degrees and distributed through society, have been from the beginning of the world, and still are, the source of all the actions and enterprises which have ever been observed among humankind. Would you know the sentiments, inclinations, and course of life of the Greeks and Romans? Study well the temper and actions of the French and English. You cannot be much mistaken in transferring to the former most of the observations which you have made with regard to the latter. Humankind are so much the same in all times and places that history informs us of nothing new or strange in this particular. Its chief use is only to discover the constant and universal principles of human nature, by showing people in all varieties of circumstances and situations, and furnishing us with materials from which we may form our observations and become acquainted with the regular springs of human action and behavior. These records of wars, intrigues, factions, and revolutions, are so many collections of experiments, by which the politician or moral philosopher fixes the principles of his science, in the same manner as the physician or natural philosopher becomes acquainted with the nature of plants, minerals, and other external objects, by the experiments which he forms concerning them. Nor are the earth, water, and other elements, examined by Aristotle, and Hippocrates, more like to those which at present lie under our observation than the people described by Polybius and Tacitus are to those who now govern the world.

(4)
From what history tells us, what are some of the dominant motives which generate human conduct?

For Hume, we always assume that there are ironclad links between specific motives and corresponding actions. When someone reports events in which those links are absent, we immediately suspect falsehood. 


Should a traveler, returning from a far country, bring us an account of people, wholly different from any with whom we were ever acquainted, people who were entirely divested of avarice, ambition, or revenge; who knew no pleasure but friendship, generosity, and public spirit; we should immediately, from these circumstances, detect the falsehood, and prove him a liar, with the same certainty as if he had stuffed his narration with stories of centaurs and dragons, miracles and prodigies. And if we would explode any forgery in history, we cannot make use of a more convincing argument than to prove that the actions ascribed to any person are directly contrary to the course of nature, and that no human motives, in such circumstances, could ever induce him to such a conduct. The veracity of Quintus Curtius is as much to be suspected, when he describes the supernatural courage of Alexander, by which he was hurried on singly to attack multitudes, as when he describes his supernatural force and activity, by which he was able to resist them. So readily and universally do we acknowledge a uniformity in human motives and actions as well as in the operations of body. 

(5) How might we detect the falsehood of a traveler's reports of a foreign society?

(6) How might we detect the falsehood in a history book which describes courageous actions by Alexander?

In the usual course of assessing people's characters, Hume argues that we trace people's motives from their actions, and vice versa.

Hence likewise [this is true of] the benefit of that experience acquired by long life and a variety of business and company, in order to instruct us in the principles of human nature, and regulate our future conduct as well as speculation. By means of this guide, we mount up to the knowledge of people's inclinations and motives from their actions, expressions, and even gestures, and again descend to the interpretation of their actions from our knowledge of their motives and inclinations. The general observations treasured up by a course of experience give us the clue of human nature, and teach us to unravel all its intricacies. Pretexts and appearances no longer deceive us. Public declarations pass for the specious coloring of a cause. And though virtue and honor be allowed their proper weight and authority, that perfect disinterestedness, so often pretended to, is never expected in multitudes and parties; seldom in their leaders; and scarcely even in individuals of any rank or station. But were there no uniformity in human actions, and were every experiment which we could form of this kind irregular and anomalous, it were impossible to collect any general observations concerning humankind. And no experience, however accurately digested by reflection, would ever serve to any purpose. Why is the aged husbandman more skillful in his calling than the young beginner but because there is a certain uniformity in the operation of the sun, rain, and earth towards the production of vegetables; and experience teaches the old practitioner the rules by which this operation is governed and directed. 

(7)
What examples does Hume give showing how we trace people's motives from their actions, and vice versa?


Uniformity Seen Even Within Variation. Hume recognizes that there is a wide variety of human behavior. Corresponding to these various behaviors, though, are an equally wide variety of motivating factors. Thus, even when there appears to be variation in human behavior, if we look hard enough we will see an underlying uniformity between specialized motives and specialized actions. 


We must not, however, expect that this uniformity of human actions should be carried to such a length as that all people, in the same circumstances, will always act precisely in the same manner, without making any allowance for the diversity of characters, prejudices, and opinions. Such a uniformity in every particular, is found in no part of nature. On the contrary, from observing the variety of conduct in different people, we are enabled to form a greater variety of maxims, which still suppose a degree of uniformity and regularity. 


Are the manners of people different in different ages and countries? We learn thence the great force of custom and education, which mold the human mind from its infancy and form it into a fixed and established character. Is the behavior and conduct of the one sex very unlike that of the other? Is it thence we become acquainted with the different characters which nature has impressed upon the sexes, and which she preserves with constancy and regularity? Are the actions of the same person much diversified in the different periods of his life, from infancy to old age? This affords room for many general observations concerning the gradual change of our sentiments and inclinations, and the different maxims which prevail in the different ages of human creatures. Even the characters, which are peculiar to each individual, have a uniformity in their influence; otherwise our acquaintance with the persons and our observation of their conduct could never teach us their dispositions, or serve to direct our behavior with regard to them. 

(8) What are some factors which influence the range of human inclinations?

Hume acknowledges that some human behavior is so bizarre that no uniformity can be immediately found. In such cases, we should still assume that there are hidden causal factors at work, such as diseases which affect our behavior. 


I grant it possible to find some actions which seem to have no regular connection with any known motives, and are exceptions to all the measures of conduct which have ever been established for the government of people. But if we would willingly know what judgment should be formed of such irregular and extraordinary actions, we may consider the sentiments commonly entertained with regard to those irregular events which appear in the course of nature, and the operations of external objects. All causes are not conjoined to their usual effects with like uniformity. An artificer, who handles only dead matter may be disappointed of his aim, as well as the politician, who directs the conduct of sensible and intelligent agents. 


The vulgar (who take things according to their first appearance) attribute the uncertainty of events to such an uncertainty in the causes as makes the latter often fail of their usual influence, though they meet with no impediment in their operation. But philosophers (observing that almost in every part of nature there is contained a vast variety of springs and principles which are hid by reason of their minuteness or remoteness) find that it is at least possible the contrariety of events may not proceed from any contingency in the cause, but from the secret operation of contrary causes. This possibility is converted into certainty by farther observation, when they remark that, upon an exact scrutiny, a contrariety of effects always betrays a contrariety of causes, and proceeds from their mutual opposition. A peasant can give no better reason for the stopping of any clock or watch than to say that it does not commonly go right. But an artist [i.e., artisan] easily perceives that the same force in the spring or pendulum has always the same influence on the wheels, but fails of its usual effects perhaps by reason of a grain of dust, which puts a stop to the whole movement. From the observation of several parallel instances, philosophers form a maxim that the connection between all causes and effects is equally necessary, and that its seeming uncertainty in some instances proceeds from the secret opposition of contrary causes. 

(9) Suppose that a watch stops working. What explanations might be offered by the "vulgar" an the artisan respectively?

Thus, for instance, in the human body, when the usual symptoms of health or sickness disappoint our expectation; when medicines operate not with their wonted powers; when irregular events follow from any particular cause; the philosopher and physician are not surprised at the matter, nor are ever tempted to deny, in general, the necessity and uniformity of those principles by which the animal economy is conducted. They know that a human body is a mighty complicated machine; that many secret powers lurk in it, which are altogether beyond our comprehension; that to us it must often appear very uncertain in its operations; and that therefore the irregular events, which outwardly discover themselves, can be no proof that the laws of nature are not observed with the greatest regularity in its internal operations and government. 


The philosopher, if he be consistent, must apply the same reasoning to the actions and volitions of intelligent agents. The most irregular and unexpected resolutions of people may frequently be accounted for by those who know every particular circumstance of their character and situation. A person of an obliging disposition gives a peevish answer, but he has the toothache, or has not dined. A stupid fellow discovers an uncommon alacrity in his carriage, but he has met with a sudden piece of good fortune. Or even when an action, as sometimes happens, cannot be particularly accounted for either by the person himself or by others, we know, in general, that the characters of people are, to a certain degree, inconstant and irregular. This is, in a manner, the constant character of human nature, though it be applicable in a more particular manner to some persons who have no fixed rule for their conduct, but proceed in a continued course of caprice and inconstancy. The internal principles and motives may operate in a uniform manner, notwithstanding these seeming irregularities; in the same manner as the winds, rain, cloud, and other variations of the weather are supposed to be governed by steady principles; though not easily discoverable by human sagacity and inquiry. 

(10) What are some causal explanations we give to explain bizarre behavior?


INFERRING ACTIONS FROM MOTIVES. Having provided evidence for the constant conjunction between human motivation and human action, Hume turns next to the second condition of causal determinism: the mental inference of one event from another. Here Hume argues that, given the presence of a certain human motive, we immediately infer that a specific event will follow. 


Thus it appears not only that the conjunction between motives and voluntary actions is as regular and uniform as that between the cause and effect in any part of nature, but also that this regular conjunction has been universally acknowledged among humankind, and has never been the subject of dispute, either in philosophy or common life. Now, as it is from past experience that we draw all inferences concerning the future, and as we conclude that objects will always be conjoined together which we find to have always been conjoined, it may seem superfluous to prove that this experienced uniformity in human actions is a source whence we draw inferences concerning them. But in order to throw the argument into a greater variety of lights we shall also insist, though briefly, on this latter topic. 


Examples. He gives several examples from our ordinary interactions with people which show how we invariably make such inferences from motive to action.


The mutual dependence of people is so great in all societies that scarce any human action is entirely complete in itself, or is performed without some reference to the actions of others, which are requisite to make it answer fully the intention of the agent. The poorest artificer, who labors alone, expects at least the protection of the magistrate to ensure him the enjoyment of the fruits of his labor. He also expects that, when he carries his goods to market and offers them at a reasonable price, he shall find purchasers and shall be able, by the money he acquires, to engage others to supply him with those commodities which are requisite for his subsistence. In proportion as people extend their dealings, and render their intercourse with others more complicated, they always comprehend, in their schemes of life, a greater variety of voluntary actions which they expect (from the proper motives) to cooperate with their own. In all these conclusions they take their measures from past experience (in the same manner as in their reasonings concerning external objects) and firmly believe that people, as well as all the elements, are to continue in their operations the same that they have ever found them. A manufacturer reckons upon the labor of his servants for the execution of any work as much as upon the tools which he employs, and would be equally surprised were his expectations disappointed. In short, this experimental inference and reasoning concerning the actions of others enters so much into human life that no person, while awake, is ever a moment without employing it. Have we not reason, therefore, to affirm that all humankind have always agreed in the doctrine of necessity according to the foregoing definition and explication of it? 

(11)
Given the assumption that a worker has the motive to work, what does his employer infer?


Nor have philosophers even entertained a different opinion from the people in this particular. For, not to mention that almost every action of their life supposes that opinion, there are even few of the speculative parts of learning to which it is not essential. What would become of history had we not a dependence on the veracity of the historian according to the experience which we have had of humankind? How could politics be a science, if laws and forms of government had not a uniform influence upon society? Where would be the foundation of morals, if particular characters had no certain or determinate power to produce particular sentiments, and if these sentiments had no constant operation on actions? And with what pretense could we employ our criticism upon any poet or polite author, if we could not pronounce the conduct and sentiments of his actors either natural or unnatural to such characters, and in such circumstances? It seems almost impossible, therefore, to engage either in science or action of any kind without acknowledging the doctrine of necessity, and this inference from motive to voluntary actions, from characters to conduct. 


And indeed, when we consider how aptly natural and moral evidence link together, and form only one chain of argument, we shall make no scruple to allow that they are of the same nature, and derived from the same principles. A prisoner who has neither money nor interest, discovers the impossibility of his escape, as well when he considers the obstinacy of the gaoler, as the walls and bars with which he is surrounded; and, in all attempts for his freedom, chooses rather to work upon the stone and iron of the one, than upon the inflexible nature of the other. The same prisoner, when conducted to the scaffold, foresees his death as certainly from the constancy and fidelity of his guards, as from the operation of the ax or wheel. His mind runs along a certain train of ideas: The refusal of the soldiers to consent to his escape; the action of the executioner; the separation of the head and body; bleeding, convulsive motions, and death. Here is a connected chain of natural causes and voluntary actions; but the mind feels no difference between them in passing from one link to another: Nor is it less certain of the future event than if it were connected with the objects present to the memory or senses, by a train of causes, cemented together by what we are pleased to call a physical necessity. The same experienced union has the same effect on the mind, whether the united objects be motives, volition, and actions; or figure and motion. We may change the name of things; but their nature and their operation on the understanding never change. 

(12)
How is the predictability of action from motive seen in Hume's example of the executioner?


Were a person, whom I know to be honest and opulent, and with whom I live in intimate friendship, to come into my house where I am surrounded with my servants, I rest assured that he is not to stab me before he leaves it in order to rob me of my silver standish. And I no more suspect this event than the falling of the house itself, which is new, and solidly built and founded. -- But he may have been seized with a sudden and unknown frenzy. -- So may a sudden earthquake arise, and shake and tumble my house about my ears. I shall therefore change the suppositions. I shall say that I know with certainty that he is not to put his hand into the fire and hold it there till it be consumed. And this event, I think I can foretell with the same assurance, as that, if he throw himself out at the window, and meet with no obstruction, he will not remain a moment suspended in the air. No suspicion of an unknown frenzy can give the least possibility to the former event, which is so contrary to all the known principles of human nature. A person who at noon leaves his purse full of gold on the pavement at Charing-Cross, may as well expect that it will fly away like a feather, as that he will find it untouched an hour after. Above one half of human reasonings contain inferences of a similar nature, attended with more or less degrees of certainty proportioned to our experience of the usual conduct of humankind in such particular situations. 

(13)
How is the predictability of action from motive seen in Hume's example of sticking one's hand in a flame?

(14)
How is this predictability seen in Hume's example of finding a lost purse filled with gold?


WHY PEOPLE OPPOSE DETERMINISM. Hume offers two reasons for why people oppose determinism even though they assume it in the ordinary course of their lives. 

Absence of a Feeling of Necessity. One reason that people deny the doctrine of psychological necessity is because we do not have a feeling of being psychologically determined. Hume argues that this is based on a common error that people think they can perceive a necessary connection between causes and effects.


I have frequently considered what could possibly be the reason why all humankind (though they have ever, without hesitation, acknowledged the doctrine of necessity in their whole practice and reasoning) have yet discovered such a reluctance to acknowledge it in words, and have rather shown a propensity in all ages to profess the contrary opinion. The matter, I think, may be accounted for after the following manner. If we examine the operations of body, and the production of effects from their causes, we shall find that all our faculties can never carry us farther in our knowledge of this relation than barely to observe that particular objects are constantly conjoined together, and that the mind is carried, by a customary transition from the appearance of one to the belief of the other. But though this conclusion concerning human ignorance be the result of the strictest scrutiny of this subject, people still entertain a strong propensity to believe that they penetrate farther into the powers of nature, and perceive something like a necessary connection between the cause and the effect. When again they turn their reflections towards the operations of their own minds, and feel no such connection of the motive and the action, they are thence apt to suppose that there is a difference between the effects which result from material force, and those which arise from thought and intelligence. 

(15) Given the fact that people erroneously believe that they can perceive a necessary connection between causes and effects, why does this incline them to deny psychological necessity?

But being once convinced that we know nothing farther of causation of any kind than merely the constant conjunction of objects, and the consequent inference of the mind from one to another, and finding that these two circumstances are universally allowed to have place in voluntary actions; we may be more easily led to own the same necessity common to all causes. And though this reasoning may contradict the systems of many philosophers, in ascribing necessity to the determinations of the will, we shall find upon reflection that they dissent from it in words only, not in their real sentiment. Necessity, according to the sense in which it is here taken, has never yet been rejected, nor can ever, I think, be rejected by any philosopher. It may only, perhaps, be pretended that the mind can perceive in the operations of matter some farther connection between the cause and effect, and connection that has not place in voluntary actions of intelligent beings. Now whether it be so or not, can only appear upon examination. And it is incumbent on these philosophers to make good their assertion by defining or describing that necessity, and pointing it out to us in the operations of material causes. 

(16) Hume, of course, rejects the view that we can perceive a necessary connection between causes and effects. What, for Hume, is the foundation of causality? 


False Sensation of Liberty. In a footnote, presented here, Hume offers another reason why people deny the doctrine of psychological necessity, namely, when we perform an action as an agent, we sometimes have a false sensation of free will (or liberty). Consider my decision to reach for a glass of water. Before my will actually starts the motion of my hand, I have a prior conscious wish to move my hand. This conscious wish (the primal or embryonic stage of a willful action) is called velleity by medieval philosophers. According to Hume, this wish or velliety is the false sensation we have of a free will. Hume begins his discussion noting that, from the standpoint of the spectator observing the actions of others, we believe that actions are necessarily caused by motives. However, as agents performing actions ourselves, we experience a velleity.


The prevalence of the doctrine of liberty may be accounted for from another cause, viz. a false sensation of seeming experience which we have, or may have, of liberty or indifference in many of our actions. The necessity of any action, whether of matter or of mind, is not, properly speaking, a quality in the agent, but [is instead] in any thinking or intelligent being who may consider the action [as the spectator], and it consists chiefly in the determination of his thoughts to infer the existence of that action from some preceding objects; [this is just] as liberty, when opposed to necessity, is nothing but the want of that determination, and a certain looseness or indifference, which we feel, in passing, or not passing, from the idea of one object to that of any succeeding one. Now we may observe, that, though in reflecting on human actions [of others as spectators], we seldom feel such a looseness, or indifference, but are commonly able to infer them with considerable certainty from their motives, and from the dispositions of the agent. Yet it frequently happens that, in performing the actions themselves, we are sensible of something like it. And as all resembling objects are readily taken for each other, this has been employed as a demonstrative and even intuitive proof of human liberty. We feel that our actions are subject to our will on most occasions, and [we] imagine we feel that the will itself is subject to nothing, because, when by a denial of it we are provoked to try, we feel that it moves easily every way, and produces an image of itself (or a velleity, as it is called in the schools) even on that side on which it did not settle. This image or faint motion, we persuade ourselves, could at that time have been completed into the thing itself; because, should that be denied, we find upon a second trial, that at present it can. We consider not that the fantastical desire of showing liberty is here the motive of our actions. 

(17) Suppose that I want to prove to myself that I have freedom to move my pencil to either point A or point B. I feel a velleity when considering either choice. To confirm that I have freedom to do either, I first move my pencil to point A, then point B. For Hume, what additional motive underlies my decision to move my pencil to point B?
And it seems certain that, however we may imagine we feel a liberty within ourselves, a spectator can commonly infer our actions from our motives and character. And even where he cannot, he concludes in general, that he might, were he perfectly acquainted with every circumstance of our situation and temper, and the most secret springs of our complexion and disposition. Now this is the very essence of necessity, according to the foregoing doctrine.
(18) For Hume, the feeling of liberty we have in ourselves is irrelevant. A spectator will infer our actions from our motives. Even if a spectator doesn't immediately make that inference, what does he assume?

For Hume, it is a mistake to address the free will issue by examining our psychological feelings of freedom. Instead, we should establish the nature of causal necessity in physical objects, and then see that causal necessity applies to human actions as well.


It would seem, indeed, that people begin at the wrong end of this question concerning liberty and necessity, when they enter upon it by examining the faculties of the soul, the influence of the understanding, and the operations of the will. Let them first discuss a more simple question, namely, the operations of body and of brute unintelligent matter; and try whether they can there form any idea of causation and necessity, except that of a constant conjunction of objects, and subsequent inference of the mind from one to another. If these circumstances form, in reality, the whole of that necessity which we conceive in matter, and if these circumstances be also universally acknowledged to take place in the operations of the mind, the dispute is at an end, [or] at least, [the dispute] must be owned to be thenceforth merely verbal. But as long as we will rashly suppose that we have some farther idea of necessity and causation in the operations of external objects (at the same time that we can find nothing farther in the voluntary actions of the mind) there is no possibility of bringing the question to any determinate issue while we proceed upon so erroneous a supposition. The only method of undeceiving us is to mount up higher, to examine the narrow extent of science when applied to material causes, and to convince ourselves that all we know of them is the constant conjunction and inference above mentioned. We may, perhaps, find that it is with difficulty we are induced to fix such narrow limits to human understanding. But we can afterwards find no difficulty when we come to apply this doctrine to the actions of the will. For as it is evident that these have a regular conjunction with motives and circumstances and characters, and as we always draw inferences from one to the other, we must be obliged to acknowledge in words that necessity, which we have already avowed, in every deliberation of our lives, and in every step of our conduct and behavior.

(19) What is the "narrow extant of science when applied to material causes?


THE NOTION OF LIBERTY. So much for his proof that our actions are determined by our motives. As noted earlier, Hume's strategy is to show that free will and determinism are compatible concepts. He turns next to the definition of "liberty". There are two alternative definitions open to Hume. The first, which may be called "strong freedom," is that liberty is the power to override the motivations of the will. Although our motivations may incline us in a given direction, we have the ability to override those inclinations. This is the notion of liberty held by philosophers such as Samuel Clarke, Ralph Cudworth, and Thomas Reid. The second notion, which may be called "weak freedom" is the power to act according to what our motives determine. This notion of libery merely says only that the will initiates or refrains from initiating actions, depending on how strong the motivation is. However, weak liberty does not include the ability to willfully override our motives. Locke, the principal 18th century champion of the notion of weak liberty, defines it as follows:

the idea of a power in any agent to do or forbear any particular action, according to the determination or thought of the mind, where either of them is preferred to the other.


Endorsement of Weak Liberty. Hume endorses Locke's weak notion of liberty and argues that it is perfectly compatible with necessity.


But to proceed in this reconciling project with regard to the question of liberty and necessity (the most contentious question of metaphysics, the most contentious science) it will not require many words to prove that all humankind have ever agreed in the doctrine of liberty as well as in that of necessity, and that the whole dispute, in this respect also, has been hitherto merely verbal. For what is meant by liberty, when applied to voluntary actions? We cannot surely mean that actions have so little connection with motives, inclinations, and circumstances, that one does not follow with a certain degree of uniformity from the other, and that one affords no inference by which we can conclude the existence of the other. For these are plain and acknowledged matters of fact. By liberty, then, we can only mean a power of acting or not acting, according to the determinations of the will. This is, if we choose to remain at rest, we may; if we choose to move, we also may. Now this hypothetical liberty is universally allowed to belong to everyone who is not a prisoner and in chains. Here, then, is no subject of dispute. 

(20)
How does Hume define "liberty"?

As defined here, Hume's notion of "liberty" in no way contradicts determinism. Hume's notion of weak liberty says only that the will initiates or refrains from initiating actions, depending on how strong the motivation is. And this is perfectly compatible with the deterministic position that the will is causally or mechanically determined by motives. 


Rejection of Strong Liberty. Hume recognizes that many readers may reject the Lockean-type definition of weak liberty and prefer instead the strong version held by Clarke and others. For Hume, the notion of strong liberty should be rejected since it entails that will is uncaused, and the notion of any uncaused event is nonsense. 


Whatever definition we may give of liberty, we should be careful to observe two requisite circumstances; first, that it be consistent with plain matter of fact; secondly, that it be consistent with itself. If we observe these circumstances, and render our definition intelligible, I am persuaded that all humankind will be found of one opinion with regard to it. 


It is universally allowed that nothing exists without a cause of its existence, and that chance, when strictly examined, is a mere negative word, and means not any real power which has anywhere a being in nature. But it is pretended that some causes are necessary, some not necessary. Here then is the advantage of definitions. Let anyone define a cause, without comprehending, as a part of the definition, a necessary connection with its effect; and let him show distinctly the origin of the idea, expressed by the definition; and I shall readily give up the whole controversy. But if the foregoing explication of the matter be received, this must be absolutely impracticable. Had not objects a regular conjunction with each other, we should never have entertained any notion of cause and effect; and this regular conjunction produces that inference of the understanding, which is the only connection, that we can have any comprehension of. Whoever attempts a definition of cause, exclusive of these circumstances, will be obliged either to employ unintelligible terms or such as are synonymous to the term which he endeavors to define. And if the definition above mentioned be admitted; liberty, when opposed to necessity, not to constraint, is the same thing with chance; which is universally allowed to have no existence. 

(21) Suppose that an advocate of strong liberty maintained that some events are not through absolute necessity. What is Hume's response?


RECONCILING NECESSITY WITH MORALITY AND RELIGION. Many philosophers and theologians argued that strong free will is essential to both morality and religion. Unless a person is in free control of his actions, it would make no sense to hold him accountable. Similarly, salvation is often seen as an act of free choice. Thus, many moral philosophers and theologians have strongly rejected determinism on these grounds. Given the compatibility of free will and determinism, Hume thinks this rejection of determinism is unwarranted. In the next part of this chapter, section Hume defends determinism against these attacks by showing that determinism is presupposed in morality and is not harmful to religion.


Attacking an Theory Because of its Danger. Hume notes that philosophers frequently try to refute a theory since it leads to dangerous consequences. Hume argues that the potential danger of a theory is irrelevant to its truth.


There is no method of reasoning more common, and yet none more blamable, than in philosophical disputes to endeavor the refutation of any hypothesis, by a pretense of its dangerous consequences to religion and morality. When any opinion leads to absurdities, it is certainly false. But it is not certain that an opinion is false, because it is of dangerous consequence. Such topics, therefore, ought entirely to be forborne, as serving nothing to the discovery of truth, but only to make the person of an antagonist odious. This I observe in general, without pretending to draw any advantage from it. I frankly submit to an examination of this kind, and shall venture to affirm that the doctrines, both of necessity and of liberty, as above explained, are not only consistent with morality, but are absolutely essential to its support. 


Necessity may be defined two ways, conformably to the two definitions of cause of which it makes an essential part. It consists either in the constant conjunction of like objects, or in the inference of the understanding from one object to another. Now necessity, in both these senses, (which, indeed, are at bottom the same) has universally (though tacitly) in the schools, in the pulpit, and in common life, been allowed to belong to the will of humans. And no one has ever pretended to deny that we can draw inferences concerning human actions, and that those inferences are founded on the experienced union of like actions, with like motives, inclinations, and circumstances. The only particular in which any one can differ, is, that either, perhaps, he will refuse to give the name of necessity to this property of human actions (but as long as the meaning is understood, I hope the word can do no harm); or that he will maintain it possible to discover something farther in the operations of matter. But this, it must be acknowledged, can be of no consequence to morality or religion, whatever it may be to natural philosophy or metaphysics. We may here be mistaken in asserting that there is no idea of any other necessity or connection in the actions of body. But surely we ascribe nothing to the actions of the mind, but what everyone does, and must readily allow of. We change no circumstance in the received orthodox system with regard to the will, but only in that with regard to material objects and causes. Nothing, therefore, can be more innocent, at least, than this doctrine. 

(22) Hume again maintains that in normal life, we assume that human actions are causally determined. What are the two ways that people might respond to our normal life assumption about determinism?


Morality And Necessity. Hume first addresses the "dangerous consequence" that if determinism was true, then it would make no sense to hold someone accountable for a bad action. This is the intuition behind the insanity defense in criminal cases. If I am insane to the point that I am not in control of my actions, then I cannot be morally responsible for my actions. Since, according to the determinist, I am not in control of any of my actions, then I cannot be held morally responsible for any of my actions. Hume responds arguing that the doctrine of determinism is actually essential for us to make any moral judgments. When making moral judgments, we praise or condemn an agent's motives, and not his actions. Since we cannot read another the agent's mind, we need to infer what his motives are based on his actions. Thus, the only way we can properly assess a person's motives is if his actions are causally determined by the motives.


All laws being founded on rewards and punishments, it is supposed as a fundamental principle, that these motives have a regular and uniform influence on the mind, and both produce the good and prevent the evil actions. We may give to this influence what name we please; but, as it is usually conjoined with the action, it must be esteemed a cause, and be looked upon as an instance of that necessity, which we would here establish. 


The only proper object of hatred or vengeance is a person or creature, endowed with thought and consciousness; and when any criminal or injurious actions excite that passion, it is only by their relation to the person, or connection with him. Actions are, by their very nature, temporary and perishing, and where they proceed not from some cause in the character and disposition of the person who performed them, they can neither redound to his honor, if good, nor infamy, if evil. The actions themselves may be blamable; they may be contrary to all the rules of morality and religion: But the person is not answerable for them; and as they proceeded from nothing in him that is durable and constant, and leave nothing of that nature behind them, it is impossible he can, upon their account, become the object of punishment or vengeance. According to the principle, therefore, which denies necessity (and consequently causes) a person is as pure and untainted after having committed the most horrid crime, as at the first moment of his birth, nor is his character anywise concerned in his actions, since they are not derived from it, and the wickedness of the one can never be used as a proof of the depravity of the other.

(23)
What is the permanent feature of a person which is the object of moral judgment?

Hume continues that if it were not for the doctrine of determinism, we could not link a person's action to his motive as we normally do when making ethical judgments. 


People are not blamed for such actions as they perform ignorantly and casually, whatever may be the consequences. Why? But because the principles of these actions are only momentary, and terminate in them alone. People are less blamed for such actions as they perform hastily and unpremeditatedly than for such as proceed from deliberation. For what reason? but because a hasty temper, though a constant cause or principle in the mind, operates only by intervals, and infects not the whole character. Again, repentance wipes off every crime, if attended with a reformation of life and manners. How is this to be accounted for? but by asserting that actions render a person criminal merely as they are proofs of criminal principles in the mind; and when, by an alteration of these principles, they cease to be just proofs, they likewise cease to be criminal. But, except upon the doctrine of necessity, they never were just proofs, and consequently never were criminal. 

(24)
Why aren't people blamed for the actions they perform ignorantly?


It will be equally easy to prove, and from the same arguments, that liberty, according to that definition above mentioned, in which all people agree, is also essential to morality, and that no human actions, where it is wanting, are susceptible of any moral qualities, or can be the objects either of approbation or dislike. For as actions are objects of our moral sentiment, so far only as they are indications of the internal character, passions, and affections; it is impossible that they can give rise either to praise or blame, where they proceed not from these principles, but are derived altogether from external violence. 


God And Necessity. Hume next examines a different objection to the doctrine of necessity: if determinism were true, then the cause of all action would ultimately regress back to God. Hence, God would ultimately responsible for all human actions, including evil human actions. The problem Hume notes is in fact a classic problem which was addressed by various theologians and philosophers. For example, in his Treatise on Providence, the Protestant reformer Ulrich Zwingli (1484-1531) defends a kind of determinism noting that human free will is absorbed into divine activity, and humans are merely an instrument in the hands of God. Zwingli's solution to the problem is that moral standards apply to humans, and not to God. Hume first presents the problem, highlighting precisely which theological doctrines are at stake.


I pretend not to have obviated or removed all objections to this theory, with regard to necessity and liberty. I can foresee other objections, derived from topics which have not here been treated of. It may be said, for instance, that, if voluntary actions be subjected to the same laws of necessity with the operations of matter, there is a continued chain of necessary causes, pre-ordained and pre-determined, reaching from the original cause of all to every single volition of every human creature. No contingency anywhere in the universe; no indifference; no liberty. While we act, we are, at the same time, acted upon. The ultimate Author of all our volitions is the Creator of the world, who first bestowed motion on this immense machine, and placed all beings in that particular position, whence every subsequent event, by an inevitable necessity, must result. Human actions, therefore, either can have no moral turpitude at all, as proceeding from so good a cause. Or if they have any turpitude, they must involve our Creator in the same guilt, while he is acknowledged to be their ultimate cause and author. For as a person who fired a mine is answerable for all the consequences whether the train he employed be long or short, so wherever a continued chain of necessary causes is fixed, that Being, either finite or infinite, who produces the first, is likewise the author of all the rest, and must both bear the blame and acquire the praise which belong to them. Our clear and unalterable ideas of morality establish this rule, upon unquestionable reasons, when we examine the consequences of any human action. And these reasons must still have greater force when applied to the volitions and intentions of a Being infinitely wise and powerful. Ignorance or impotence may be pleaded for so limited a creature as the human; but those imperfections have no place in our Creator. He foresaw, he ordained, he intended all those actions of people, which we so rashly pronounce criminal. And we must therefore conclude either that they are not criminal, or that the Deity, not humans, is accountable for them. But as either of these positions is absurd and impious, it follows, that the doctrine from which they are deduced cannot possibly be true, as being liable to all the same objections. An absurd consequence, if necessary, proves the original doctrine to be absurd; in the same manner as criminal actions render criminal the original cause, if the connection between them be necessary and inevitable. 


This objection consists of two parts, which we shall examine separately; First, that, if human actions can be traced up, by a necessary chain, to the Deity, they can never be criminal, on account of the infinite perfection of that Being from whom they are derived, and who can intend nothing but what is altogether good and laudable. Or, Secondly, if they be criminal, we must retract the attribute of perfection which we ascribe to the Deity, and must acknowledge him to be the ultimate author of guilt and moral turpitude in all his creatures.

(25)
What are the two parts to this objection?


Solution to the Religious Problem. Hume first argues against the first horn of this dilemma. Like Hume, Stoic philosophers argue that all of our actions are causally determined. Further, the Stoic sees God as the causal source of all that happens, including human actions. However, the Stoic tries to dismiss the evils of the world by seeing them as part of a lofty and benevolent plan of God's. Thus, criminal acts are not really criminal. Hume finds this unconvincing. Good and evil have a more immediate and natural foundation in the pleasure and pain we experience. Hence, it is simply false that criminal acts are not really criminal. He first makes his point with our experience of physical suffering.

The answer to the first objection seems obvious and convincing. There are many philosophers who, after an exact scrutiny of all the phenomena of nature, conclude, that the whole, considered as one system, is, in every period of its existence, ordered with perfect benevolence; and that the utmost possible happiness will, in the end, result to all created beings, without any mixture of positive or absolute ill or misery. Every physical ill, say they, makes an essential part of this benevolent system, and could not possibly be removed, even by the Deity himself, considered as a wise agent, without giving entrance to greater ill, or excluding greater good, which will result from it. From this theory, some philosophers, and the ancient Stoics among the rest, derived a topic of consolation under all afflictions, while they taught their pupils that those ills under which they labored were, in reality, goods to the universe; and that to an enlarged view, which could comprehend the whole system of nature, every event became an object of joy and exultation. But though this topic be specious and sublime, it was soon found in practice weak and ineffectual. You would surely more irritate than appease a person lying under the racking pains of the gout by preaching up to him the rectitude of those general laws, which produced the malignant humors in his body, and led them through the proper canals, to the sinews and nerves, where they now excite such acute torments. These enlarged views may, for a moment, please the imagination of a speculative person, who is placed in ease and security; but neither can they dwell with constancy on his mind, even though undisturbed by the emotions of pain or passion; much less can they maintain their ground when attacked by such powerful antagonists. The affections take a narrower and more natural survey of their object; and by an economy, more suitable to the infirmity of human minds, regard alone the beings around us, and are actuated by such events as appear good or ill to the private system. 

(26) In the above, Hume considers the suffering that results from purely physical causes. What is Hume's response to the Stoic who says that physical suffering is part of a larger perfect plan?
Hume continues making the same point with the suffering we experience from moral causes.


The case is the same with moral as with physical ill. It cannot reasonably be supposed, that those remote considerations, which are found of so little efficacy with regard to one, will have a more powerful influence with regard to the other. The mind of humans is so formed by nature that, upon the appearance of certain characters, dispositions, and actions, it immediately feels the sentiment of approbation or blame. Nor are there any emotions more essential to its frame and constitution. The characters which engage our approbation are chiefly such as contribute to the peace and security of human society; as the characters which excite blame are chiefly such as tend to public detriment and disturbance. Whence it may reasonably be presumed, that the moral sentiments arise, either mediately or immediately, from a reflection of these opposite interests. What though philosophical meditations establish a different opinion or conjecture; that everything is right with regard to the whole, and that the qualities, which disturb society, are, in the main, as beneficial, and are as suitable to the primary intention of nature as those which more directly promote its happiness and welfare? Are such remote and uncertain speculations able to counterbalance the sentiments which arise from the natural and immediate view of the objects? A person who is robbed of a considerable sum; does he find his vexation for the loss anywise diminished by these sublime reflections? Why then should his moral resentment against the crime be supposed incompatible with them? Or why should not the acknowledgment of a real distinction between vice and virtue be reconcilable to all speculative systems of philosophy, as well as that of a real distinction between personal beauty and deformity? Both these distinctions are founded in the natural sentiments of the human mind: And these sentiments are not to be controlled or altered by any philosophical theory or speculation whatsoever. 

(27)
For Hume, what is that natural basis of the suffering we experience from moral causes?

Having dismissed the Stoic's argument that criminal acts are not really criminal, Hume turns to the second option above, namely, that, as the source of all evil conduct, God himself is evil. Hume's literal answer is that the issue cannot be resolved since it falls beyond the scope of human investigation. However, his implied answer is probably that we should reject the traditional concept of God, at least insofar as it includes the attribute of benevolence.


The second objection admits not of so easy and satisfactory an answer, nor is it possible to explain distinctly, how the Deity can be the mediate cause of all the actions of people without being the author of sin and moral turpitude. These are mysteries which mere natural and unassisted reason is very unfit to handle, and whatever system she embraces, she must find herself involved in inextricable difficulties and even contradictions at every step which she takes with regard to such subjects. To reconcile the indifference and contingency of human actions with prescience, or to defend absolute decrees and yet free the Deity from being the author of sin, has been found hitherto to exceed all the power of philosophy. Happy, if she be thence sensible of her temerity, when she pries into these sublime mysteries, and leaving a scene so full of obscurities and perplexities, return, with suitable modesty, to her true and proper province, the examination of common life; where she will find difficulties enough to employ her inquiries, without launching into so boundless an ocean of doubt, uncertainty, and contradiction! 

(28)
What is the proper province of human investigation?

SECTION 10: OF MIRACLES

In this section Hume gives his infamous argument against miracles which drew more critical reaction during his life than any other aspect of his philosophy. His argument can be summarized in a single sentence: the testimony of uniform natural law outweighs the testimony of any alleged miracle. To explain, imagine a scale with two balancing pans. In the one pan we place the strongest evidence in support of the occurrence of a miracle. In the other we place our life long experience of consistent laws of nature. According to Hume, the second pan will always outweigh the first. In a letter to George Campbell, Hume explains the circumstance in which he first formulated this argument:

I was walking in the cloisters of the Jesuits College of La Fleche, a town in which I passed two years of my youth, and was engaged in a conversation with a Jesuit of some parts and learning, who was relating to me, and urging some nonsensical miracle performed lately in their Convent, when I was tempted to dispute against him; and, as my head was full of the topics of my Treatise of human Nature, which I was at the time composing, this argument immediately occurred to me, and I thought it very much graveled my companion; but at last he observed to me, that it was impossible for that argument to have any solidity, because it operated equally against the Gospel as the Catholic miracles; which observation I thought proper to admit as a sufficient answer. I believe you will allow that the freedom at least of this reasoning makes it somewhat extraordinary to have been the produce of a Convent of Jesuits, though perhaps you may think that the sophistry of it favors plainly of the place of its birth. 

An early draft of Hume’s Treatise contained a discussion on the subject of miracles, but Hume removed it prior to publication for reasons of “prudence.” He waited almost 10 years before writing on the subject in his Enquiry. To understand Hume’s argument, it is important to be clear about what Hume is specifically arguing against. Hume is not arguing that miracles are impossible, for, there is no logical contradiction in the idea of a miracle. Nor is he arguing that miracles have never occurred, since, without the aid of a time machine, we could never establish this absolutely. Instead, he is arguing that it is never reasonable to believe that a miracle has occurred. We must also distinguish between a first hand account of a miracle which we would witness ourselves, and a second hand report of a miracle which we read about in a book or a newspaper. Since few of us claim to witness miracles directly, Hume launches his attack against our belief in second hand accounts of miracles. In short, Hume is arguing that it is never reasonable to believe second hand reports concerning miracles. 


Hume’s argument rests on the nature of empirically-based belief in general. All empirical judgments — and not just those involving miracles – are best understood using the metaphor of a weighing scale with two balancing pans, as noted above. We place all of our empirical evidence for a particular contention in one pan, and all of our evidence against that contention in the other pan. We then believe whichever view has the weightier evidence. 

Levels of Evidence. The evidence we get from our experience is not always accurate, such as when I predict from past experience that the weather will be warmer next June than it will be next December. 


Though experience be our only guide in reasoning concerning matters of fact; it must be acknowledged, that this guide is not altogether infallible, but in some cases is apt to lead us into errors. One, who in our climate, should expect better weather in any week of June than in one of December, would reason justly, and conformably to experience; but it is certain, that he may happen, in the event, to find himself mistaken. However, we may observe, that, in such a case, he would have no cause to complain of experience; because it commonly informs us beforehand of the uncertainty, by that contrariety of events, which we may learn from a diligent observation. All effects follow not with like certainty from their supposed causes. Some events are found, in all countries and all ages, to have been constantly conjoined together: Others are found to have been more variable, and sometimes to disappoint our expectations; so that, in our reasonings concerning matter of fact, there are all imaginable degrees of assurance, from the highest certainty to the lowest species of moral evidence. 

(2) What are the possible levels or degrees of assurance when assessing matters of fact?

Given these differing degrees or levels of assurance, Hume argues that the higher the degree of evidence is, the stronger our belief should be.


A wise man, therefore, proportions his belief to the evidence. In such conclusions as are founded on an infallible experience, he expects the event with the last degree of assurance, and regards his past experience as a full proof of the future existence of that event. In other cases, he proceeds with more caution: He weighs the opposite experiments: He considers which side is supported by the greater number of experiments: To that side he inclines, with doubt and hesitation; and when at last he fixes his judgement, the evidence exceeds not what we properly call probability. All probability, then, supposes an opposition of experiments and observations, where the one side is found to overbalance the other, and to produce a degree of evidence, proportioned to the superiority. A hundred instances or experiments on one side, and fifty on another, afford a doubtful expectation of any event; though a hundred uniform experiments, with only one that is contradictory, reasonably beget a pretty strong degree of assurance. In all cases, we must balance the opposite experiments, where they are opposite, and deduct the smaller number from the greater, in order to know the exact force of the superior evidence. 

(3) How should a wise person proportion his belief in a given claim?

(4) All judgments about matters of fact (or empirical experience) involve probability. What does probability suppose?

Empirical Evidence from Testimony. There several ways of gaining empirical evidence for a particular contention. We may personally conduct scientific experiments, as Hume notes above. We may draw from the ordinary life experiences which we have gained over the years. Perhaps most importantly, we may rely on the testimonies of other people. Testimonies also counts as empirical evidence which we must balance against our other empirical experiences.


To apply these principles to a particular instance; we may observe, that there is no species of reasoning more common, more useful, and even necessary to human life, than that which is derived from the testimony of men, and the reports of eye- witnesses and spectators. This species of reasoning, perhaps, one may deny to be founded on the relation of cause and effect. I shall not dispute about a word. It will be sufficient to observe that our assurance in any argument of this kind is derived from no other principle than our observation of the veracity of human testimony, and of the usual conformity of facts to the reports of witnesses. It being a general maxim, that no objects have any discoverable connection together, and that all the inferences, which we can draw from one to another, are founded merely on our experience of their constant and regular conjunction; it is evident, that we ought not to make an exception to this maxim in favour of human testimony, whose connection with any event seems, in itself, as little necessary as any other. Were not the memory tenacious to a certain degree; had not men commonly an inclination to truth and a principle of probity; were they not sensible to shame, when detected in a falsehood: Were not these, I say, discovered by experience to be qualities, inherent in human nature, we should never repose the least confidence in human testimony. A man delirious, or noted for falsehood and villainy, has no manner of authority with us. 

(5) What other empirical evidence gives or takes away from the confidence we have in a person’s testimony?

Other Factors in Evaluating Testimonies. Before discussing testimonies of miracles in particular, Hume continues listing general factors which weigh in favor of or against someone’s testimony. 


And as the evidence, derived from witnesses and human testimony, is founded on past experience, so it varies with the experience, and is regarded either as a proof or a probability, according as the conjunction between any particular kind of report and any kind of object has been found to be constant or variable. There are a number of circumstances to be taken into consideration in all judgements of this kind; and the ultimate standard, by which we determine all disputes, that may arise concerning them, is always derived from experience and observation. Where this experience is not entirely uniform on any side, it is attended with an unavoidable contrariety in our judgements, and with the same opposition and mutual destruction of argument as in every other kind of evidence. We frequently hesitate concerning the reports of others. We balance the opposite circumstances, which cause any doubt or uncertainty; and when we discover a superiority on any side, we incline to it; but still with a diminution of assurance, in proportion to the force of its antagonist. 


This contrariety of evidence, in the present case, may be derived from several different causes; from the opposition of contrary testimony; from the character or number of the witnesses; from the manner of their delivering their testimony; or from the union of all these circumstances. We entertain a suspicion concerning any matter of fact, when the witnesses contradict each other; when they are but few, or of a doubtful character; when they have an interest in what they affirm; when they deliver their testimony with hesitation, or on the contrary, with too violent asseverations. There are many other particulars of the same kind, which may diminish or destroy the force of any argument, derived from human testimony. 

(6) What are some reasons that we are suspicious of some testimonies?

Hume notes that sometimes a reported event seems so improbable that we wouldn’t be persuaded of its truth even if told by the most reliable witness. In such cases, the alleged event is incompatible with what we know about the world in general.

Suppose, for instance, that the fact, which the testimony endeavors to establish, partakes of the extraordinary and the marvellous; in that case, the evidence, resulting from the testimony, admits of a diminution, greater or less, in proportion as the fact is more or less unusual. The reason why we place any credit in witnesses and historians, is not derived from any connection, which we perceive a priori, between testimony and reality, but because we are accustomed to find a conformity between them. But when the fact attested is such a one as has seldom fallen under our observation, here is a contest of two opposite experiences; of which the one destroys the other, as far as its force goes, and the superior can only operate on the mind by the force, which remains. The very same principle of experience, which gives us a certain degree of assurance in the testimony of witnesses, gives us also, in this case, another degree of assurance against the fact, which they endeavor to establish; from which contradiction there necessarily arises a counterpoize, and mutual destruction of belief and authority. 


I should not believe such a story were it told me by Cato; was a proverbial saying in Rome, even during the lifetime of that philosophical patriot. The incredibility of a fact, it was allowed, might invalidate so great an authority. 


The Indian prince, who refused to believe the first relations concerning the effects of frost, reasoned justly; and it naturally required very strong testimony to engage his assent to facts, that arose from a state of nature, with which he was unacquainted, and which bore so little analogy to those events, of which he had had constant and uniform experience. Though they were not contrary to his experience, they were not conformable to it.

(7) Consider a prince from India who never personally witnessed frost. According to Hume, would it be reasonable for him to believe someone’s testimony who claimed that water could freeze?

Given the above points about evaluating testimonies in general, Hume turns to evaluating testimonies of miracles.

The Evidence Of Nature Vs. The Testimony Of Miracles. Just as testimonies of improbable events (such as alien abductions) are counterbalanced by our general life experiences, this is even more so with testimonies of miracles. The testimony itself counts as evidence for the alleged miracle, but this is outweighed by our life experiences which speak against such a possibility.


But in order to encrease the probability against the testimony of witnesses, let us suppose, that the fact, which they affirm, instead of being only marvellous, is really miraculous; and suppose also, that the testimony considered apart and in itself, amounts to an entire proof; in that case, there is proof against proof, of which the strongest must prevail, but still with a diminution of its force, in proportion to that of its antagonist. 


A miracle is a violation of the laws of nature; and as a firm and unalterable experience has established these laws, the proof against a miracle, from the very nature of the fact, is as entire as any argument from experience can possibly be imagined. Why is it more than probable, that all men must die; that lead cannot, of itself, remain suspended in the air; that fire consumes wood, and is extinguished by water; unless it be, that these events are found agreeable to the laws of nature, and there is required a violation of these laws, or in other words, a miracle to prevent them? Nothing is esteemed a miracle, if it ever happen in the common course of nature. It is no miracle that a man, seemingly in good health, should die on a sudden: Because such a kind of death, though more unusual than any other, has yet been frequently observed to happen. But it is a miracle, that a dead man should come to life; because that has never been observed in any age or country. There must, therefore, be a uniform experience against every miraculous event, otherwise the event would not merit that appellation. And as a uniform experience amounts to a proof, there is here a direct and full proof, from the nature of the fact, against the existence of any miracle; nor can such a proof be destroyed, or the miracle rendered credible, but by an opposite proof, which is superior.

(8) What is Hume’s definition of a miracle?

(9) Why does uniform experience constitute evidence against the existence of any miracle?

Definition of a Miracle. Hume recognizes that we must be clear about which type of events qualify as miracles. In the above paragraph he defines a miracle as a violation of a law of nature. This eliminates many events which are commonly called miracles, such as fortunate accidents, or improbable medical recoveries. In a footnote he discusses possible events which fit the definition of a miracles. The footnote is as follows. 

Sometimes an event may not, in itself, seem to be contrary to the laws of nature, and yet, if it were real, it might, by reason of some circumstances, be denominated a miracle; because, in fact, it is contrary to these laws. Thus if a person, claiming a divine authority, should command a sick person to be well, a healthful man to fall down dead, the clouds to pour rain, the winds to blow, in short, should order many natural events, which immediately follow upon his command; these might justly be esteemed miracles, because they are really, in this case, contrary to the laws of nature. For if any suspicion remain, that the event and command concurred by accident there is no miracle and no transgression of the laws of nature. If this suspicion be removed, there is evidently a miracle, and a transgression of these laws; because nothing can be more contrary to nature than that the voice or command of a man should have such an influence. A miracle may be accurately defined, a transgression of a law of nature by a particular volition of the Deity, or by the interposition of some invisible agent. A miracle may either be discoverable by men or not. This alters not its nature and essence. The raising of a house or ship into the air is a visible miracle. The raising of a feather, when the wind wants ever so little of a force requisite for that purpose, is as real a miracle, though not so sensible with regard to us.
(10) Suppose that a divine authority commands some natural event, such as the clouds pouring rain, and that event happens. What aspect of this would involve a violation of a law of nature?

(11) Suppose that a feather would start to move without any air current. Even though it violated a law of nature, to an observer it would not appear that way. For Hume would this still count as a miracle?

Suppose that a well respected and rational person reports a miracle. In theory, the evidence in support of his testimony might rise to the level of a proof (given his good reputation). However, Hume argues that most miracle testimonies do not rise to that level of evidence. He describes four factors which reduce the credibility of most miracle testimonies.


In the foregoing reasoning we have supposed, that the testimony, upon which a miracle is founded, may possibly amount to an entire proof, and that the falsehood of that testimony would be a real prodigy: But it is easy to shew, that we have been a great deal too liberal in our concession, and that there never was a miraculous event established on so full an evidence. 

Witnesses lack Integrity. The first factor which reduces the credibility of most miracle testimonies is that the witnesses lack integrity.

For first, there is not to be found, in all history, any miracle attested by a sufficient number of men, of such unquestioned good-sense, education, and learning, as to secure us against all delusion in themselves; of such undoubted integrity, as to place them beyond all suspicion of any design to deceive others; of such credit and reputation in the eyes of mankind, as to have a great deal to lose in case of their being detected in any falsehood; and at the same time, attesting facts performed in such a public manner and in so celebrated a part of the world, as to render the detection unavoidable: All which circumstances are requisite to give us a full assurance in the testimony of men. 

(13) Which character traits do eyewitnesses of miracles typically lack?

Propensity to Sensationalize. The second factor which reduces the credibility of most miracle testimonies is that people fall prey to a tendency to sensationalize. We enjoy hearing and telling strange stories, and this encourages others to invent strange stories.


Secondly. We may observe in human nature a principle which, if strictly examined, will be found to diminish extremely the assurance which we might, from human testimony, have in any kind of prodigy. The maxim by which we commonly conduct ourselves in our reasonings is that the objects, of which we have no experience, resembles those of which we have; that what we have found to be most usual is always most probable; and that where there is an opposition of arguments, we ought to give the preference to such as are founded on the greatest number of past observations. But though in proceeding by this rule we readily reject any fact which is unusual and incredible in an ordinary degree; yet in advancing farther, the mind observes not always the same rule; but when anything is affirmed utterly absurd and miraculous, it rather the more readily admits of such a fact, upon account of that very circumstance, which ought to destroy all its authority. The passion of surprise and wonder arising from miracles, being an agreeable emotion, gives a sensible tendency towards the belief of those events from which it is derived. And this goes so far, that even those who cannot enjoy this pleasure immediately, nor can believe those miraculous events, of which they are informed, yet love to partake of the satisfaction at second-hand or by rebound, and place a pride and delight in exciting the admiration of others. 

(14) Which emotions surrounding sensational stories make them so enjoyable?
Hume notes that religious leaders capitalize on this tendency to sensationalize and invent such stories for the greater good of their religious cause. 


With what greediness are the miraculous accounts of travellers received, their descriptions of sea and land monsters, their relations of wonderful adventures, strange men, and uncouth manners? But if the spirit of religion join itself to the love of wonder, there is an end of common sense; and human testimony, in these circumstances, loses all pretensions to authority. A religionist may be an enthusiast, and imagine he sees what has no reality: He may know his narrative to be false, and yet persevere in it, with the best intentions in the world, for the sake of promoting so holy a cause: Or even where this delusion has not place, vanity, excited by so strong a temptation, operates on him more powerfully than on the rest of mankind in any other circumstances; and self-interest with equal force. His auditors may not have, and commonly have not, sufficient judgement to canvass his evidence: What judgement they have, they renounce by principle, in these sublime and mysterious subjects: Or if they were ever so willing to employ it, passion and a heated imagination disturb the regularity of its operations. Their credulity increases his impudence: And his impudence overpowers their credulity. 

(15) What motivates religious leaders to take advantage of our desire to hear sensational stories?
Abound in Barbarous Nations. The third factor which reduces the credibility of most miracle testimonies is that such stories typically originate in ignorant and barbarous countries. This factor is similar to the first mentioned above. However, the first factor targeted the integrity of the individual eyewitness, whereas this third factor targets the entire social context from which such stories arise.


Thirdly. It forms a strong presumption against all supernatural and miraculous relations, that they are observed chiefly to abound among ignorant and barbarous nations; or if a civilized people has ever given admission to any of them, that people will be found to have received them from ignorant and barbarous ancestors, who transmitted them with that inviolable sanction and authority, which always attend received opinions. When we peruse the first histories of all nations, we are apt to imagine ourselves transported into some new world; where the whole frame of nature is disjointed, and every element performs its operations in a different manner, from what it does at present. Battles, revolutions, pestilence, famine and death, are never the effect of those natural causes, which we experience. Prodigies, omens, oracles, judgements, quite obscure the few natural events, that are intermingled with them. But as the former grow thinner every page, in proportion as we advance nearer the enlightened ages, we soon learn, that there is nothing mysterious or supernatural in the case, but that all proceeds from the usual propensity of mankind towards the marvellous, and that, though this inclination may at intervals receive a check from sense and learning, it can never be thoroughly extirpated from human nature. 

(17) In such countries, what are causes assigned to events such as battles, revolutions, pestilence, famine, and death?

Support Rival Religious Systems. The fourth factor which reduces the credibility of miracle testimonies is that miracles are done in the context of a given religious system, particularly to defend that religious system. Suppose that there are ten religions each one doctrinally incompatible with the other nine religions, and each one supported by its own miracles. The credibility of a miracle in any single religious system would be outweighed by the miracles of the nine other nine religious systems. 


I may add as a fourth reason, which diminishes the authority of prodigies, that there is no testimony for any, even those which have not been expressly detected, that is not opposed by an infinite number of witnesses; so that not only the miracle destroys the credit of testimony, but the testimony destroys itself. To make this the better understood, let us consider, that, in matters of religion, whatever is different is contrary; and that it is impossible the religions of ancient Rome, of Turkey, of Siam, and of China should, all of them, be established on any solid foundation. Every miracle, therefore, pretended to have been wrought in any of these religions (and all of them abound in miracles), as its direct scope is to establish the particular system to which it is attributed; so has it the same force, though more indirectly, to overthrow every other system. In destroying a rival system, it likewise destroys the credit of those miracles, on which that system was established; so that all the prodigies of different religions are to be regarded as contrary facts, and the evidences of these prodigies, whether weak or strong, as opposite to each other. According to this method of reasoning, when we believe any miracle of Mahomet or his successors, we have for our warrant the testimony of a few barbarous Arabians: And on the other hand, we are to regard the authority of Titus Livius, Plutarch, Tacitus, and, in short, of all the authors and witnesses, Grecian, Chinese, and Roman Catholic, who have related any miracle in their particular religion; I say, we are to regard their testimony in the same light as if they had mentioned that Mahometan miracle, and had in express terms contradicted it, with the same certainty as they have for the miracle they relate. This argument may appear over subtile and refined; but is not in reality different from the reasoning of a judge, who supposes, that the credit of two witnesses, maintaining a crime against any one, is destroyed by the testimony of two others, who affirm him to have been two hundred leagues distant, at the same instant when the crime is said to have been committed.

(20) Suppose that a miracle in Islam is supported by the testimony of a few Arabic believers. Suppose, also, that the ancient Greeks report their own miracles for their own Greek religion. How should we regard the Greek reports in relation to the initial Muslim report?

Summary. Hume summarizes the key point of his essay. Most testimonies about miracles are unreliable, but even if they were reliable, they should not be believed since they go against the immense evidence we have in favor of constant natural law. His argument can be outlined as follows: 

(a) The evidence from experience in support of a law of nature is extremely strong.

(b) A miracle is a violation of a law of nature.

(c) Therefore, the evidence from experience against the occurrence of a miracle of extremely strong.


Upon the whole, then, it appears, that no testimony for any kind of miracle has ever amounted to a probability, much less to a proof; and that, even supposing it amounted to a proof, it would be opposed by another proof; derived from the very nature of the fact, which it would endeavor to establish. It is experience only, which gives authority to human testimony; and it is the same experience, which assures us of the laws of nature. When, therefore, these two kinds of experience are contrary, we have nothing to do but subtract the one from the other, and embrace an opinion, either on one side or the other, with that assurance which arises from the remainder. But according to the principle here explained, this subtraction, with regard to all popular religions, amounts to an entire annihilation; and therefore we may establish it as a maxim, that no human testimony can have such force as to prove a miracle, and make it a just foundation for any such system of religion. 

 (27) What does Hume believe we should do when comparing two contrary experiences, specifically, miracles versus natural law?

Hume continues by arguing that, even if miracles did occur, it would be unreasonable to make them the foundation of religious systems, as is typically done in the world’s religions. 

Miracles in Christianity. In conclusion, Hume notes that theologians typically base the truth of Christianity upon the occurrence of miracles (such as the virgin birth and the resurrection). Hume argues instead that Christianity is founded on faith. Thus, he sees his attack on miracles above as an aid to true Christian belief since it undermines any attempt to rationally prove Christianity by appealing to Christian miracles. Hume’s concluding comments here are among the most problematic for Hume scholars. On the surface, Hume appears to endorse a faith-oriented belief in Christianity, similar to Pascal. However, even Hume’s critics in his own day saw his comments as an attempt to conceal his true views, which is that Christianity has no merit whatsoever, whether based on miracles or on faith.


I am the better pleased with the method of reasoning here delivered, as I think it may serve to confound those dangerous friends or disguised enemies to the Christian Religion, who have undertaken to defend it by the principles of human reason. Our most holy religion is founded on Faith, not on reason; and it is a sure method of exposing it to put it to such a trial as it is, by no means, fitted to endure. To make this more evident, let us examine those miracles, related in scripture; and not to lose ourselves in too wide a field, let us confine ourselves to such as we find in the Pentateuch, which we shall examine, according to the principles of these pretended Christians, not as the word or testimony of God himself, but as the production of a mere human writer and historian. Here then we are first to consider a book, presented to us by a barbarous and ignorant people, written in an age when they were still more barbarous, and in all probability long after the facts which it relates, corroborated by no concurring testimony, and resembling those fabulous accounts, which every nation gives of its origin. Upon reading this book, we find it full of prodigies and miracles. It gives an account of a state of the world and of human nature entirely different from the present: Of our fall from that state: Of the age of man, extended to near a thousand years: Of the destruction of the world by a deluge: Of the arbitrary choice of one people, as the favourites of heaven; and that people the countrymen of the author: Of their deliverance from bondage by prodigies the most astonishing imaginable: I desire any one to lay his hand upon his heart, and after a serious consideration declare, whether he thinks that the falsehood of such a book, supported by such a testimony, would be more extraordinary and miraculous than all the miracles it relates; which is, however, necessary to make it be received, according to the measures of probability above established.

(32) How does Hume think that we should evaluate the miracles of the Old Testament (particularly those he describes from Genesis)?
The concluding paragraph is the most controversial part of the whole chapter. Hume argues that Christianity is intimately linked with miracles. Since a reasonable person should not believe reports of miracles, then an act of God is required to make him believe. In Hume’s words, it requires a miracle of faith. According to John Briggs, an 18th century critic of Hume, Hume’s real point is that belief in Christianity requires “miraculous stupidity.” 

What we have said of miracles may be applied, without any variation, to prophecies; and indeed, all prophecies are real miracles, and as such only, can be admitted as proofs of any revelation. if it did not exceed the capacity of human nature to foretell future events, it would be absurd to employ any prophecy as an argument for a divine mission or authority from heaven. So that, upon the whole, we may conclude, that the Christian Religion not only was at first attended with miracles, but even at this day cannot be believed by any reasonable person without one. Mere reason is insufficient to convince us of its veracity: And whoever is moved by Faith to assent to it, is conscious of a continued miracle in his own person, which subverts all the principles of his understanding, and gives him a determination to believe what is most contrary to custom and experience. 

 (33) Hume concludes that whoever is moved by faith to believe in the miracles of Christianity are “conscious of a continued miracle in his own person.” What does this miracle of Christian faith determine us to believe?

SECTION 12: OF THE ACADEMICAL OR SKEPTICAL PHILOSOPHY
Hume openly avowed skepticism in his philosophical writings. The term “skepticism” has a variety of philosophical meanings, and Hume’s task in this concluding section is to identify and evaluate some of these. In the concluding part of this section Hume endorses a version of skepticism that he calls mitigated, and which he associates with the ancient Greek Academic school of skepticism (as opposed to the more excessive ancient Greek Pyrrhonian school). 

Caution and Modesty. The first type of mitigated skepticism involves resisting dogmatism. 

There is, indeed, a more mitigated skepticism or academical philosophy, which may be both durable and useful, and which may, in part, be the result of this Pyrrhonism, or excessive skepticism, when its undistinguished doubts are, in some measure, corrected by common sense and reflection. The greater part of mankind are naturally apt to be affirmative and dogmatical in their opinions; and while they see objects only on one side, and have no idea of any counterpoising argument, they throw themselves precipitately into the principles, to which they are inclined; nor have they any indulgence for those who entertain opposite sentiments. To hesitate or balance perplexes their understanding, checks their passion, and suspends their action. They are, therefore, impatient till they escape from a state, which to them is so uneasy: And they think, that they could never remove themselves far enough from it, by the violence of their affirmations and obstinacy of their belief. But could such dogmatical reasoners become sensible of the strange infirmities of human understanding, even in its most perfect state, and when most accurate and cautious in its determinations; such a reflection would naturally inspire them with more modesty and reserve, and diminish their fond opinion of themselves, and their prejudice against antagonists. The illiterate may reflect on the disposition of the learned, who, amidst all the advantages of study and reflection, are commonly still diffident in their determinations: And if any of the learned be inclined, from their natural temper, to haughtiness and obstinacy, a small tincture of Pyrrhonism might abate their pride, by showing them, that the few advantages, which they may have attained over their fellows, are but inconsiderable, if compared with the universal perplexity and confusion, which is inherent in human nature. In general, there is a degree of doubt, and caution, and modesty, which, in all kinds of scrutiny and decision, ought for ever to accompany a just reasoner. 

(20) According to this first type of mitigated skepticism, what is the benefit of “a small tincture of Pyrrhonism”?

The Limits of Rational Inquiry. A second form of mitigated skepticism is that all rational inquiry should be confined to very narrow limits.


Another species of mitigated skepticism which may be of advantage to mankind, and which may be the natural result of the Pyrrhonian doubts and scruples, is the limitation of our enquiries to such subjects as are best adapted to the narrow capacity of human understanding. The <imagination> of man is naturally sublime, delighted with whatever is remote and extraordinary, and running, without control, into the most distant parts of space and time in order to avoid the objects, which custom has rendered too familiar to it. A correct Judgment observes a contrary method, and avoiding all distant and high enquiries, confines itself to common life, and to such subjects as fall under daily practice and experience; leaving the more sublime topics to the embellishment of poets and orators, or to the arts of priests and politicians. To bring us to so salutary a determination, nothing can be more serviceable, than to be once thoroughly convinced of the force of the Pyrrhonian doubt, and of the impossibility, that any thing, but the strong power of natural instinct, could free us from it. Those who have a propensity to philosophy, will still continue their researches; because they reflect, that, besides the immediate pleasure attending such an occupation, philosophical decisions are nothing but the reflections of common life, methodized and corrected. But they will never be tempted to go beyond common life, so long as they consider the imperfection of those faculties which they employ, their narrow reach, and their inaccurate operations. While we cannot give a satisfactory reason, why we believe, after a thousand experiments, that a stone will fall, or fire burn; can we ever satisfy ourselves concerning any determination, which we may form, with regard to the origin of worlds, and the situation of nature, from, and to eternity? 

(21) What is the second type of mitigated skepticism which may be advantageous to humankind ?


This narrow limitation, indeed, of our enquiries, is, in every respect, so reasonable, that it suffices to make the slightest examination into the natural powers of the human mind and to compare them with their objects, in order to recommend it to us. We shall then find what are the proper subjects of science and enquiry. 


It seems to me, that the only objects of the abstract science or of demonstration are quantity and number, and that all attempts to extend this more perfect species of knowledge beyond these bounds are mere sophistry and illusion. As the component parts of quantity and number are entirely similar, their relations become intricate and involved; and nothing can be more curious, as well as useful, than to trace, by a variety of mediums, their equality or inequality, through their different appearances. But as all other ideas are clearly distinct and different from each other, we can never advance farther, by our utmost scrutiny, than to observe this diversity, and, by an obvious reflection, pronounce one thing not to be another. Or if there be any difficulty in these decisions, it proceeds entirely from the undeterminate meaning of words, which is corrected by juster definitions. That the square of the hypothenuse is equal to the squares of the other two sides, cannot be known, let the terms be ever so exactly defined, without a train of reasoning and enquiry. But to convince us of this proposition, that where there is no property, there can be no injustice, it is only necessary to define the terms, and explain injustice to be a violation of property. This proposition is, indeed, nothing but a more imperfect definition. It is the same case with all those pretended syllogistical reasonings, which may be found in every other branch of learning, except the sciences of quantity and number; and these may safely, I think, be pronounced the only proper objects of knowledge and demonstration. 


All other enquiries of men regard only matter of fact and existence; and these are evidently incapable of demonstration. Whatever is may not be. No negation of a fact can involve a contradiction. The non-existence of any being, without exception, is as clear and distinct an idea as its existence. The proposition, which affirms it not to be, however false, is no less conceivable and intelligible, than that which affirms it to be. The case is different with the sciences, properly so called. Every proposition, which is not true, is there confused and unintelligible. That the cube root of 64 is equal to the half of 10, is a false proposition, and can never be distinctly conceived. But that Caesar, or the angel Gabriel, or any being never existed, may be a false proposition, but still is perfectly conceivable, and implies no contradiction. 

(22) What are the two principles which determine the limits of rational inquiry?


The existence, therefore, of any being can only be proved by arguments from its cause or its effect; and these arguments are founded entirely on experience. If we reason a priori, any thing may appear able to produce any thing. The falling of a pebble may, for aught we know, extinguish the sun; or the wish of a man control the planets in their orbits. It is only experience, which teaches us the nature and bounds of cause and effect, and enables us to infer the existence of one object from that of another. Such is the foundation of moral reasoning, which forms the greater part of human knowledge, and is the source of all human action and behaviour. 


Moral reasonings are either concerning particular or general facts. All deliberations in life regard the former; as also all disquisitions in history, chronology, geography, and astronomy. 


The sciences, which treat of general facts, are politics, natural philosophy, physic, chemistry, &c. where the qualities, causes and effects of a whole species of objects are enquired into. 


Divinity or Theology, as it proves the existence of a Deity, and the immortality of souls, is composed partly of reasonings concerning particular, partly concerning general facts. It has a foundation in reason, so far as it is supported by experience. But its best and most solid foundation is faith and divine revelation. 


Morals and criticism are not so properly objects of the understanding as of taste and sentiment. Beauty, whether moral or natural, is felt, more properly than perceived. Or if we reason concerning it, and endeavor to fix its standard, we regard a new fact, to wit, the general tastes of mankind, or some such fact, which may be the object of reasoning and enquiry. 

(23) What do all of the above areas of experimental reasoning have in common (including history, physics, theology, and morals)?

When we run over libraries, persuaded of these principles, what havoc must we make? If we take in our hand any volume; of divinity or school metaphysics, for instance; let us ask, Does it contain any abstract reasoning concerning quantity or number? No. Does it contain any experimental reasoning concerning matter of fact and existence? No. Commit it then to the flames: For it can contain nothing but sophistry and illusion.

(24) Hume rejects all remaining areas of study which claim to establish truths about the world, but are about neither (a) abstract reasoning concerning quantity and number (relations of ideas) nor (b) experimental reasoning concerning matters of fact. What does he suggest that we do with books that contain such studies?

PERSONAL IDENTITY 

Not all of the philosophically important arguments in Hume’s Treatise made their way into the Enquiries. One such argument is Hume’s discussion of the personal identity. 

Hume’s Original Argument in Treatise Book I. Hume begins his discussion noting how philosophers typically understand the notion of the self. One philosopher Hume possibly has in mind is Descartes in Meditation Two. According to Hume, philosophers such as Descartes argue that the self (a) is a simple and unified thing/experience, and (b) continues over time as a unified thing/experience. 


There are some philosophers who imagine we are every moment intimately conscious of what we call our self; that we feel its existence and its continuance in existence; and are certain, beyond the evidence of a demonstration, both of its perfect identity and simplicity. The strongest sensation, the most violent passion, say they, instead of distracting us from this view, only fix it the more intensely, and make us consider their influence on self either by their pain or pleasure. To attempt a further proof of this were to weaken its evidence; since no proof can be derived from any fact of which we are so intimately conscious; nor is there any thing of which we can be certain if we doubt of this.
(1) What kind of proofs do these philosophers offer for their view?

Keeping with his copy thesis, Hume argues that if we do have an idea of single, continuous self, this idea must have come from some impression. However, it appears that we have no such single, continuous impression of the self. 


Unluckily all these positive assertions are contrary to that very experience which is pleaded for them; nor have we any idea of self, after the manner it is here explained. For, from what impression could this idea be derived? This question it is impossible to answer without a manifest contradiction and absurdity; and yet it is a question which must necessarily be answered, if we would have the idea of self pass for clear and intelligible. It must be some one impression that gives rise to every real idea. But self or person is not any one impression, but that to which our several impressions and ideas are supposed to have a reference. If any impression gives rise to the idea of self, that impression must continue invariably the same, through the whole course of our lives; since self is supposed to exist after that manner. But there is no impression constant and invariable. Pain and pleasure, grief and joy, passions and sensations succeed each other, and never all exist at the same time. It cannot therefore be from any of these impressions, or from any other, that the idea of self is derived; and consequently there is no such idea.
(2) Why does Hume think we can form no such idea of a single, continuous self?


But further, what must become of all our particular perceptions upon this hypothesis? All these are different, and distinguishable, and separable from each other, and may be separately considered, and may exist separately, and have no need of any thing to support their existence. After what manner therefore do they belong to self, and how are they connected with it? For my part, when I enter most intimately into what I call myself, I always stumble on some particular perception or other, of heat or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never can catch myself at any time without a perception, and never can observe any thing but the perception.
(3) What kind of perceptions do we have of ourselves?

When my perceptions are removed for any time, as by sound sleep, so long am I insensible of myself, and may truly be said not to exist. And were all my perceptions removed by death, and could I neither think, nor feel, nor see, nor love, nor hate, after the dissolution of my body, I should be entirely annihilated, nor do I conceive what is further requisite to make me a perfect nonentity.
(4) Why does he think that the self must be identical to our varied perceptions?

If any one, upon serious and unprejudiced reflection, thinks he has a different notion of himself, I must confess I can reason no longer with him. All I can allow him is, that he may be in the right as well as I, and that we are essentially different in this particular. He may, perhaps, perceive something simple and continued, which he calls himself; though I am certain there is no such principle in me.


But setting aside some metaphysicians of this kind, I may venture to affirm of the rest of mankind, that they are nothing but a bundle or collection of different perceptions, which succeed each other with an inconceivable rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux and movement. Our eyes cannot turn in their sockets without varying our perceptions. Our thought is still more variable than our sight; and all our other senses and faculties contribute to this change: nor is there any single power of the soul, which remains unalterably the same, perhaps for one moment. 
(5) What kind of perceptions are contained in the “bundle”?

The mind is a kind of theatre, where several perceptions successively make their appearance; pass, repass, glide away, and mingle in an infinite variety of postures and situations. There is properly no simplicity in it at one time, nor identity in different, whatever natural propension we may have to imagine that simplicity and identity. The comparison of the theatre must not mislead us. They are the successive perceptions only, that constitute the mind; nor have we the most distant notion of the place where these scenes are represented, or of the materials of which it is composed.
Hume concedes that we have a “natural propensity” or inclination to believe in a simple and continuous self, even though we are in fact only a bundle of perceptions. At first he suggests that we instinctively connect our various moments of perception because they resemble each other and are causally related. Thus, we have an artificially constructed idea of a unified self. 

Modified View in the Appendix. A year after Hume published the above discussion in Book I of the Treatise, he abandoned his initial explanation of the artificially constructed idea of the self. His final position on the issue, as appears below from the Appendix to the Treatise, is that not only is the self in fact merely a bundle of perceptions, but he has no explanation of how we arrive at an artificially constructed notion of the self.

But upon a more strict review of the section concerning personal identity, I find myself involv’d in such a labyrinth, that, I must confess I neither know how to correct my former opinions, now how to render them consistent. If this be not a good general reason for skepticism, ‘tis at least a sufficient one (if I were not already abundantly supplied) for me to entertain a diffidence and modesty in all my decisions. ...


In short there are two principles, which I cannot render consistent; nor is it in my power to renounce either of them, viz. that all our distinct perceptions are distinct existences, and that the mind never perceives any real connection among distinct existences. Did our perceptions either inhere in something simple and individual, or did the mind perceive some real connection among them, there wou’d be no difficulty in the case. For my part, I must plead the privilege of a skeptic, and confess, that this difficulty is too hard for my Understanding. I pretend not, however, to pronounce it absolutely insuperable. Others, perhaps, or myself, upon more mature reflections, may discover some hypothesis, that will reconcile those contradictions.

(6) What does Hume say about the possibility of solving this problem in the future?

MORAL THEORY

Hume's discussion of morality appeared first in Book 3 of his Treatise of Human Nature (1740). The book sold only a few dozen copies, which Hume blamed on its style, rather than content. A decade later he recast the work in a more popularized form, which was published as An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals (1751). Hume wrote that of all his writings the moral Enquiry “is incomparably the best.” There are two principal contributions in Hume’s moral writings. The first is his attack on the role of reason in moral judgments and his notion that moral judgments are pleasing feelings experienced by a spectator. The second contribution is that Hume lays the foundations for the utilitarian moral theory. The litmus test for morally proper conduct is that it produces useful or pleasing consequences to the agent herself or the spectator.


Moral Distinctions not Derived from Reason. Hume opens his moral Enquiry arguing that the role of reason in moral decisions is very limited, and that moral approval is essentially a feeling. For Hume, the key problem in moral theory is whether a person's moral approval of something is a judgment of reason, or only a feeling in the mind of that person. 


There has been a controversy started of late... concerning the general foundation of morals: whether they be derived from reason or from sentiment; whether we attain the knowledge of them by a chain of argument and induction, or by an immediate feeling and finer internal sense; whether, like all sound judgment of truth and falsehood, they should be the same to every rational intelligent being; or whether, like the perception of beauty and deformity, they be founded entirely on the particular fabric and constitution of the human species. 

(7)
What is the controversy concerning the general foundation of morals?


The ancient philosophers, though they often affirm that virtue is nothing but conformity to reason, yet, in general, seem to consider morals as deriving their existence from taste and sentiment. On the other hand, our modern inquirers (though they also talk much of the beauty of virtue and deformity of vice, yet) have commonly endeavored to account for these distinctions by metaphysical reasonings, and by deductions from the most abstract principles of the understanding. Such confusion reigned in these subjects, that an opposition of the greatest consequence could prevail between one system and another, and even in the parts of almost each individual system. And yet nobody, till very lately, was ever sensible of it.

(8)
How do the ancient moral philosophers stand in this controversy?


Reason vs. Sentiment. Hume continues by noting that there are arguments on both sides of the dispute between reason and feeling. In the end, though, moral approval appears to be only a pleasing feeling or sentiment. He defends this position arguing that reason can only present us with facts, but reason is incapable of motivating us to action. For example, no matter how many starving people I see, I will not be motivated to help feed these people unless I am driven by emotion, not by reason. Therefore, only emotion can be the source of our moral obligation to act.
It must be acknowledged that both sides of the question are susceptible of specious arguments. Moral distinctions, it may be said, are discernible by pure reason. Else, whence the many disputes that reign in common life as well as in philosophy with regard to this subject: the long chain of proofs often produced on both sides, the examples cited, the authorities appealed to, the analogies employed, the fallacies detected, the inferences drawn, and the several conclusions adjusted to their proper principles. Truth is disputable, not taste. What exists in the nature of things is the standard of our judgment, [but] what each man feels within himself is the standard of sentiment. Propositions in geometry may be proved, systems in physics may be controverted. But the harmony of verse, the tenderness of passion, the brilliance of wit must give immediate pleasure. No man reasons concerning another's beauty, but frequently concerning the justice or injustice of his actions. In every criminal trial the first object of the prisoner is to disprove the facts alleged, and deny the actions imputed to him. The second [is] to prove that, even if these actions were real, they might be justified as innocent and lawful. It is confessedly by deductions of the understanding that the first point [of alleged facts] is ascertained. How can we suppose that a different faculty of the mind is employed in fixing the other [point regarding moral justification]?

(9)
Hume confesses that there appears to be evidence for both sides of the controversy. How do criminal trials support the claim that morality is based on reason?


On the other hand, those who would resolve all moral determinations into sentiment may endeavor to show that it is impossible for reason ever to draw conclusions of this nature. To virtue, say they, it belongs to be amiable, and [to] vice odious. This forms their very nature or essence. But can reason or argumentation distribute these different epithets to any subjects, and pronounce beforehand that this must produce love, and that hatred? Or what other reason can we ever assign for these affections but the original fabric and formation of the human mind, which is naturally adapted to receive them?


The end of all moral speculations is to teach us our duty, and (by proper representations of the deformity of vice and beauty of virtue) beget correspondent habits, and engage us to avoid the one, and embrace the other. But is this ever to be expected from the inferences and conclusions of the understanding, which, of themselves, have no hold of the affections nor set in motion the active powers of men? They discover truths. But where the truths which they discover are indifferent, and beget no desire or aversion, they can have no influence on conduct and behavior. What is honorable, what is fair, what is becoming, what is noble, what is generous, takes possession of the heart and animates us to embrace and maintain it. What is intelligible, what is evident, what is probable, what is true, procures only the cool assent of the understanding, and gratifying a speculative curiosity, puts an end to our researches. 


It is not contrary to reason to prefer the destruction of the whole world to the scratching of my finger. It is not contrary to reason for me to choose my total ruin, to prevent the least uneasiness of an Indian or person wholly unknown to me. It is as little contrary to reason to prefer even my own acknowledged lesser good to my greater, and have a more ardent affection for the former than the latter. A trivial good may, from certain circumstances, produce a desire superior to what arises from the greatest and most valuable enjoyment. Nor is there anything more extraordinary in this than in [the field of] mechanics to see [a] one pound weight raise up a hundred by the advantage of its situation [such as by a lever]. In short, a passion must be accompanied with some false judgment in order to its being unreasonable. [The preceding paragraph is from A Treatise of Human Nature, Book 2, Part 3, Section 3.] 


Extinguish all the warm feelings and prepossessions in favor of virtue, and all disgust or aversion to vice; render men totally indifferent towards these distinctions, and morality is no longer a practical study, nor has any tendency to regulate our lives and actions.

(10)
In support of the claim that morality is based on sentiment, what would happen if we extinguished our warm feelings of virtue?


These arguments on each side (and many more might be produced) are so plausible, that I am apt to suspect they may, the one as well as the other, be solid and satisfactory, and that reason and sentiment concur in almost all moral determinations and conclusions. The final sentence, it is probable, which pronounces characters and actions amiable or odious, praise-worthy or blamable; that which stamps on them the mark of honor or infamy, approbation or censure; that which renders morality an active principle and constitutes virtue our happiness, and vice our misery; it is probable, I say, that this final sentence depends on some internal sense or feeling which nature has made universal in the whole species. For what else can have an influence of this nature?

(11)
Hume concludes that perhaps reason and sentiment together are involved in moral judgments. On this hypothesis what role would sentiment play?


The Limited Role Of Reason. The role of reason in moral decision making is very restrictive. First, reason can inform us of the relevant facts, such as the fact that Jones is starving. Second, reason can help us calculate the consequences of our actions, such as the fact that my feeding Jones would have beneficial consequences for both Jones and myself. In either case, though, that actual moral pronouncement, "I should feed Jones," is a feeling, and not a rational judgment.

But in order to pave the way for such a sentiment, and give a proper discernment of its object, it is often necessary, we find, that much reasoning should precede, [so] that nice distinctions be made, just conclusions drawn, distant comparisons formed, complicated relations examined, and general facts fixed and ascertained.

[First,] some species of beauty, especially the natural kinds, on their first appearance, command our affection and approbation. And where they fail of this effect, it is impossible for any reasoning to redress their influence, or adapt them better to our taste and sentiment. But in many orders of beauty, particularly those of the finer arts, it is requisite to employ much reasoning in order to feel the proper sentiment. And a false relish may frequently be corrected by argument and reflection. There are just grounds to conclude that moral beauty partakes much of this latter species, and demands the assistance of our intellectual faculties, in order to give it a suitable influence on the human mind.


[Second,] one principal foundation of moral praise being supposed to lie in the usefulness [or beneficial consequences] of any quality or action, it is evident that reason must enter for a considerable share in all decisions of this kind. [This follows] since nothing but that faculty can instruct us in the tendency of qualities and actions, and point out their beneficial consequences to society and to their possessor. In many cases, this is an affair liable to great controversy. Doubts may arise, opposite interests may occur, and a preference must be given to one side [versus the other side] from very nice views, and a small overbalance of utility [or benefit which is in its favor]. This is particularly remarkable in questions with regard to justice (as is, indeed, natural to suppose from that species of utility, which attends every virtue). Were every single instance of justice, like that of benevolence, useful to society, this would be a more simple state of the case, and seldom liable to great controversy. But as single instances of justice are often pernicious in their first and immediate tendency (and as the advantage to society results only from the observance of the general rule, and from the concurrence and combination of several persons in the same equitable conduct) the case here becomes more intricate and involved. The various circumstances of society, the various consequences of any practice, the various interests which may be proposed; these, on many occasions, are doubtful and subject to great discussion and inquiry. The object of municipal laws is to fix all the questions with regard to justice. The debates of civilians, the reflections of politicians, the precedents of history and public records, are all directed to the same purpose. And a very accurate reason or judgment is often requisite to give the true determination, amidst such intricate doubts arising from obscure or opposite utilities.


But though reason, when fully assisted and improved, be sufficient to instruct us in the pernicious or useful tendency of qualities and actions, it is not alone sufficient to produce any moral blame or approbation. Utility is only a tendency to a certain end. And were the end totally indifferent to us, we should feel the same indifference towards the means. It is requisite [that] a sentiment should here display itself, in order to give a preference to the useful above the pernicious tendencies. This sentiment can be no other than a feeling for the happiness of humankind, and a resentment of their misery, since these are the different ends which virtue and vice have a tendency to promote. Here, therefore, reason instructs us in the several tendencies of actions, and humanity [or sentiment] makes a distinction in favor of those which are useful and beneficial.

(12)
What roles would reason play in moral judgment?


Thus, the distinct boundaries and offices of reason and of taste are easily ascertained. The former conveys the knowledge of truth and falsehood. The latter gives the sentiment of beauty and deformity, vice and virtue. The one discovers objects as they really stand in nature, without addition or diminution. The other has a productive faculty and (gilding or staining all natural objects with the colors borrowed from internal sentiment) raises in a manner a new creation. Reason, being cool and disengaged, is no motive to action, and directs only the impulse received from appetite or inclination, by showing us the means of attaining happiness or avoiding misery. Taste, as it gives pleasure or pain (and thereby constitutes happiness or misery) becomes a motive to action, and is the first spring or impulse to desire and volition. From circumstances and relations known or supposed, the former leads us to the discovery of the concealed and unknown. After all circumstances and relations are laid before us, the latter makes us feel from the whole a new sentiment of blame or approbation. The standard of the one, being founded on the nature of things, is eternal and inflexible, even by the will of the Supreme Being. The standard of the other, arising from the internal frame and constitution of animals, is ultimately derived from that Supreme will, which bestowed on each being its peculiar nature, and arranged the several classes and orders of existence.


Arguments Against Other Roles Of Reason In Morality. In the First Appendix to the Moral Enquiry,Hume launches five attacks against the view that moral pronouncements are judgments of reason. The first argument is based on the restrictive function of our rational faculty in general. Reason involves only judgments of about reality: either of facts we perceive through our five senses, or of abstract relations in mathematics and logic. When we closely examine the contents of any morally significant action, such as a murder, we will never locate a special moral fact or relation about which we can make a judgment. All we will find is our own feeling. Hume is especially interested in refuting the view of 17th century rationalist Samuel Clarke. Clarke argued that moral assessments are rational judgments about the relation between an action, and a universal standard of moral rightness. Hume counters that, even if such abstract moral standards exist, humans do not have the faculties to perceive that particular breed of abstract principles. The second argument is that moral pronouncements do not parallel logical and mathematical reasoning. In these disciplines, we begin with known facts, such as theorems, and deduce from these a new and previously unknown fact. But with moral pronouncements, all the relevant facts must be first known. The third argument is that moral pronouncements more closely parallel our aesthetic pronouncements about beauty, which are clearly feelings and not rational judgments. The fourth argument is that moral pronouncements cannot be judgments about relations since we find exactly the same abstract relations in both moral and nonmoral situations. The fifth and final argument is that moral pronouncements cannot be rational judgments, since all moral actions are done for the final and foundational purpose of happiness. And no final or foundational purpose can be accounted for by reason. Hume concludes noting the distinct boundaries between reason and sentiment in moral judgment.


Deriving Ought From Is. Hume’s most influential attack on the role of reason in moral jugment is in Book III of his Treatise. He argues that rationalist discussions of morality all begin with statements of fact, such as "Jones is starving," and then conclude with a statement of obligation, such as "We should help feed Jones." According to Hume, it is impossible to rationally deduce statements of obligation from statements of fact. This view of Hume's is encapsulated in the dictum that, "Ought cannot be derived from is."


I cannot forbear adding to these reasonings an observation, which may, perhaps, be found of some importance. In every system of morality which I have hitherto met with, I have always remarked that the author proceeds for some time in the ordinary way of reasoning, and establishes the being of a God, or makes observations concerning human affairs. When of a sudden, I am surprized to find that, instead of the usual copulations of propositions, is and is not, I meet with no proposition that is not connected with an ought or an ought not. The change is imperceptible, but is, however, of the last [and greatest] consequence. For as this ought or ought not expresses some new relation or affirmation, it is necessary that it should be observed and explained. And at the same time, [it is necessary] that a reason should be given for (what seems altogether inconceivable) how this new relation can be a deduction from others, which are entirely different from it. But as authors do not commonly use this precaution, I shall presume to recommend it to the readers. And [I] am persuaded that this small attention would subvert all the vulgar systems of morality, and let us see that the distinction of vice and virtue is not founded merely on the relations of objects nor is perceived by reason. [The preceding paragraph is from A Treatise of Human Nature, Book 3, Part 1, Section 1.]

The Theory of Utility. In the 18th and early 19th centuries, Hume was known as the creator of the “theory of utility” especially as described in his moral Enquiry. The theory is this: useful and immediately agreeable actions are the only actions which a spectator will morally approve of. That is, utility and agreeability are the only intrinsic moral goods. Hume's proof of his thesis is straight forward. (1) He lists several actions (and virtues) of a moral agent which produce pleasing sentiments in the mind of the spectator. (2) He observes that all of these actions have the consequence of either utility (i.e. usefulness) or immediate agreeableness. Some of useful actions include charity, justice, benevolence, and telling the truth. Immediately agreeable actions include wit, eloquence, cleanliness, and pride. The bulk of the moral Enquiry -- seven of its nine chapters -- is devoted to this these first two tasks. (3) He then generalizes from this observation and concludes that all morally good actions are either useful or immediately agreeable.


Method Of Moral Investitation. Hume notes his intent to use the experimental method of reasoning in discovering the constituents of personal merit (Hume's term for morally applaudable conduct). He says he will begin by listing all those qualities (or virtues) which are traditionally admired.


But though this question, concerning the general principles of morals, be curious and important, it is needless for us, at present, to employ farther care in our researches concerning it. For if we can be so happy, in the course of this inquiry, as to discover the true origin of morals, it will then easily appear how far either sentiment or reason enters into all determinations of this nature. In order to attain this purpose, we shall endeavor to follow a very simple method: We shall analyze that complication of mental qualities, which form what, in common life, we call personal merit: We shall consider every attribute of the mind, which renders a man an object either of esteem and affection, or of hatred and contempt; every habit or sentiment or faculty, which , if ascribed to any person, implies either praise or blame, and may enter into any panegyric or satire of his character and manners. The quick sensibility, which, on this head, is so universal among humankind, gives a philosopher sufficient assurance, that he can never be considerably mistaken in framing the catalogue, or incur any danger of misplacing the objects of his contemplation: He needs only enter into his own breast for a moment, and consider whether or not he should desire to have this or that quality ascribed to him, and whether such or such an imputation would proceed from a friend or an enemy. The very nature of language guides us almost infallibly in forming a judgment of this nature; and as every tongue possesses one set of words which are taken in a good sense, and another in the opposite, the least acquaintance with the idiom suffices, without any reasoning, to direct us in collecting and arranging the estimable or blamable qualities of men. The only object of reasoning is to discover the circumstances on both sides, which are common to these qualities; to observe that particular in which the estimable qualities agree on the one hand, and the blamable on the other; and thence to reach the foundation of ethics, and find those universal principles, from which all censure or approbation is ultimately derived. As this is a question of fact, not of abstract science, we can only expect success, by following the experimental method, and deducing general maxims from a comparison of particular instances. 

(13)
Which version of the experimental method does Hume follow in his quest for personal merit?

The other scientifical method, where a general abstract principle is first established, and is afterwards branched out into a variety of inferences and conclusions, may be more perfect in itself, but suits less the imperfection of human nature, and is a common source of illusion and mistake in this as well as in other subjects. Men are now cured of their passion for hypotheses and systems in natural philosophy, and will hearken to no arguments but those which are derived from experience. it is full time they should attempt a like reformation in all moral disquisitions; and reject every system of ethics, however subtle or ingenious, which is not founded on fact and observation.

(14)
Which version of the experimental method does Hume not follow, and why?


Constituents of Personal Merit. In the concluding section of the Enquiry, Hume argues that an agent's character trait or action is approved of morally if and only if it is useful or agreeable to oneself or to others. 


It may justly appear surprising, that any man, in so late an age, should find it requisite to prove, by elaborate reasoning, that PERSONAL MERIT consists altogether in the possession of mental qualities, useful or agreeable to the person himself, or to others. It might be expected, that this principle would have occurred even to the first rude, unpracticed inquirers concerning morals, and been received from its own evidence, without any argument or disputation. Whatever is valuable in any kind, so naturally classes itself under the division of useful or agreeable, the utile or the dulce, that it is not easy to imagine, why we should ever seek farther, or consider the question as a matter of nice research or inquiry. And as every thing useful or agreeable must possess these qualities with regard either to the person himself or to others, the complete delineation or description of merit seems to be performed as naturally as a shadow is cast by the sun, or an image is reflected upon water. If the ground, on which the shadow is cast, be not broken and uneven; nor the surface, from which the image is reflected, disturbed and confused; a just figure is immediately presented, without any art or attention. And it seems a reasonable presumption, that systems and hypotheses have perverted our natural understanding; when a theory, so simple and obvious, could so long have escaped the most elaborate examination.


And as every quality, which is useful or agreeable to ourselves or others, is, in common life, allowed to be a part of personal merit; so no other will ever be received, where men judge of things by their natural, unprejudiced reason, without the delusive glosses of superstition and false religion. Celibacy, fasting, penance, mortification, self-denial, humility, silence, solitude, and the whole train of monkish virtues; for what reason are they every where rejected by men of sense, but because they serve to no manner of purpose; neither advance a man's fortune in the world, nor render him a more valuable member of society; neither qualify him for the entertainment of company, nor increase his power of self-enjoyment? We observe, on the contrary, that they cross all these desirable ends; stupify the understanding and harden the heart, obscure the fancy and sour the temper. We justly, therefore, transfer them to the opposite column, and place them in the catalogue of vices; nor has any superstition force sufficient among men of the world, to pervert entirely these natural sentiments. A gloomy, hair-brained enthusiast, after his death, may have a place in the calendar; but will scarcely ever be admitted, when alive, into intimacy and society, except by those who are as delirious and dismal as himself.

(15)
Why does Hume think that the so-called monkish virtues are, in fact, vices? 

THE DESIGN ARGUMENT FOR GOD

From his earliest philosophical productions, Hume was highly critical of religion and argued that religious belief was driven by superstition and fanaticism. In his middle 40s, he composed his Dialogues, which systematically attacks the most recent versions of the theological proofs, including the design argument. When Hume presented the manuscript of this work to his close friends, they were shocked by its controversial nature and discouraged him from ever publishing it. 20 years later as his health was rapidly declining, Hume made arrangements to have the Dialogues published after his death. The work finally appeared in 1779 and, as expected, it met with heated criticism. The Dialogues is a conversation between three principal characters: Cleanthes, Philo, and Demea. The initial design argument from analogy is presented by the character Cleanthes. 


[Cleanthes:] I shall briefly explain how I conceive this matter. Look round the world: contemplate the whole and every part of it: You will find it to be nothing but one great machine, subdivided into an infinite number of lesser machines, which again admit of subdivisions to a degree beyond what human senses and faculties can trace and explain. All these various machines, and even their most minute parts, are adjusted to each other with an accuracy which ravishes into admiration all men who have ever contemplated them. The curious adapting of means to ends, throughout all nature, resembles exactly, though it much exceeds, the productions of human contrivance; of human designs, thought, wisdom, and intelligence. Since, therefore, the effects resemble each other, we are led to infer, by all the rules of analogy, that the causes also resemble; and that the Author of Nature is somewhat similar to the mind of man, though possessed of much larger faculties, proportioned to the grandeur of the work which he has executed. By this argument a posteriori, and by this argument alone, do we prove at once the existence of a Deity, and his similarity to human mind and intelligence. [Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, Part 2]

(16) According to Cleanthes, in what ways is the world “one great machine”?


The Failure of the Analogy. Cleanthes’ design argument is then challenged by Philo – who here represents Hume’s views. A central assumption in the design argument is that the universe resembles a machine (premise two above). Perhaps there is some superficial resemblance between the two – such as with the circular movement of planets around the sun and the movement of gears within clocks. However, Philo argues that such resemblance doesn’t hold up to close scrutiny. The universe is quite different from human machines. Philo begins explaining a basic principle of logic: the more dissimilar two objects are, the weaker the analogy between those two objects becomes. 

[Philo:] ... That a stone will fall, that fire will burn, that the earth has solidity, we have observed a thousand and a thousand times; and when any new instance of this nature is presented, we draw without hesitation the accustomed inference. The exact similarity of the cases gives us a perfect assurance of a similar event; and a stronger evidence is never desired nor sought after. But wherever you depart, in the least, from the similarity of the cases, you diminish proportionably the evidence; and may at last bring it to a very weak analogy, which is confessedly liable to error and uncertainty. After having experienced the circulation of the blood in human creatures, we make no doubt that it takes place in Titius and Maevius. But from its circulation in frogs and fishes, it is only a presumption, though a strong one, from analogy, that it takes place in men and other animals. The analogical reasoning is much weaker, when we infer the circulation of the sap in vegetables from our experience that the blood circulates in animals; and those, who hastily followed that imperfect analogy, are found, by more accurate experiments, to have been mistaken.


If we see a house, Cleanthes, we conclude, with the greatest certainty, that it had an architect or builder; because this is precisely that species of effect which we have experienced to proceed from that species of cause. But surely you will not affirm, that the universe bears such a resemblance to a house, that we can with the same certainty infer a similar cause, or that the analogy is here entire and perfect. The dissimilitude is so striking, that the utmost you can here pretend to is a guess, a conjecture, a presumption concerning a similar cause; and how that pretension will be received in the world, I leave you to consider.

(17) Philo presents examples of weak analogies. Give one of these.


[Cleanthes:] It would surely be very ill received, replied Cleanthes; and I should be deservedly blamed and detested, did I allow, that the proofs of a Deity amounted to no more than a guess or conjecture. But is the whole adjustment of means to ends in a house and in the universe so slight a resemblance? The economy of final causes? The order, proportion, and arrangement of every part? Steps of a stair are plainly contrived, that human legs may use them in mounting; and this inference is certain and infallible. Human legs are also contrived for walking and mounting; and this inference, I allow, is not altogether so certain, because of the dissimilarity which you remark; but does it, therefore, deserve the name only of presumption or conjecture?

(18) Cleanthes responds to Philo by specifying the precise features that the universe has in common with objects of human design, such as houses. What are these features?

Philo insists again that any difference between two compared things weakens the analogy. Objects of human design such as houses certainly do exhibit intelligent thought. However, when we survey the various systems of the universe, we find many causal forces that do not apparently depend upon conscious thought. Why single out those that seem to require intelligent design as the main ones? 


[Philo:] That all inferences, Cleanthes, concerning fact, are founded on experience; and that all experimental reasonings are founded on the supposition that similar causes prove similar effects, and similar effects similar causes; I shall not at present much dispute with you. But observe, I entreat you, with what extreme caution all just reasoners proceed in the transferring of experiments to similar cases. Unless the cases be exactly similar, they repose no perfect confidence in applying their past observation to any particular phenomenon. Every alteration of circumstances occasions a doubt concerning the event; and it requires new experiments to prove certainly, that the new circumstances are of no moment or importance. A change in bulk, situation, arrangement, age, disposition of the air, or surrounding bodies; any of these particulars may be attended with the most unexpected consequences: And unless the objects be quite familiar to us, it is the highest temerity to expect with assurance, after any of these changes, an event similar to that which before fell under our observation. The slow and deliberate steps of philosophers here, if any where, are distinguished from the precipitate march of the vulgar, who, hurried on by the smallest similitude, are incapable of all discernment or consideration.


But can you think, Cleanthes, that your usual phlegm and philosophy have been preserved in so wide a step as you have taken, when you compared to the universe houses, ships, furniture, machines, and, from their similarity in some circumstances, inferred a similarity in their causes? Thought, design, intelligence, such as we discover in men and other animals, is no more than one of the springs and principles of the universe, as well as heat or cold, attraction or repulsion, and a hundred others, which fall under daily observation. It is an active cause, by which some particular parts of nature, we find, produce alterations on other parts. But can a conclusion, with any propriety, be transferred from parts to the whole? Does not the great disproportion bar all comparison and inference? From observing the growth of a hair, can we learn any thing concerning the generation of a man? Would the manner of a leaf’s blowing, even though perfectly known, afford us any instruction concerning the vegetation of a tree?

(19) What are some of the actuating “springs and principles” that the universe exhibits aside from intelligent design?


But, allowing that we were to take the operations of one part of nature upon another, for the foundation of our judgment concerning the origin of the whole, (which never can be admitted,) yet why select so minute, so weak, so bounded a principle, as the reason and design of animals is found to be upon this planet? What peculiar privilege has this little agitation of the brain which we call thought, that we must thus make it the model of the whole universe? Our partiality in our own favor does indeed present it on all occasions; but sound philosophy ought carefully to guard against so natural an illusion.

(10) What is Hume’s point when he refers to “this little agitation of the brain which we call thought”?


So far from admitting, continued Philo, that the operations of a part can afford us any just conclusion concerning the origin of the whole, I will not allow any one part to form a rule for another part, if the latter be very remote from the former. Is there any reasonable ground to conclude, that the inhabitants of other planets possess thought, intelligence, reason, or any thing similar to these faculties in men? When nature has so extremely diversified her manner of operation in this small globe, can we imagine that she incessantly copies herself throughout so immense a universe? And if thought, as we may well suppose, be confined merely to this narrow corner, and has even there so limited a sphere of action, with what propriety can we assign it for the original cause of all things? The narrow views of a peasant, who makes his domestic economy the rule for the government of kingdoms, is in comparison a pardonable sophism.


But were we ever so much assured, that a thought and reason, resembling the human, were to be found throughout the whole universe, and were its activity elsewhere vastly greater and more commanding than it appears in this globe; yet I cannot see, why the operations of a world constituted, arranged, adjusted, can with any propriety be extended to a world which is in its embryo state, and is advancing towards that constitution and arrangement. By observation, we know somewhat of the economy, action, and nourishment of a finished animal; but we must transfer with great caution that observation to the growth of a fetus in the womb, and still more to the formation of an animalcule in the loins of its male parent. Nature, we find, even from our limited experience, possesses an infinite number of springs and principles, which incessantly discover themselves on every change of her position and situation. And what new and unknown principles would actuate her in so new and unknown a situation as that of the formation of a universe, we cannot, without the utmost temerity, pretend to determine.


A very small part of this great system, during a very short time, is very imperfectly discovered to us; and do we thence pronounce decisively concerning the origin of the whole?


Admirable conclusion! Stone, wood, brick, iron, brass, have not, at this time, in this minute globe of earth, an order or arrangement without human art and contrivance; therefore the universe could not originally attain its order and arrangement, without something similar to human art. But is a part of nature a rule for another part very wide of the former? Is it a rule for the whole? Is a very small part a rule for the universe? Is nature in one situation, a certain rule for nature in another situation vastly different from the former?

(20) Philo argues that we cannot take a part of the universe and use it as a model for how the whole thing was created. What is the “part of the universe” that Philo has in mind?


And can you blame me, Cleanthes, if I here imitate the prudent reserve of Simonides, who, according to the noted story, being asked by Hiero, What God was? desired a day to think of it, and then two days more; and after that manner continually prolonged the term, without ever bringing in his definition or description? Could you even blame me, if I had answered at first, that I did not know, and was sensible that this subject lay vastly beyond the reach of my faculties? You might cry out skeptic and railler, as much as you pleased: but having found, in so many other subjects much more familiar, the imperfections and even contradictions of human reason, I never should expect any success from its feeble conjectures, in a subject so sublime, and so remote from the sphere of our observation. When two species of objects have always been observed to be conjoined together, I can infer, by custom, the existence of one wherever I see the existence of the other; and this I call an argument from experience. But how this argument can have place, where the objects, as in the present case, are single, individual, without parallel, or specific resemblance, may be difficult to explain. And will any man tell me with a serious countenance, that an orderly universe must arise from some thought and art like the human, because we have experience of it? To ascertain this reasoning, it were requisite that we had experience of the origin of worlds; and it is not sufficient, surely, that we have seen ships and cities arise from human art and contrivance.

(10) According to Philo, we have “no experience of the origin of the worlds.” Why is this a problem for the design argument?


Concerning the Infinity, Perfection, and Unity of the Creator. According to Philo, even if there is some indication of intelligent design in the natural world, this does not allow us to infer the existence of a single, all powerful, all knowing, and all good God. We must proportion the cause of a thing to the effects that we actually see. Since the universe (as an effect) is limited, diverse, and imperfect, we cannot infer that the designer (the cause) is unlimited, single, and perfect.


[Philo:] First, By this method of reasoning, you renounce all claim to infinity in any of the attributes of the Deity. For, as the cause ought only to be proportioned to the effect, and the effect, so far as it falls under our cognizance, is not infinite; what pretensions have we, upon your suppositions, to ascribe that attribute to the Divine Being? You will still insist, that, by removing him so much from all similarity to human creatures, we give in to the most arbitrary hypothesis, and at the same time weaken all proofs of his existence.


Secondly, You have no reason, on your theory, for ascribing perfection to the Deity, even in his finite capacity, or for supposing him free from every error, mistake, or incoherence, in his undertakings. There are many inexplicable difficulties in the works of Nature, which, if we allow a perfect author to be proved a priori, are easily solved, and become only seeming difficulties, from the narrow capacity of man, who cannot trace infinite relations. But according to your method of reasoning, these difficulties become all real; and perhaps will be insisted on, as new instances of likeness to human art and contrivance. At least, you must acknowledge, that it is impossible for us to tell, from our limited views, whether this system contains any great faults, or deserves any considerable praise, if compared to other possible, and even real systems. Could a peasant, if the Aneid were read to him, pronounce that poem to be absolutely faultless, or even assign to it its proper rank among the productions of human wit, he, who had never seen any other production?


But were this world ever so perfect a production, it must still remain uncertain, whether all the excellences of the work can justly be ascribed to the workman. If we survey a ship, what an exalted idea must we form of the ingenuity of the carpenter who framed so complicated, useful, and beautiful a machine? And what surprise must we feel, when we find him a stupid mechanic, who imitated others, and copied an art, which, through a long succession of ages, after multiplied trials, mistakes, corrections, deliberations, and controversies, had been gradually improving? Many worlds might have been botched and bungled, throughout an eternity, ere this system was struck out; much labor lost, many fruitless trials made; and a slow, but continued improvement carried on during infinite ages in the art of world-making. In such subjects, who can determine, where the truth; nay, who can conjecture where the probability lies, amidst a great number of hypotheses which may be proposed, and a still greater which may be imagined?

(21) According to Philo, many worlds might have been “botched and bungled, throughout an eternity” before this one was created. What does this imply about the nature of the creator or creators?


And what shadow of an argument, continued Philo, can you produce, from your hypothesis, to prove the unity of the Deity? A great number of men join in building a house or ship, in rearing a city, in framing a commonwealth; why may not several deities combine in contriving and framing a world? This is only so much greater similarity to human affairs. By sharing the work among several, we may so much further limit the attributes of each, and get rid of that extensive power and knowledge, which must be supposed in one deity, and which, according to you, can only serve to weaken the proof of his existence. And if such foolish, such vicious creatures as man, can yet often unite in framing and executing one plan, how much more those deities or demons, whom we may suppose several degrees more perfect!


To multiply causes without necessity, is indeed contrary to true philosophy: but this principle applies not to the present case. Were one deity antecedently proved by your theory, who were possessed of every attribute requisite to the production of the universe; it would be needless, I own, (though not absurd,) to suppose any other deity existent. But while it is still a question, Whether all these attributes are united in one subject, or dispersed among several independent beings, by what phenomena in nature can we pretend to decide the controversy? Where we see a body raised in a scale, we are sure that there is in the opposite scale, however concealed from sight, some counterpoising weight equal to it; but it is still allowed to doubt, whether that weight be an aggregate of several distinct bodies, or one uniform united mass. And if the weight requisite very much exceeds any thing which we have ever seen conjoined in any single body, the former supposition becomes still more probable and natural. An intelligent being of such vast power and capacity as is necessary to produce the universe, or, to speak in the language of ancient philosophy, so prodigious an animal exceeds all analogy, and even comprehension.

(22) Why, according to Philo, can we not say that the creator is a single being?


But further, Cleanthes: men are mortal, and renew their species by generation; and this is common to all living creatures. The two great sexes of male and female, says Milton, animate the world. Why must this circumstance, so universal, so essential, be excluded from those numerous and limited deities? Behold, then, the theogony of ancient times brought back upon us.


And why not become a perfect Anthropomorphite? Why not assert the deity or deities to be corporeal, and to have eyes, a nose, mouth, ears, etc.? Epicurus maintained, that no man had ever seen reason but in a human figure; therefore the gods must have a human figure. And this argument, which is deservedly so much ridiculed by Cicero, becomes, according to you, solid and philosophical.


In a word, Cleanthes, a man who follows your hypothesis is able perhaps to assert, or conjecture, that the universe, sometime, arose from something like design: but beyond that position he cannot ascertain one single circumstance; and is left afterwards to fix every point of his theology by the utmost license of fancy and hypothesis. This world, for aught he knows, is very faulty and imperfect, compared to a superior standard; and was only the first rude essay of some infant deity, who afterwards abandoned it, ashamed of his lame performance: it is the work only of some dependent, inferior deity; and is the object of derision to his superiors: it is the production of old age and dotage in some superannuated deity; and ever since his death, has run on at adventures, from the first impulse and active force which it received from him.

(23) If the world was created by a deity, what, according to Philo, might the evidence suggest about the nature of this deity?

RELIGION AND MORALITY

Hume was the first philosopher in the modern period of philosophy to drive a wedge between religion and morality, separating the two completely. He was so suspicious of the behavior of religious people that, as James Boswell reports, “when he heard a man was religious, he concluded he was a rascal.” Hume addresses the issue from several perspectives.  

 The selections below are from three of his works: “Of National Characters” (1748), Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (1779) and The Natural History of Religion (1757). 
The Questionable Character of the Clergy

In his 1748 essay “Of National Characters” Hume includes a discussion of the moral character of the clergy, and his assessment is anything but flattering. They fake their religious conviction much of the time, they feel that “everything is lawful to the saints,” their vocational ambition can only be satisfied by promoting ignorance and superstition, they are abnormally conceited, they band together with other clergy to suppress antagonists, they become abnormally furious when contradicted, and their temperament is abnormally grave and serious. Hume’s aim goes beyond mere character assassination: religious institutions, he believes, are a major  psychological cause of religious belief, and by debunking the cause we can help reduce the effect.

It is a trite, but not altogether a false maxim, that “Priests of all religions are the same;” and though the character of the profession will not, in every instance, prevail over the personal character, yet it is sure always to predominate with the greater number. For as Chemists observe, that spirits, when raised to a certain height, are all the same, from whatever materials they be extracted; so these men, being elevated above humanity, acquire a uniform character, which is entirely their own, and which, in my opinion, is, generally speaking, not the most amiable, that is to be met with in human society. It is, in most points, opposite to that of a soldier; as is the way of life, from which it is derived.


Though all mankind have a strong propensity to religion at certain times and in certain dispositions; yet are there few or none, who have it to that degree, and with that constancy, which is requisite to support the character of this profession. It must, therefore, happen, that clergymen, being drawn from the common mass of mankind, as people are to other employments, by the views of profit, the greatest part, though no atheists or freethinkers, will find it necessary, on particular occasions, to feign more devotion than they are, at the time, possessed of, and to maintain the appearance of fervor and seriousness, even when jaded with the exercises of their religion, or when they have their minds engaged in the common occupations of life. They must not, like the rest of the world, give scope to their natural movements and sentiments; they must set a guard over their looks and words and actions; and in order to support the veneration paid them by the ignorant vulgar, they must not only keep a remarkable reserve, but must promote the spirit of superstition, by a continued grimace and hypocrisy. This dissimulation often destroys the candor and ingenuity of their tempers, and makes an irreparable breach in their characters.


If by chance any of them be possessed of a temper more susceptible of devotion, than usual, so that he has but little occasion for hypocrisy to support the character of his profession; it is so natural for him to over-rate this advantage, and to think it atones for every violation of morality, that frequently he is not more virtuous than the hypocrite. And though few dare openly avow these exploded opinions, “that everything is lawful to the saints, and that they alone have a property in their goods;” yet may we observe, that these principles lurk in every bosom, and represent a zeal for religious observances as so great a merit, that it may compensate for many vices and enormities. This observation is so common, that all prudent men are on their guard, when they meet with any extraordinary appearance of religion; though at the same time they confess, that there are many exceptions to the general rule, and that probity and superstition are far from being incompatible.


Most men are ambitious; but the ambition of other men may commonly be satisfied by excelling in their particular profession, and thereby promoting the interests of society. The ambition of the clergy can often be satisfied only by promoting ignorance and superstition and implicit faith and pious frauds. And having got what Archimedes only wanted (viz. another world, on which he could fix his engines) no wonder they move this world at their pleasure.


Most men have an over-weaning conceit of themselves, but these have a peculiar temptation to that vice, who are regarded with such veneration, and are even deemed sacred, by the ignorant multitude.


Most men are apt to bear a particular regard for the members of their own profession; but as a lawyer, or physician, or merchant does, each of them, follow out his business apart, the interests of these professions are not so closely united as the interests of clergymen of the same religion; where the whole body gains by the veneration, paid to their common tenets, and by the suppression of antagonists.


Few men can bear contradiction with patience; but the clergy too often proceed even to a degree of fury on this article; because all their credit and livelihood depend upon the belief, which their opinions meet with; and they alone pretend to a divine and supernatural authority, or have any color for representing their antagonists as impious and profane. The Odium Theologicum, or theological hatred, is noted even to a proverb, and means that degree of rancor, which is the most furious and implacable.


Thus many of the vices of human nature are, by fixed moral causes, inflamed in that profession; and though several individuals escape the contagion, yet all wise governments will be on their guard against the attempts of a society, who will for ever combine into one faction, and while it acts as a society, will for ever be actuated by ambition, pride, and a persecuting spirit.


The temper of religion is grave and serious; and this is the character required of priests, which confines them to strict rules of decency, and commonly prevents irregularity and intemperance amongst them. The gaiety, much less the excesses of pleasure, is not permitted in that body; and this virtue is, perhaps, the only one they owe to their profession. In religions, indeed, founded on speculative principles, and where public discourses make a part of religious service, it may also be supposed that the clergy will have a considerable share in the learning of the times; though it is certain that their taste in eloquence will always be better than their skill in reasoning and philosophy. But whoever possesses the other noble virtues of humanity, meekness, and moderation, as very many of them, no doubt, do, is beholden for them to nature or reflection, not to the genius of his calling.” 


Human Moral Qualities do not Apply to God. First, Hume argues that our purely philosophical conceptions of God do not entitle us to ascribe to God the moral attributes that we see in human nature. Human moral sentiments are linked to our biological nature and our survival. Since, God’s nature -- as traditionally understood -- infinitely surpasses that of human nature, then our human notions of morality cannot apply to him.
 When I read a volume, I enter into the mind and intention of the author: I become him, in a manner, for the instant; and have an immediate feeling and conception of those ideas which revolved in his imagination while employed in that composition. But so near an approach we never surely can make to the Deity. His ways are not our ways. His attributes are perfect, but incomprehensible. And this volume of nature contains a great and inexplicable riddle, more than any intelligible discourse or reasoning.


The ancient Platonists, you know, were the most religious and devout of all the Pagan philosophers; yet many of them, particularly Plotinus, expressly declare, that intellect or understanding is not to be ascribed to the Deity; and that our most perfect worship of him consists, not in acts of veneration, reverence, gratitude, or love; but in a certain mysterious self-annihilation, or total extinction of all our faculties. These ideas are, perhaps, too far stretched; but still it must be acknowledged, that, by representing the Deity as so intelligible and comprehensible, and so similar to a human mind, we are guilty of the grossest and most narrow partiality, and make ourselves the model of the whole universe.


All the sentiments of the human mind, gratitude, resentment, love, friendship, approbation, blame, pity, emulation, envy, have a plain reference to the state and situation of man, and are calculated for preserving the existence and promoting the activity of such a being in such circumstances. It seems, therefore, unreasonable to transfer such sentiments to a supreme existence, or to suppose him actuated by them; and the phenomena besides of the universe will not support us in such a theory. All our ideas, derived from the senses, are confessedly false and illusive; and cannot therefore be supposed to have place in a supreme intelligence: And as the ideas of internal sentiment, added to those of the external senses, compose the whole furniture of human understanding, we may conclude, that none of the materials of thought are in any respect similar in the human and in the divine intelligence. Now, as to the manner of thinking; how can we make any comparison between them, or suppose them any wise resembling? Our thought is fluctuating, uncertain, fleeting, successive, and compounded; and were we to remove these circumstances, we absolutely annihilate its essence, and it would in such a case be an abuse of terms to apply to it the name of thought or reason. At least if it appear more pious and respectful (as it really is) still to retain these terms, when we mention the Supreme Being, we ought to acknowledge, that their meaning, in that case, is totally incomprehensible; and that the infirmities of our nature do not permit us to reach any ideas which in the least correspond to the ineffable sublimity of the Divine attributes.


Popular Conceptions of God as Cruel and Spiteful. Setting aside our philosophical conceptions of God, Hume argues that in our more popular conceptions of God we actually see God as an immoral being. He is cruel and spiteful. 

The primary religion of mankind arises chiefly from an anxious fear of future events; and what ideas will naturally be entertained of invisible, unknown powers, while men lie under dismal apprehensions of any kind, may easily be conceived. Every image of vengeance, severity, cruelty, and malice must occur, and must augment the ghastliness and horror, which oppresses the amazed religionist. A panic having once seized the mind, the active fancy still farther multiplies the objects of terror; while that profound darkness, or, what is worse, that glimmering light, with which we are environed, represents the specters of divinity under the most dreadful appearances imaginable. And no idea of perverse wickedness can be framed, which those terrified devotees do not readily, without scruple, apply to their deity.

(24) Why do we see God as cruel or evil?


This appears the natural state of religion, when surveyed in one light. But if we consider, on the other hand, that spirit of praise and eulogy, which necessarily has place in all religions, and which is the consequence of these very terrors, we must expect a quite contrary system of theology to prevail. Every virtue, every excellence, must be ascribed to the divinity, and no exaggeration will be deemed sufficient to reach those perfections, with which he is endowed. Whatever strains of panegyric can be invented, are immediately embrace, without consulting any arguments or phenomena: It is esteemed a sufficient confirmation of them, that they give us more magnificent ideas of the divine objects of our worship and adoration.


Here therefore is a kind of contradiction between the different principles of human nature, which enter into religion. Our natural terrors present the notion of a devilish and malicious deity: Our propensity to adulation leads us to acknowledge an excellent and divine. And the influence of these opposite principles are various, according to the different situation of the human understanding.


In very barbarous and ignorant nations, such as the Africans and Indians, nay even the Japanese, who can form no extensive ideas of power and knowledge, worship may be paid to a being, whom they confess to be wicked and detestable; though they may be cautious, perhaps, of pronouncing this judgment of him in public, or in his temple, where he may be supposed to hear their reproaches.


Such rude, imperfect ideas of the Divinity adhere long to all idolaters; and it may safely be affirmed, that the Greeks themselves never got entirely rid of them. It is remarked by Xenophon, in praise of Socrates, that this philosopher assented not to the vulgar opinion, which supposed the gods to know some things, and be ignorant of others: He maintained, that they knew every thing; what was done, said, or even thought. But as this was a strain of philosophy much above the conception of his countrymen, we need not be surprised, if very frankly, in their books and conversation, they blamed the deities, whom they worshipped in their temples. It is observable, that Herodotus in particular scruples not, in many passages, to ascribe envy to the gods; a sentiment, of all others, the most suitable to a mean and devilish nature. The pagan hymns, however, sung in public worship, contained nothing but epithets of praise; even while the actions ascribed to the gods were the most barbarous and detestable. When Timotheus, the poet, recited a hymn to Diana, in which he enumerated, with the greatest eulogies, all the actions and attributes of that cruel, capricious goddess: May your daughter, said one present, become such as the deity whom you celebrate.


But as men farther exalt their idea of their divinity; it is their notion of his power and knowledge only, not of his goodness, which is improved. On the contrary, in proportion to the supposed extent of his science and authority, their terrors naturally augment; while they believe, that no secrecy can conceal them from his scrutiny, and that even the inmost recesses of their breast lie open before him. They must then be careful not to form expressly any sentiment of blame and disapprobation. All must be applause, ravishment, ecstasy. And while their gloomy apprehensions make them ascribe to him measures of conduct, which, in human creatures, would be highly blamed, they must still affect to praise and admire that conduct in the object of their devotional addresses. Thus it may safely be affirmed, that popular religions are really, in the conception of their more vulgar votaries, a species of demonism; and the higher the deity is exalted in power and knowledge, the lower of course is he depressed in goodness and benevolence; whatever epithets of praise may be bestowed on him by his amazed adorers. Among idolaters, the words may be false, and belie the secret opinion: But among more exalted religionists, the opinion itself contracts a kind of falsehood, and belies the inward sentiment. The heart secretly defects such measures of cruel and implacable vengeance; but the judgment dares not but pronounce them perfect and adorable. And the additional misery of this inward struggle aggravates all the other terrors, by which these unhappy victims to superstition are for ever haunted.

(25) Hume argues that since we believe that God can see all, then we have to hide our bad feelings about his evil. In our hearts, though, what is our secret attitude?

The problem Hume raises is whether God can be considered good if he sometimes acts maliciously and thereby violates his own moral codes. Hume closes by suggesting a solution to this problem.


Lucian observes that a young man, who reads the history of the gods in Homer or Hesiod, and finds their factions, wars, injustice, incest, adultery, and other immoralities so highly celebrated, is much surprised afterwards, when he comes into the world, to observe that punishments are by law inflicted on the same actions, which he had been taught to ascribe to superior beings. The contradiction is still perhaps stronger between the representations given us by some later religions and our natural ideas of generosity, lenity, impartiality, and justice; and in proportion to the multiplied terrors of these religions, the barbarous conceptions of the divinity are multiplied upon us. Nothing can preserve untainted the genuine principles of morals in our judgment of human conduct, but the absolute necessity of these principles to the existence of society. If common conception can indulge princes in a system of ethics, somewhat different from that which should regulate private persons; how much more those superior beings, whose attributes, views, and nature are so totally unknown to us? Sunt superis sua jura. The gods have maxims of justice peculiar to themselves.
(26) Based on the common conception of a prince's moral obligation, how does Hume suggest that we resolve his conflict between the good and bad moral attributes of God?

Hume's solution, however, is not a sincere solution for it merely says that God has special license to perform evil actions. The problem remains that the religious practitioner sometimes views God as an evil being.


Bad Influence of Popular Religions on Morality. Hume argues that in our attempts to gain God’s favor, we are not content to simply be moral, but we fall back on absurd religions rituals. That is, a religious person who aims at pleasing God will not have morality on his mind. He begins this discussion by describing the problem: people do not seek God’s favor through morality.

 Here I cannot forbear observing a fact, which may be worth the attention of such as make human nature the object of their inquiry. It is certain, that, in every religion, however sublime the verbal definition which it gives of its divinity, many of the votaries, perhaps the greatest number, will still seek the divine favor, not by virtue and good morals, which alone can be acceptable to a perfect being, but either by frivolous observances, by intemperate zeal, by rapturous ecstasies, or by the belief of mysterious and absurd opinions. The least part of the [Zoroastrian] Sadder, as well as of the [Hebrew] Pentateuch, consists in precepts of morality; and we may also be assured, that that part was always the least observed and regarded. When the old Romans were attacked with a pestilence, they never ascribed their sufferings to their vices, or dreamed of repentance and amendment. They never thought, that they were the general robbers of the world, whose ambition and avarice made desolate the earth, and reduced opulent nations to want and beggary. They only created a dictator, in order to drive a nail into a door; and by that means, they thought that they had sufficiently appeased their incensed deity. 


In Aegina, one faction forming a conspiracy, barbarously and treacherously assassinated seven hundred of their fellow- citizens; and carried their fury so far, that, one miserable fugitive having fled to the temple, they cut off his hands, by which he clung to the gates, and carrying him out of holy ground, immediately murdered him. By this impiety, says Herodotus, (not by the other many cruel assassinations) they offended the gods, and contracted an inexpiable guilt.


Nay, if we should suppose, what never happens, that a popular religion were found, in which it was expressly declared, that nothing but morality could gain the divine favor; if an order of priests were instituted to inculcate this opinion, in daily sermons, and with all the arts of persuasion; yet so inveterate are the people’s prejudices, that, for want of some other superstition, they would make the very attendance on these sermons the essentials of religion, rather than place them in virtue and good morals. The sublime prologue of Zaleucus’s laws inspired not the Locrians, so far as we can learn, with any sounder notions of the measures of acceptance with the deity, than were familiar to the other Greeks.


This observation, then, holds universally: But still one may be at some loss to account for it. It is sufficient to observe, that the people, everywhere, degrade their deities into a similitude with themselves, and consider them merely as a species of human creatures, somewhat more potent and intelligent. This will not remove the difficulty. For there is no man so stupid, as that, judging by his natural reason, he would not esteem virtue and honesty the most valuable qualities, which any person could possess. Why not ascribe the same sentiment to his deity? Why not make all religion, or the chief part of it, to consist in these attainments?


Nor is it satisfactory to say, that the practice of morality is more difficult than that of superstition; and is therefore rejected. For, not to mention the excessive penances of the [Hindu] Brahmans and [Buddhist] Talapoins; it is certain, that the Ramadan of the [Muslin] Turks, during which the poor wretches, for many days, often in the hottest months of the year, and in some of the hottest climates of the world, remain without eating or drinking from the rising to the setting sun; this Ramadan, I say, must be more severe than the practice of any moral duty, even to the most vicious and depraved of mankind. The four Lents of the Muscovites, and the austerities of some Roman Catholics, appear more disagreeable than meekness and benevolence. In short, all virtue, when men are reconciled to it by ever so little practice, is agreeable: All superstition is for ever odious and burdensome.

 Hume suggests several possibilities for why people do not seek God’s favor through morality. First, perhaps we see the deities as projections of our human nature, which is sometimes evil. He rejects this explanation, though, since even humans place value on virtue. Second, he suggests that being moral is more difficult than being superstitious. Again, though, he rejects this possible explanation since some superstitions are rigorous, whereas virtue is very agreeable. 


Perhaps, the following account may be received as a true solution of the difficulty. The duties, which a man performs as a friend or parent, seem merely owing to his benefactor or children; nor can he be wanting to these duties, without breaking through all the ties of nature and morality. A strong inclination may prompt him to the performance: A sentiment of order and moral obligation joins its force to these natural ties: And the whole man, if truly virtuous, is drawn to his duty, without any effort or endeavor. Even with regard to the virtues, which are more austere, and more founded on reflection, such as public spirit, filial duty, temperance, or integrity; the moral obligation, in our apprehension, removes all pretension to religious merit; and the virtuous conduct is deemed no more than what we owe to society and to ourselves. In all this, a superstitious man finds nothing, which he has properly performed for the sake of this deity, or which can peculiarly recommend him to the divine favor and protection. He considers not, that the most genuine method of serving the divinity is by promoting the happiness of his creatures. He still looks out for some more immediate service of the supreme Being, in order to allay those terrors, with which he is haunted. And any practice, recommended to him, which either serves to no purpose in life, or offers the strongest violence to his natural inclinations; that practice he will the more readily embrace, on account of those very circumstances, which should make him absolutely reject it. It seems the more purely religious, because it proceeds from no mixture of any other motive or consideration. 

(27)
What is Hume's final explanation for why we seek God's favor through superstition, rather than through morality?

And if, for its sake, he sacrifices much of his ease and quiet, his claim of merit appear still to rise upon him, in proportion to the zeal and devotion which he discovers. In restoring a loan, or paying a debt, his divinity is nowise beholden to him; because these acts of justice are what he was bound to perform, and what many would have performed, were there no god in the universe. But if he fast a day, or give himself a sound whipping; this has a direct reference, in his opinion, to the service of God. No other motive could engage him to such austerities. By these distinguished marks of devotion, he has now acquired the divine favor; and may expect, in recompense, protection and safety in this world, and eternal happiness in the next. 


Hence the greatest crimes have been found, in many instances, compatible with a superstitious piety and devotion: Hence, it is justly regarded as unsafe to draw any certain inference in favor of a man’s morals from the fervor or strictness of his religious exercises, even though he himself believe them sincere. Nay, it has been observed, that enormities of the blackest dye have been rather apt to produce superstitious terrors, and increase the religious passion. Bomilcar, having formed a conspiracy for assassinating at once the whole senate of Carthage, and invading the liberties of his country, lost the opportunity, from a continual regard to omens and prophecies. Those who undertake the most criminal and most dangerous enterprises are commonly the most superstitious; as an ancient historian remarks on this occasion. Their devotion and spiritual faith rise with their fears. Catiline was not contented with the established deities, and received rites of the national religion: His anxious terrors made him seek new inventions of this kind; which he never probably had dreamed of, had he remained a good citizen, and obedient to the laws of his country.


To which we may add, that, after the commission of crimes, there arise remorses and secret horrors, which give no rest to the mind, but make it have recourse to religious rites and ceremonies, as expiations of its offences. Whatever weakens or disorders the internal frame promotes the interests of superstition: And nothing is more destructive to them than a manly, steady virtue, which either preserves us from disastrous, melancholy accidents, or teaches us to bear them. During such calm sunshine of the mind, these specters of false divinity never make their appearance. On the other hand, while we abandon ourselves to the natural undisciplined suggestions of our timid and anxious hearts, every kind of barbarity is ascribed to the supreme Being, from the terrors with which we are agitated; and every kind of caprice, from the methods which we embrace in order to appease him. Barbarity, caprice; these qualities, however nominally disguised, we may universally observe, form the ruling character of the deity in popular religions. Even priests, instead of correcting these depraved ideas of mankind, have often been found ready to foster and encourage them. The more tremendous the divinity is represented, the more tame and submissive do men become to his ministers: And the more unaccountable the measures of acceptance required by him, the more necessary does it become to abandon our natural reason, and yield to their ghostly guidance and direction. Thus it may be allowed, that the artifices of men aggravate our natural infirmities and follies of this kind, but never originally beget them. Their root strikes deeper into the mind, and springs from the essential and universal properties of human nature. 

(28)
For Hume, what is the relation between religious superstition and morality?

#CHAPTER 5

LATE MODERN AND 19TH-CENTURY PHILOSOPHY

Beginning in the late 18th-century, philosophers attempted to move away from the views of both the rationalists and empiricists, and two movements in particular emerged in reaction to Hume’s skeptical empiricism. The first was the school of Scottish common sense philosophy, championed by Thomas Reid, and adopted by later Scottish philosophers including Dugald Stewart and William Hamilton. Scottish common sense philosophers believed that we are all naturally implanted with an array of common sense beliefs and these beliefs are in fact the foundation of truth. The second movement, initiated by Immanuel Kant, was German idealism, which grounded philosophical truths in mind or spirit, rather than in external physical reality. Kant tried to take a middle road between rationalism and empiricism by stressing that, the while the mind plays a constructive role in knowledge, mental activity is limited to possible objects of experience. But Kant’s most influential followers, particularly Johann Gottlieb Fichte, and Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, were less restrained. Throughout the 19th-century these two movements impacted not only the field of philosophy, but the blossoming field of psychology as well. 


In Britain, the empiricist tradition was powerfully supported by John Stuart Mill, whose ethical and political thought has profoundly influenced democratic and liberal conceptions of community. But even in Britain, post-Kantian forms of idealism became quite prominent by the end of the century. New forms of resistance to rationalism and speculative thought generally also appeared at this time, particularly in the works of Søren Kierkegaard and Friedrich Nietzsche, both of whom are often regarded as forerunners of the 20th century movement known as “existentialism.” Moreover Nietzche in particular has also been of source for developments in the later part of the 20th century often lumped together under the term “post-modernism.” The 19th century was indeed a time of cultural and intellectual turmoil, which produced currents that continue to run deep at the present day. Selections in this chapter are from the writings of (a) Reid, (b) Kant, (c) Hegel, (d) Kierkegaard, (e) Mill and (f) Nietzsche.

A. THOMAS REID 

Scottish philosopher Thomas Reid (1710-1796) was educated in divinity and for some years was a minister. Later in life he held university teaching positions in Aberdeen and after that in Edinburgh. Reid was disturbed by the increasingly skeptical trend in philosophy, which he believed began with Descartes and culminated with Hume. In 1764 he published his Inquiry into the Human Mind on the Principles of Common Sense, in which he attributes the source of this skepticism to a faulty theory of perception. Reid refined his theory in two later works, Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man (1785) and Essays on the Active Powers of Man (1788). The selections below are from Reid’s Inquiry; section titles are as appear in this work. 
INTRODUCTION

In the Introduction to his Inquiry, Reid argues that modern philosophers adopted an erroneous philosophical position that he calls the theory of ideas. The specific mistake consists of holding that we never perceive real objects themselves, but only mental images (ideas) of those objects. For example, according to this view, when I look at a table in front of me, I do not actually see the real table, but only a mental copy of it. Hume clearly advocates this position in his Enquiry when writing that “nothing can ever be present to the mind but an image or perception, and that the senses are only the inlets, through which these images are conveyed.” According to Reid, this view leads to skepticism, since it eliminates the possibility of knowledge of the external world: all that we ever know are our mental images. In contrast to the theory of ideas, Reid offers his own theory of perception, a theory that explains how our senses give us direct knowledge of objects without relying on mental images as middlemen. For Reid, when I perceive the table in front of me, I have some conception of the real table itself, and instinctive principles of common sense convince me that the table indeed exists.

Sect. 5: Of Bishop Berkeley; the Treatise of Human Nature; and of Skepticism. Reid argues that Descartes, Malebranche and Locke quietly and unknowingly laid the foundation of philosophical skepticism. With Berkeley and Hume, though, we find blatant and outrageous skeptical assertions, such as the non-existence of the material world. 


The present age, I apprehend, has not produced two more acute or more practiced in this part of philosophy, than the Bishop of Cloyne, and the author of the Treatise of human nature [i.e., Hume]. The first [i.e., Berkeley] was no friend to skepticism, but had that warm concern for religious and moral principles which became his order: yet the result of his inquiry was, a serious conviction, that there is no such thing as a material world; nothing in nature but spirits and ideas: and that the belief of material substances, and of abstract ideas, are the chief causes of all our errors in philosophy, and of all infidelity and heresy in religion. His arguments are founded upon the principles which were formerly laid down by Descartes, Malebranche, and Locke, and which have been very generally received.


And the opinion of the ablest judges seems to be, that they neither have been, nor can be confuted; and that he hath proved, by unanswerable arguments, what no man in his senses can believe.


The second [i.e., Hume] proceeds upon the same principles, but carries them to their full length; and as the Bishop undid the whole material world, this author, upon the same grounds, undoes the world of spirits, and leaves nothing in nature but ideas and impressions, without any subject on which they may be impressed.

(1) According to Reid, Berkeley began by denying the material world; following in Berkeley’s footsteps, what else did Hume deny?

Reid is referring here to Hume’s view of personal identity, namely, that we do not have a unified notion of the self, but instead experience only a bundle of fleeting mental perceptions. Reid points out the absurdity of Hume’s view, and notes that Hume himself could not act consistently with it. Reid similarly notes that ancient skeptics were incapable of living in accord with their own skeptical philosophy.


It seems to be a peculiar strain of humor in this author [i.e., Hume] to set out in his introduction, by promising, with a grave face, no less than a complete system of the sciences, upon a foundation entirely new, to wit, that of human nature; when the intention of the whole work is to show, that there is neither human nature nor science in the world. It may perhaps be unreasonable to complain of this conduct in an author, who neither believes his own existence, nor that of his reader; and therefore could not mean to disappoint him, or to laugh at his credulity. Yet I cannot imagine, that the author of the Treatise of human nature is so skeptical as to plead this apology. He believed, against his principles, that he should be read, and that he should retain his personal identity, till he reaped the honor and reputation justly due to his metaphysical acumen. Indeed he ingenuously acknowledges, that it was only in solitude and retirement that he could yield any assent to his own philosophy; society, like daylight, dispelled the darkness and fogs of skepticism, and made him yield to the dominion of common sense. Nor did I ever hear him charged with doing any thing, even in solitude, that argued such a degree of skepticism as his principles maintain. Surely if his friends apprehended this, they would have the charity never to leave him alone.


Pyrrho the Elea, the father of this [skeptical] philosophy, seems to have carried it to greater perfection than any of his successors; for if we may believe Antigonus the Carystian, quoted by Diogenes Laertius, his life corresponded to his doctrine. And therefore, if a cart run against him, or a dog attacked him, or if he came upon a precipice, he would not stir a foot to avoid the danger, giving no credit to his senses. But his attendants, who, happily for him, were not so great skeptics, took care to keep him out of harm’s way; so that he lived till he was ninety years of age. Nor is it to be doubted, but this author’s friends would have been equally careful to keep him from harm, if ever his principles had taken too strong a hold of him.


It is probable the Treatise of human nature was not written in company; yet it contains manifest indications, that the author every now and then relapsed into the faith of the vulgar, and could hardly, for half a dozen pages, keep up the skeptical character.


In like manner, the great Pyrrho himself forgot his principles on some occasions; and is said once to have been in such a passion with his cook, who probably had not roasted his dinner to his mind, that with the spit in his hand, and the meat upon it, he pursued him even into the market-place.


It is a bold philosophy that rejects, without ceremony, principles which irresistibly govern the belief and the conduct of all mankind in the common concerns of life; and to which the philosopher himself must yield, after he imagines he hath confuted them. Such principles are older, and of more authority, than philosophy: she rests upon them as her basis, not they upon her. If she could overturn them, she must be buried in their ruins; but all the engines of philosophical subtlety are too weak for this purpose, and the attempt is no less ridiculous, than if a mechanic should contrive an axis in peritrochio to remove the earth out of its place; or if a mathematician should pretend to demonstrate, that things equal to the same thing, are not equal to one another.


Zeno endeavored to demonstrate the impossibility of motion; Hobbes, that there was no difference between right and wrong; and this author, that no credit is to be given to our senses, to our memory, or even to demonstration. Such philosophy is justly ridiculous, even to those who cannot detect the fallacy of it. It can have no other tendency, than to show the acuteness of the sophist, at the expense of disgracing reason and human nature, and making mankind Yahoos.

(2) What are some of the absurd views held by skeptics?

Sect 6: Of the Treatise of Human Nature. Hume published his Treatise of Human Nature anonymously. Even though everyone knew that Hume was the author, out of respect for Hume – whom Reid actually admired – Reid did not attack Hume by name. Reid points out how far Hume’s theory falls short of conveying a true account of human nature.


There are other prejudices against this system of human nature, which, even upon a general view, may make one diffident of it.


Des Cartes, Hobbes, and this author, have each of them given us a system of human nature; an undertaking too vast for any one man, how great soever his genius and abilities may be. There must surely be reason to apprehend, that many parts of human nature never came under their observation; and that others have been stretched and distorted, to fill up blanks, and complete the system. Christopher Columbus, or Sebastian Cabot, might almost as reasonably have undertaken to give us a complete map of America.


There is a certain character and style in nature’s works, which is never attained in the most perfect imitation of them. This seems to be wanting in the systems of human nature I have mentioned, and particularly in the last. One may see a puppet make a variety of motions and gesticulations, which strike much at first view; but when it is accurately observed, and taken to pieces, our admiration ceases; we comprehend the whole art of the maker. How unlike is it to that which it represents, what a poor piece of work compared with the body of a man, whose structure the more we know, the more wonders we discover in it, and the more sensible we are of our ignorance! Is the mechanism of the mind so easily comprehended, when that of the body is so difficult? Yet by this system, three laws of association, joined to a few original feelings, explain the whole mechanism of sense, imagination, memory, belief, and of all the actions and passions of the mind. Is this the man that nature made? I suspect it is not so easy to look behind the scenes in nature’s work. This is a puppet surely, contrived by too bold an apprentice of nature, to mimic her work. It shows tolerably by candle light, but brought into clear day, and taken to pieces, it will appear to be a man made with mortar and a trowel. The more we know of other parts of nature, the more we like and approve them. The little I know of the planetary system; of the earth which we inhabit; of minerals, vegetables, and animals; of my own body, and of the laws which obtain in these parts of nature; opens to my mind grand and beautiful scenes, and contributes equally to my happiness and power. But when I look within, and consider the mind itself which makes me capable of all these prospects and enjoyments; if it is indeed what the Treatise of human nature makes it, I find I have been only in an enchanted castle, imposed upon by specters and apparitions. I blush inwardly to think how I have been deluded; I am ashamed of my frame, and can hardly forbear expostulating with my destiny: Is this thy pastime, O Nature, to put such tricks upon a silly creature, and then to take off the mask, and show him how he hath been befooled? If this is the philosophy of human nature, my soul enter thou not into her secrets. It is surely the forbidden tree of knowledge; I no sooner taste of it, than I perceive myself naked, and stripped of all things, yea, even of my very self. I see myself, and the whole frame of nature, shrink into fleeting ideas, which, like Epicurus’s atoms, dance about in emptiness.

(3) Reid describes Hume’s theory as a “puppet” and an “enchanted castle”. What is his point behind these metaphors?

Sect. 7: The System of all these Authors is the Same and Leads to Skepticism. Reid argues that no matter how Descartes and others attempted to avoid skepticism, the theory of ideas on which they proceeded is inherently skeptical.


But what if these profound disquisitions into the first principles of human nature, do naturally and necessarily plunge a man into this abyss of skepticism? May we not reasonably judge so from what hath happened? Descartes no sooner began to dig in this mine, than skepticisms was ready to break in upon him. He did what he could to shut it out. Malebranche and Locke, who dug deeper, found the difficulty of keeping out this enemy still to increase; but they labored honestly in the design. Then Berkeley, who carried on the work, despairing of securing all, bethought himself of an expedient: by giving up the material world, which he thought might be spared without loss, and even with advantage, he hoped, by an impregnable partition, to secure the world of spirits. But, alas! the Treatise of human nature wantonly sapped the foundation of this partition, and drowned all in one universal deluge.


These facts, which are undeniable, do indeed give reason to apprehend, that Descartes’s system of the human understanding, which I shall beg leave to call the ideal system, and which, with some improvements made by later writers, is now generally received, hath some original defect; that this skepticism is inlaid in it, and reared along with it; and, therefore, that we must lay it open to the foundation, and examine the materials, before we can expect to raise any solid and useful fabric of knowledge on this subject.

(4) According to Reid, how widespread is the “ideal system” (i.e., the theory of ideas)?

CHAPTER II. OF SMELLING
Going through each of our five senses, one by one, Reid attempts to show that we directly perceive external things. 

Sect. 6: Apology for Metaphysical Absurdities. Sensation without a Sentient, a Consequence of the Theory of Ideas. Consequences of this Strange Opinion. Continuing his assault on the theory of ideas, Reid attacks Hume’s view that that we can we can have isolated sensations without having a permanent mind to perceive these. 


... If there are certain principles, as I think there are, which the constitution of our nature leads us to believe, and which we are under a necessity to take for granted in the common concerns of life, without being able to give a reason for them; these are what we call the principles of common sense; and what is manifestly contrary to them, is what we call absurd.

(5) According to Reid, what is the litmus test for determining which philosophical theories we “call absurd”?


Indeed, if it is true, and to be received as a principle of philosophy, that sensation and thought may be without a thinking being; it must be acknowledged to be the most wonderful discovery that this or any other age hath produced. The received doctrine of ideas is the principle from which it is deduced, and of which indeed it seems to be a just and natural consequence. And it is probable, that it would not have been so late a discovery, but that it is so shocking and repugnant to the common apprehensions of mankind, that it required an uncommon degree of philosophical intrepidity to usher it into the world. It is a fundamental principle of the ideal system, that every object of thought must be an impression, or an idea, that is, a faint copy of some preceding impression. This is a principle so commonly received, that the author above mentioned, although his whole system is built upon it, never offers the least proof of it. It is upon this principle, as a fixed point, that he erects his metaphysical engines, to overturn heaven and earth, body and spirit. And indeed, in my apprehension, it is altogether sufficient for the purpose. For if impressions and ideas are the only objects of thought, then heaven and earth, and body and spirit, and every thing you please, must signify only impressions and ideas, or they must be words without any meaning. It seems, therefore, that this notion, however strange, is closely connected with the received doctrine of ideas, and we must either admit the conclusion, or call in question the premises.

(6) What is the “fundamental principle of the ideal system,” which Reid ultimately rejects?


Ideas seem to have something in their nature unfriendly to other existences. They were first introduced into philosophy, in the humble character of images or representatives of things; and in this character they seemed not only to be inoffensive, but to serve admirably well for explaining the operations of the human understanding. But since men began to reason clearly and distinctly about them, they have by degrees supplanted their constituents, and undermined the existence of every thing but themselves. First, they discarded all secondary qualities of bodies; and it was found out by their means, that fire is not hot, nor snow cold, nor honey sweet; and, in a word, that heat and cold, sound, color, taste, and smell, are nothing but ideas or impressions. Bishop Berkeley advanced them a step higher, and found out, by just reasoning, from the same principles, that extension, solidity, space, figure, and body, are ideas, and that there is nothing in nature but ideas and spirits. But the triumph of ideas was completed by the Treatise of human nature, which discards spirits also, and leaves ideas and impressions as the sole existences in the universe. What if at last, having nothing else to contend with, they should fall foul of one another, and leave no existence in nature at all? This would surely bring philosophy into danger; for what should we have left to talk or to dispute about? 

(7) What were the main steps by which advocates of the ideal system eliminated all existence?

CHAPTER VII. CONCLUSION

Simplicity and the Principles of Nature. There is a disposition in human nature to reduce things to as few principles as possible; and this, without doubt, adds to the beauty of a system, if the principles are able to support what rests upon them. The mathematicians glory, very justly, in having raised so noble and magnificent a system of science, upon the foundation of a few axioms and definitions. This love of simplicity, and of reducing things to few principles, hath produced many a false system; but there never was any system in which it appears so remarkably as that of Descartes. His whole system concerning matter and spirit is built upon one axiom, expressed in one word, cogito. Upon the foundation of conscious thought, with ideas for his materials, he builds his system of the human understanding, and attempts to account for all its phaenomena: and having, as he imagined, from his consciousness, proved the existence of matter; upon the existence of matter, and of a certain quantity of motion originally impressed upon it, he builds his system of the material world, and attempts to account for all its phaenomena.


These principles, with regard to the material system, have been found insufficient; and it has been made evident that, besides matter and motion, we must admit gravitation, cohesion, corpuscular attraction, magnetism, and other centripetal and centrifugal forces, by which the particles of matter attract and repel each other. Newton, having discovered this, and demonstrated that these principles cannot be resolved into matter and motion, was led, by analogy and the love of simplicity, to conjecture, but with a modesty and caution peculiar to him, that all the phaenomena of the material world depended upon attracting and repelling forces in the particles of matter. But we may now venture to say, that this conjecture fell short of the mark. For, even in the unorganized kingdom, the powers by which salts, crystals, spars, and many other bodies, concrete into regular forms, can never be accounted for by attracting and repelling forces in the particles of matter. And in the vegetable and animal kingdoms, there are strong indications of powers of a different nature from all the powers of unorganized bodies. We see, then, that, although, in the structure of the material world, there is, without doubt, all the beautiful simplicity consistent with the purposes for which it was made, it is not so simple as the great Descartes determined it to be; nay, it is not so simple as the greater Newton modestly conjectured it to be. Both were misled by analogy, and the love of simplicity. One had been much conversant about extension, figure, and motion; the other had enlarged his views to attracting and repelling forces; and both formed their notions of the unknown parts of nature, from those with which they were acquainted.


The Implicit Skepticism of Descartes' Cogito. But to come to the system of Descartes, concerning the human understanding. It was built, as we have observed, upon consciousness as its sole foundation, and with ideas as its materials; and all his followers have built upon the same foundation and with the same materials. They acknowledge that Nature hath given us various simple ideas. These are analogous to the matter of Descartes's physical system. They acknowledge, likewise, a natural power, by which ideas are compounded, disjoined, associated, compared. This is analogous to the original quantity of motion in Descartes's physical system. From these principles, they attempt to explain the phaenomena of human understanding, just as in the physical system the phaenomena of nature were to be explained by matter and motion. It must, indeed, be acknowledged, that there is great simplicity in this system, as well as in the other. There is such a similitude between the two, as may be expected between children of the same father; but, as the one has been found to be the child of Descartes, and not of Nature, there is ground to think that the other is so likewise. 


That the natural issue of this system is skepticism with regard to everything except the existence of our ideas, and of their necessary relations, which appear upon comparing them, is evident; for ideas, being the only object of thought, and having no existence but when we are conscious of them, it necessarily follows that there is no object of our thought which can have a continued and permanent existence. Body and spirit, cause and effect, time and space, to which we were wont to ascribe an existence independent of our thought, are all turned out of existence by this short dilemma. Either these things are ideas of sensation or reflection, or they are not: if they are ideas of sensation or reflection, they can have no existence but when we are conscious of them; if they are not ideas of sensation or reflection, they are words without any meaning.


Berkeley's Resistence to Skepticism. Neither Descartes nor Locke perceived this consequence of their system concerning ideas. Bishop Berkeley was the first who discovered it. And what followed upon this discovery? Why, with regard to the material world, and with regard to space and time, he admits the consequence, That these things are mere ideas, and have no existence but in our minds; but with regard to the existence of spirits or minds, he does not admit the consequence; and, if he had admitted it, he must have been an absolute skeptic. But how does he evade this consequence with regard to the existence of spirits? The expedient which the good Bishop uses on this occasion is very remarkable, and shews his great aversion to skepticism. He maintains that we have no ideas of spirits; and that we can think, and speak, and reason about them, and about their attributes, without having any ideas of them. If this is so, my Lord, what should hinider us from thinking and reasoning about bodies, and their qualities, without having ideas of them? The Bishop either did not think of this question, or did not think fit to give any answer to it. However, we may observe, that, in order to avoid skepticism, he fairly starts out of the Cartesian system, without giving any reason why he did so in this instance, and in no other. This, indeed, is the only instance of a deviation from Cartesian principles which I have met with in the successors of Descartes; and it seems to have been only a sudden start, occasioned by the terror of skepticism; for, in all other things, Berkeley's system is founded upon Cartesian principles.


Thus we see that Descartes and Locke take the road that leads to skepticism, without knowing the end of it; but they stop short for want of light to carry them farther. Berkeley, frightened at the appearance of the dreadful abyss, starts aside, and avoids it. But the author of the "Treatise of Human Nature," more daring and intrepid, without turning aside to the right hand or to the left, like Virgil's Alecto, shoots directly into the gulf.


Locke's Account of the Mind. We may observe, That the account given by the new system, of that furniture of the human understanding which is the gift of Nature, and not the acquisition of our own reasoning faculty, is extremely lame and imperfect. 


The natural furniture of the human understanding is of two kinds: First, The notions or simple apprehensions which we have of things; and, secondly, The judgments or the belief which we have concerning them. As to our notions, the new system reduces them to two classes -- ideas of sensation, and ideas of reflection: the first are conceived to be copies of our sensations, retained in the memory or imagination; the second, to be copies of the operations of our minds whereof we are conscious, in like manner retained in the memory or imagination: and we are taught that these two comprehend all the materials about which the human understanding is, or can be employed. As to our judgment of things, or the belief which we have concerning them, the new system allows no part of it to be the gift of nature, but holds it to be the acquisition of reason, and to be got by comparing our ideas, and perceiving their agreements or disagreements. Now I take this account, both of our notions, and of our judgments or belief, to be extremely imperfect; and I shall briefly point out some of its capital defects.


The division of our notions into ideas of sensation, and ideas of reflection, is contrary to all rules of logic; because the second member of the division includes the first. For, can we form clear and just notions of our sensations any other way than by reflection? Surely we cannot. Sensation is an operation of the mind of which we are conscious; and we get the notion of sensation by reflecting upon that which we are conscious of. In like manner, doubting and believing are operations of the mind whereof we are conscious; and we get the notion of them by reflecting upon what we are conscious of. The idea of sensation, therefore, are ideas of reflection, as much as the ideas of doubting, or believing, or any other ideas whatsoever.


Hume's Skepticism. There is no doctrine in the new system which more directly leads to skepticism than this. And the author of the "Treatise of Human Nature" knew very well how to use it for that purpose; for, if you maintain that there is any such existence as body or spirit, time or place, cause or effect, he immediately catches you between the horns of this dilemma; your notions of these existences are either ideas of sensations, or ideas of reflection: if of sensation, from what sensation are they copied? If of reflection, from what operations of the mind are they copied?


But, to pass over the inaccuracy of this division, it is extremely incomplete. For, since sensation is an operation of the mind, as well as all the other things of which we form our notions by reflection, when it is asserted that all our notions are either ideas of sensation or ideas of reflection, the plain English of this is, That humankind neither do nor can think of anything but of the operations of their own minds. Nothing can be more contrary to truth, or more contrary to the experience of humankind. I know that Locke, while he maintained this doctrine, believed the notions which we have of body and of its qualities, and the notions which we have of motion and of space, to be ideas of sensation. But why did he believe this? Because he believed those notions to be nothing else but images of our sensations. If, therefore, the notions of body and its qualities, of motion and space, be not images of our sensations, will it not follow that those notions are not ideas of sensation? Most certainly.


It is indeed to be wished that those who have written much about sensation, and about the other operations of the mind, had likewise thought and reflected much, and with great care, upon those operations; but is it not very strange that they will not allow it to be possible for humankind to think of anything else?


The account which this system gives of our judgment and belief concerning things, is as far from the truth as the account it gives of our notions or simple apprehensions. It represents our senses as having no other office but that of furnishing the mind with notions or simple apprehensions of things; and makes our judgment and belief concerning those things to be acquired by comparing our notions together, and perceiving their agreements or disagreements.


The Natural Judgments of Common Sense. We have shewn, on the contrary, that every operation of the senses, in its very nature, implies judgment or belief, as well as simple apprehension. Thus, when I feel the pain of the gout in my toe, I have not only a notion of pain, but a belief of its existence, and a belief of some disorder in my toe which occasions it; and this belief is not produced by comparing ideas, and perceiving their agreements and disagreements; it is included in the very nature of the sensation. When I perceive a tree before me, my faculty of seeing gives me not only a notion or simple apprehension of the tree, but a belief of its existence, and of its figure, distance, and magnitude; and this judgment or belief is not got by comparing ideas, it is included in the very nature of the perception. We have taken notice of several original Principles of belief in the course of this inquiry; and when other faculties of the mind are examined, we shall find more, which have not occurred in the examination of the five senses.


Such original and natural judgments are, therefore, a part of that furniture which Nature hath given to the human understanding. They are the inspiration of the Almighty, no less than our notions or simple apprehensions. They serve to direct us in the common affairs o life, where our reasoning faculty would leave us in the dark. They are a part of our constitution; and all the discoveries of our reason are grounded upon them. They make up what is called the common sense of humankind; and, what is manifestly contrary to any of those first principles, is what we call absurd. The strength of them is good sense, which is often found in those who are not acute in reasoning. A remarkable deviation from them, arising from a disorder in the constitution, is what we call lunacy; as when a man believes that lie is made of glass. When a man suffers himself to be reasoned out of the principles of common sense, by metaphysical arguments, we may call this metaphysical lunacy, which differs from the other species of the distemper in this, that it is not continued, but intermittent: it is apt to seize the patient in solitary and speculative moments; but, when be enters into society, Common Sense recovers her authority. A clear explication and enumeration of the principles of common sense, is one of the chief desiderata in logic. We have only considered such of them as occurred in the examination of the five senses.

B. JAMES BEATTIE
Born in Laurencekirk, Kincardineshire, Scotland, James Beattie (1735–1803) was raised by his mother after his father’s death when he was seven. In 1753 he received his M.A. at Marischal College, Aberdeen, and, after a job as a schoolmaster, was appointed to the chair of moral philosophy and logic at his alma mater. Throughout his life, Beattie balanced his work as both a poet and philosopher. Along with Thomas Reid, George Campbell and other important figures, he was a member of the Aberdeen Philosophical Society, which between 1758 and 1773 met to read papers, frequently critiquing Hume. Less respectful of Hume’s views than others in the club, Beattie wrote a scathing attack on the philosopher; a first draft was complete in 1767 and it finally appeared in 1770 under the title Essay on the Nature and Immutability of Truth. The work met with instant public acclaim and three years later King George III gave Beattie a pension of £200 per year because of this work. Hume was deeply bothered by the harsh rhetoric Beattie employed against him in the Essay. Friends rallied to Hume’s defence and Beattie’s own supporters hailed his victory against Hume – a battle that is reflected in several items contained later in this collection.
THE CASTLE OF SCEPTICISM

In 1767, when Beattie was engrossed in writing his Essay, he composed a short fictional work titled “The Castle of Scepticism,” exposes the absurdity of sceptical philosophers of the modern period. 


The Journey. As the story opens, Beattie falls asleep while reading Hume’s Essays, and dreams he is caught up in a crowd of philosophers who, travelling away from the beautiful Land of Truth, are on a pilgrimage to the Castle of Scepticism, where Hume rules as Governor. Along the way Beattie listens as philosophers of the time incessantly praise Hume. The landscape becomes dark and ugly as they enter a region called the Paradise of Perplexity; finally they approach the Castle. 

Though I have no ambition to be thought a dreamer of dreams, nor any pretentions whatsoever to Second Sight, I find myself much disposed to lay before the world an account of a vision which lately made a strong impression upon my fancy; but of which I do not pretend to conjecture whether it issued through the gate of ivory, or through that of horn. 


I am almost ashamed to mention the circumstances in which I fell asleep: but I can say with a safe conscience, that I was never so overtaken before, which I hope will plead for my pardon with the good-natured Reader. After a night of most refreshing sleep I arose last Sunday morning in perfect health. The sweetness of the air, the serenity of the sky, the fragrance and verdure of the fields, the song of birds, and the murmurs of a stream, inspired (as Milton says) “Vernal delight and joy, able to drive all sadness but despair.” Every thing in nature seemed to rejoice; and for my own part I never in my life found my spirits more buoyant and chearful. After sauntering a while through the fields, (for I was then on a visit at a friend’s house in the country) I went into the garden, and sat down in an arbour; where, finding one of the volumes of Mr Hume’s excellent Essays, I began to read. But, I know not how it was, I had scarce gotten through half a dozen pages, when I felt myself unaccountably heavy; the longer I read, the more drousy I became: at last, I fell fast asleep.


Methought I was hurried along in the midst of a multitude, who were going with great eagerness and expedition to see some curious sight. At first I imagined it might be an execution, or publick whipping, or some such delectable entertainment, that had so much roused the activity of my fellow-travellers: but on listening to the conversation of the better sort, I soon discovered that it was quite another matter. The words Ideas, Priestcraft, Sceptick, Quality, Faculty, Entity, &c. resounded on every side of me. As they were familiar enough to my ear, I suffered myself to be carried on by the croud; not doubting, but that I was got into a company of philosophers, or at least of students in philosophy; and that I should arrive at some Auditory erelong, and hear a dissertation on the nature of things.


The day, methought, was warm, and the sky remarkably pure; yet a gentle breeze prevented the heat from growing excessive, so that we travelled very comfortably. The country was beautiful, but derived its charms rather from nature than from art. My companions told me, it was called by the vulgar The Land of Truth, but by the learned The Den of Prejudice. I could not help objecting to this denomination, particularly to the word Den, adding that I had never seen a pleasanter region or wider prospect in all my life: but they called me a fool, and a pedant. ....


And now, we found ourselves suddenly, we knew not in what manner, hurried down a steep and almost perpendicular descent. A lofty and mishapen pile of ramparts, extending a great way on either hand, appeared at the bottom. The upper works were modern, but the foundations seemed to bear the marks of a very remote antiquity. This, they told me, was the Castle of Scepticism.


Entering the Castle. Before entering, the pilgrims sacrifice in the temple of a god of their choosing. The sacrificed object is “a very small parcel neatly wrapped up, and inscribed Common Sense.” The principal gods are those of Affectation, Ignorance, Self-Conceit, Fashion, Licentiousness, and Ambition. Some unsuspecting people, with large parcels of common sense, had been pulled along by the crowd and proceed to sacrifice at the temple of Hypothesis. Beattie is permitted to enter by paying a fee, without sacrificing his common sense. 


Before the great gate of the place stood a number of little temples in a very fantastick taste of architecture. It appeared by their respective inscriptions, which were in very large characters richly illuminated with the most gaudy colours, that they were dedicated to different divinities. But the names of the gods there worshiped bore no resemblance to those we commonly meet with in the systems of Pagan Theology. One temple was inscribed To Affectation, another To Ignorance, a third To Self-Conceit, a fourth To Fashion, a fifth To Licentiousness, a sixth To Ambition, and a seventh To Hypothesis. There were others, whose names I was not near enough to be able to read. My fellow-travellers told me, that it was the custom of those who wanted to be admitted into the castle, to present their offerings in some one of these temples, and asked me whether I had prepared mine. I told them, I had not; and desired to see theirs. They showed me a very small parcel neatly wrapt up, and inscribed Common Sense – at least I was told so; for most of the parcels were so exceedingly minute, as to be hardly visible to the naked eye. Every pilgrim now hastened to the shrine of his favourite divinity. The altars of Affectation, Ignorance, Fashion, and Licentiousness, were immediately crouded with ladies and fine gentlemen; certain personages, distinguished by a supercilious air, and look of great importance, took the road leading to the temples of Ambition and Self-Conceit; there were a few in shabby apparel, but well equipped with pens, inkhorns, and other implements of writing, who filed off to a dirty hovel which bore the name of Avarice: all these went forward with alacrity, and justled one another as they went. But it grieved me to the heart to observe the procedure of two or three persons of a most venerable appearance, and remarkable for the bulkiness of their offering; who, by their loitering steps, wry faces, and looking frequently behind them, seemed to be dragged against their wills, and as it were by some secret and unaccountable impulse, towards the temple of Hypothesis.


Having no particular attachment to any of the Deities here worshipped, and being much at a loss about the method of preparing my offering, as well as somewhat uneasy at the thought of parting with it, I had almost resolved to go back: when I was given to understand by a very polite gentleman, who I thought belonged to the castle, that I might get in even without making an offering, provided I agreed to pay a certain pecuniary perquisite, the property of the Governour, which would be exacted as soon as I entered the gate. “We do not object,” continued he, “to the principles of any man: the sacrifice of Common Sense to the Divinities we worship is a kind of test by which we distinguish a friend from a stranger; if you choose to appear among us in the latter character, you need not expect any extraordinary civilities, but you may depend on meeting with no bad treatment.” I thanked the gentleman for his information, and went up to the gate.


On one side of it stood a woman veiled, whose name I heard was Modesty; but, on peeping under her veil, I was shocked with a view of the most impudent countenance I ever beheld. On the other side stood Candour, as he was called; but by the uncommon torpor of his limbs, deadness of his eye, and thoughtlesness of his visage, which made me yawn to look at him, and still makes me yawn to think of him, I could not help being of opinion, that his true name must be Stupidity. The gate was opened by one who called himself Curiosity; a name which I heard with so much pleasure, that I believe I should have saluted him as a kinsman, if I had not got a glimpse of his face, which however he took some pains to conceal. His complexion was yellow; his nostrils distended, and elevated towards his eyes, as if he had continually smelt, or expected to smell, a disagreable odour; his brows overhung and almost covered his eyes, which by looking obliquely had contracted a most disagreeable squint; with a few yellow stumps of teeth he gnawed his skinny lips; his fists, though hid under his robe, were always clenched; rancour mingled with scorn seemed to glisten in his eye; and every part of his forehead was furrowed and twisted with habitual frowning. I had skill enough in physiognomy and genealogy, to perceive that this personage was of the family of Suspicion, and related by his mother to Captiousness, and by his grandmother to Discontent. Observing that I had no passport, he seized me rudely by the collar, and demanded in a thundering accent, whether I had any pocket-pistols, or daggers about me. I desired him to search, and satisfy his own eyes. “D–n my eyes,” he replied; “I never in my life believed them, nor any of my five senses, and if I had ten, I should be equally incredulous. This is a world in which we cannot be too diffident. Nature,” continued he, “is an infamous cheat; I would not take her word for a farthing: but there are some gentlemen in this castle, who have detected her impositions, and will detect yours too, let me tell you Sirrah, if you mean to put any tricks upon us.” I assured him I had no such views: and as the rest of the company were now arrived from the temples, he let me go forward, and went to receive them, grumbling and swearing all the while; though methought their passports, which every one held up in his hand, entitled them to be admitted without examination.


After advancing a little way, we were overtaken by a Woman in a masque, very finely drest, who earnestly recommended to us a cordial of her own preparing, which she said was excellent, and peculiarly comfortable to the stomach of a Sceptick. Two or three grave persons refused it, and went on; but far the greater part, both males and females, pledged the lady. For my own part, being, as I thought, much fatigued with the journey, I could not resist the solicitation; but when I put my lips to the glass, I found myself in the condition of Tantalus; the liquor, of its own accord, flew off to the opposite side, and besprinkled all the lady’s rich stomacher and tucker, for handkerchief she wore none: on which she threw the glass at my head, and swearing a great oath desired me to get along, for a niggardly booby. “This comes,” said she, “of your not sacrificing. Had you made your offering, as the rest of the company did, and as a gentleman ought to do, I should not have met with this disaster.” She accompanied this short speech with many oaths, and hard names, and other figures of speech alluding to certain parts and functions of the human body which I do not choose to name: She even seemed disposed to enforce her rhetorick by manual application; but the violence of this transaction made her masque drop off, and discovered the self-same countenance, which I had found lurking at the gate under the veil of Modesty. The effects of her beverage were soon visible in those who tasted it; but I must be excused for not mentioning particulars: Suffice it to say, that the males and females became too attentive to one another, to take any more notice for the present either of me or of the Castle. I sneaked off with great expedition, and had seen most of the rarities of the place, before they were at leisure to think of them.


Skeptics. Inside, he encounters a series of absurd applications of sceptical doctrines. Pyrrho is a “vegetable in human shape,” only capable of eating and sleeping, and unaffected by anything else. An admirer of Pyrrho plugs his ears and attempts to suppress his other senses; he argues that sceptics must gain notoriety by contradicting commonly held beliefs. Beattie discovers two philosophers fighting over their respective – and virtually indistinguishable – sceptical contentions: one says he is certain of nothing but his own ignorance, the other that he is certain of nothing at all. 


It were endless to describe all that I saw in this place. In a very magnificent, though old-fashioned apartment, lay, what I at first sight took for an Egyptian mummy, but found on a closer inspection to be a living man. He was then in a profound sleep. I was informed however, that he awaked four times a day, half an hour each time, and then eat and drank voraciously, but never spoke a word; that many attempts had been made to engage his attention; that some had counterfeited convulsions, and others death, and that one man had made a show of hanging himself, in his presence; but all to no purpose: he continued to eat his victuals; and, though he looked up, and saw what was doing, never offered to stir or speak, nor seemed at all concerned. As this extraordinary indifference was judged to be the effect of scepticism and philosophy, he was regarded by all as a most respectable personage, and as one who, by attaining to Indisturbance, had improved human nature to its highest pitch of perfection. Many worshipped him as a god: and all agreed, that if Wisdom herself were to visit the earth, she would certainly assume the form and character of Pyrrho; for so, methought, they called this vegetable in human shape.


I was desired to take notice of another very accomplished Sceptick, who, they told me, denied, and hoped in a short time to bring himself to doubt, his own existence. He had tied a bandage over his eyes, and stopt his ears, which however could not entirely prevent his hearing; his nostrils also were stuffed; and his tongue and palate, and the points of his fingers were seared with a hot iron. He expected soon, he said, to get the better of his external senses, and did not despair of mastering consciousness itself (though he owned it was a very troublesome inmate) and then, says he, “I flatter myself I shall be in a fair way of reaching the true Sublime of Scepticism, and seriously call my own entity in question. By the by,” added he, “it is strange, that so silly and so vulgar a prejudice, as this which all men entertain in favour of the reality of their own existence should have hitherto baffled all the attempts of our party. If I shall be so happy as to subdue it, by heavens! I shall be a greater man than even Pyrrho himself.” I asked him, how he came to conceive so violent a dislike to that opinion. To which he replied, “that he suspected Nature to be an imposter in all her declarations, particularly in those which are obvious to the vulgar. We want to distinguish ourselves from the herd of mankind by our superiour wisdom; and how is this to be done, pray? By falling in with their notions we shall never be able to raise ourselves into notice: we must therefore pursue the different and opposite method of denying whatever they affirm, and doubting whatever they hold for certain. Some of us have already gone considerable lengths in the prosecution of this plan, and astonished the world with many very pretty incredibilities: but this plaguy affair, the belief of our own existence, has still been an insuperable bar to our researches, and almost given the lye to our whole system.”


“And is there no other way (said I) of raising yourselves into publick notice, than by contradicting the universal voice of nature and mankind? Bacon and Newton, Archimedes & Euclid, Homer and Virgil, pursued a very different method. I apprehend (continued I) that wherever there is real genius, it may distinguish itself sufficiently without quitting the track of Common Sense.” “And so (interrupted he) you would insinuate, that it is want of genius that puts us to this shift. We are much obliged to you for so polite a remark. Let me tell you, sir, our genius was never called in question before. What does it require no genius, to doubt! Does it require no genius, to frame objections! Does it require no genius, to astonish and puzzle mankind! Does it require no genius, to affirm what is incredible, and to deny what is self-evident! to disguise facts, and pervert the meaning of words!”


“I ask your pardon, Sir; but permit me (for my information) to propose one question more. What reason have you to think so hardly of nature’s veracity, as to suspect all her declarations to be false?” “Because,” returned he, “the rest of mankind believe them to be true: this is a sufficient answer to your question; but I will give you another. Do you see or feel the pores in your skin?” I acknowledged I could do neither. “But your skin is all full of pores, is it not?” “It is.” “Then,” says he, “your senses deceive you, and nature is a cheat.” “What? (said I) would you have a physician explain all the mysteries of medicine to his patient, every time he comes to see him? Is it not enough, that he remove his disease, and tell him every thing which it is good for him to know? If you consult an Architect about repairing your house, will you call him a cheat and a scoundrel, if, together with his estimate, he does not give you in writing the grand-secret of masonry?” – 


Here we were interrupted by a squabble in the neighbourhood. Two philosophers, it seems, like Hudibras and the Conjurer, had fallen from dispute to fight, and were belabouring one another without mercy. After parting them with some difficulty, I begged to know the occasion of the fray; which I found to be this. One of the combatants had affirmed, that he was certain he knew nothing but his own ignorance. The other called him a traitor, and said, that his principles tended to the subversion of the state, if he held himself certain of any thing. “For my own part,” says he, “I maintain that all things are equally uncertain.” “Gentlemen,” said I, “your principles are so nearly the same, that I cannot wonder at your mutual antipathy; and from what I know of human nature, I may venture to prophesy, that you will never agree. A Scotch Seceder, who admits the lawfulness of the burgess-oath, has some charity for a church-of-england man; but consigns to the bottomless pit without hesitation or pity such of his own brethren as deny the lawfulness of that oath. To hate those the most who differ from you the least, is in the true spirit of polemick controversy. If Servetus has been a Pagan or Mahometan, John Calvin would not have bestirred himself so vigorously in getting him burned: but for a christian and a Protestant to own his ignorance of a point which his superior maintained to be quite clear and certain, was scandalous and intolerable. A Jansenist hates a Molinist as mortally as a Scotch Presbyterian: and I have known an orthodox divine to live in the strictest amity with a professed Atheist, who would not have kept company with a poor devil of a popish priest, or Methodist teacher.”


A little further on, I met with a very ingenious Experimental philosopher, who they told me denied the existence of everything but himself. I found him employed in looking for the sun through a microscope. Another was examining a piece of rotten cheese with a telescope one hundred and twenty feet long. A third held a nosegay in his left-hand, and seemed to look at it through a magnifying glass which he held in his right. I took him for a disciple of Linnæus, reconnoitring the gender of the several plants that composed his nosegay; and could not help being surprised, when they told me, that the man was blind, and only meant to improve his smell by this contrivance. I was equally surprised to see another virtuoso, who had shut both his ears, feeling the strings of an Eolus’s harp, which was playing very sweetly, with the point of his great toe, to which he had fastened a couple of ear-trumpets. In a large and lofty apartment, with a vaulted roof, sat two philosophers engaged in earnest conversation. They spoke to each other through a speaking-trumpet, the sound of which was so exceedingly loud, and at the same time so indistinct by reason of a strong echo, that both were stunned with the noise, without understanding a single word of what was spoken. Another couple of grey-beards, who were engaged (as I afterwards learned) in a very profound metaphysical dispute, sat opposite to each other in two elbow chairs in an open area (for the walls of the castle were several miles in circuit) at the distance of two hundred yards; where they maintained the controversy in a whisper so soft, that I could hear nothing of it, though I held my ear within a foot of the mouth of one of the disputants.


As I wished to obtain some information concerning these uncommon modes of perception and communication, I pretended to admire every thing I saw in those general terms of applause which have obtained to many a simpleton the character of a connoisseur and critick; uttering, on all occasions, the words, admirable! excellent! prodigious fine! wonderfully ingenious! and the like. My approbation did not pass unnoticed. One of the Ciceroni’s of the place seconded me with great warmth. “You have reason,” said he, “to admire these contrivances; all the world admires them.” It is thus that philosophers arrive at that sublime scepticism which so far transcends the conception of the generality of mankind, who, you know, have nothing to direct them but plain Common Sense. Did we examine things according to those laws of evidence, and with those faculties, which nature intended for the vehicles of truth and knowledge, we should never be able to disbelieve what is certain, nor to doubt of what is indubitable, but should be compelled, in spite of all our efforts, to deviate sometimes into the track of common sense, and to think, believe, and act, like the rest of the world. This Castle,” continued he, “has, in every age since its foundation, produced several of these admirable inventions; which however are all exceeded by the ingenuity and industry of our present Governour. He has lately invented and executed one of the boldest and happiest designs that ever entered into a metaphysical head; a design which establishes universal Scepticism at once, and beyond which our most sanguine adherents have nothing to expect or desire. The hint was taken from the London News Papers. You will perhaps remember an advertisement that appeared in opposition to the scheme of the Bottle Conjurer of ridiculous memory. It was given out, that a certain harlequin was arrived in town who would exhibit a much more extraordinary performance than that of a man jumping into a quart bottle; for that he would open his mouth wide, and jump down his own throat. Something very similar to this our Governour has accomplished. To show, that all inferences of reason are false or uncertain; and that the understanding acting alone does entirely subvert itself, and prove by argument that by argument nothing can be proved, he has contrived a puppet of mushrooms, cork, cobwebs, gossamer, and other fungous and flimsy materials, to which he gives the name of Reason. He performs with it several dextrous feats to the surprise of every spectator; and at last, by a wonderful apparatus in the machinery, he makes it to open its mouth, and with a sudden jerk throw its whole body, feet, head, trunk, legs, and arms, down its throat, where it totally disappears. He has published a full account of the whole affair in a very elaborate Treatise in three volumes [i.e., Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature], which has given us all the most perfect satisfaction. The method indeed by which this operation is performed is too subtle and intricate to be understood; and he never performs it except in the dark, or behind a screen; but as he himself has assured us that it is plain to a demonstration, every body is convinced. Our adversaries indeed call the fact impossible, and the doctrine it is intended to illustrate an absurdity; but what is this, opposed to our Governour’s affirmation? We Scepticks, you know, though we admit none of those tenets in which all the rest of mankind are agreed, yet believe in one another with the most implicit and most obstinate assurance, especially when our belief is required to something inconceivable. As the word of a Quaker is equivalent to another man’s oath in a court of justice, so the affirmation of a Sceptick in all points of philosophy is equivalent to a demonstration from an ordinary man, or rather indeed of superior authority.”


“But (said I) is not belief and assurance of every kind incompatible with the principles of Scepticism? I think I have heard so; and I always thought, that the business of a Sceptick was only, to doubt.” “Right,” he replied; “where matters of common sense and common opinion are concerned, we have nothing to do but to doubt, and disbelieve; but with our own systems and notions the case is otherwise. The Greek word, from which we derive our name, does not signify, to doubt; but, to deliberate, and seek for. In the opinions and notions of the rest of mankind we seek for truth without finding it; in our own we find it without seeking. We take it for granted (and Scepticks take so little for granted, that surely the world cannot grudge them this one poor axiom) that all men, ourselves only excepted, are fools and knaves. Now if we be the only wise men upon earth, it clearly follows, that our systems and opinions are the only wisdom. And if so, where is the impropriety of that implicit faith which we repose in the doctrines, reasonings, and affirmations of one another? In respect of these, our belief is not only fixed but immoveable: and in avowing and vindicating this belief, I trust we are ready to bid defiance to the pillory, to the gallows, and (if there were any such thing) to damnation itself.”


Scientists. A natural philosopher attempts to look for the sun through a microscope. Another tries to train chickens to abandon their “custom” of laying eggs. 

This discourse beginning to grow dull, I expressed some impatience to see the other curiosities of the castle. I was then desired to take notice of an artist, who they told me was the greatest Critick of the age. I found him contemplating through a pair of spectacles a young woman’s face, and with a scale and compasses taking the exact dimensions and bearings of the several features, all which he entered upon paper. He often shook his head in token of disapprobation; and when all his calculations were finished, in the course of which he employed both fluxions and logarithms, he pronounced her to be an ugly slut: a decision which surprised me, as in my humble opinion she was very handsome.


A person who called himself the Genius of Metaphysick was continually busied in turning a large engine, like that described in Gulliver’s travels, which threw up an endless variety of combinations of words and letters, out of which were framed sentences and paragraphs, sections, chapters, and treatises. He told me, he was much employed, and had the custom of all the literati of the place, particularly of the Governour, who (he said) was his very good friend; adding, that if I had any job on hand in the book-making way, he would furnish me with materials in the neatest and newest fashion, and on the most reasonable terms.


Another virtuoso was watching a hencoop full of chickens, and feeding them with various kinds of food; in order (as he told me) that they might become viviparous, and lay no more eggs, which seemed to him to be a very bad custom; eggs being much more liable to rottenness and other destructive accidents than live chickens are. “However,” said he, “I hope in time to get the better of this inconvenient custom, and substitute a much better one in its stead; for I am convinced there is no such thing as an innate principle or propensity, every thing that looks like it being the effect of habit and discipline. I have also,” continued he, “under my care some young children, whom I am teaching to believe, that two and two are equal to six, and a whole less than one of its parts; that ingratitude is a virtue, and honesty a vice; that a rose is one of the ugliest, and a toad one of the most beautiful objects in nature; that the affections arising from a diversity of sex are as natural where the species of the animals is different, as where it is the same; that virtue deserves punishment, and vice reward; that misery is the object of hope, happiness of fear, excellence of hatred, and disagreable qualities of love; – and when I have accomplished all this, I hope the world will confess the truth of my hypothesis.” And what good do you expect from all this,” said I. “What,” replied he, “but the discovery of truth, and the confirmation of my theory.” – “But what good may society expect from such discoveries?” – “Prithee, friend,” he answered, “be not impertinent; a fool may ask a question which twenty wise men cannot answer. To call in question the utility of our studies or principles, is not philosophy, but personal invective. If philosophical enquiry were to be confined to things useful, nine tenths of the literati of Europe would be left idle.”


A little further, I saw an artist, who amused himself in a very extraordinary manner. He had taught a boy of four years old to crawl very stoutly on his hands and feet, and to bleat like a sheep. I found too that the child was dumb, because he had never heard any language spoken; and that by being constantly made to creep on all four, he could not walk upright without hazard of falling. He was fed with acorns, roots, and green herbs; and lay in the open air on a couch made of dung, straw, and withered leaves. His tutor had just then taken off a blistering plaister from his rump, and was applying to the wound the bloody end of a cat’s tail newly cut off; not doubting, as one informed me, but it would in a short time take root, and grow there: he had likewise clapt two small plaisters to the temples of the child, from which he expected to see a couple of horns begin to sprout in due season. When I asked the meaning of all this, I was told that this philosopher was of opinion, that man was originally a beast, and would never live agreeably to nature, till he had again relapsed into that state, – that he had begun to practise in the same manner upon a young female, and hoped soon to have a promising breed of human brutes, which by their superiority of strength and sagacity would be able to exterminate the present race of two-leg’d monsters, and re-establish the golden age.


In an adjoining enclosure, I found a Sage at work upon a young child and a young monkey. He had cut off the thumbs of the one, and was endeavouring to fix them upon the paws of the other. I could not guess at the design of this operation; but the philosopher was very communicative, and explained himself as follows. “Sensation is in all animals the source not only of knowledge, but also of reason, memory, and all the other faculties. According to the opportunities which any animal by its situation enjoys of exercising more or less its powers of sensation, especially of coming in contact with other bodies, its other faculties, its memory, reason, imagination, will be more or less distinguished. Sluggish animals are never sagacious, because their want of experience makes them defective in understanding: and the same thing is true of very large ones, and nearly for the same reason; the unwieldiness of their bodies, and perhaps too a peculiar dulness in their sense of touch, disqualifies them for coming in contact with other bodies, and renders the intimations of their touch indistinct and unaffecting. If the elephant is mentioned as an exception, I would answer, that the flexibility and acute sense of his proboscis make amends for his lumpish figure, and supply him with many opportunities of information, and consequently accessions of sagacity, which other creatures do not enjoy. Dogs and foxes are very sagacious; because their size and way of life furnish them with the means of perceiving by frequent contact the nature of other things both animated and inanimated: and I have been told, that even in the new testament, a book which they say contains very little worthy of notice, the wisdom of the serpent is mentioned as extraordinary. The monkey’s opportunities of observation are still better, than those of the fox, the dog, or the serpent, on account partly of his extreme agility, but especially of that circumstance in his make of having his paw or hand divided into distinct fingers; and his sagacity is proportionable. Man, by virtue of his thumb, is still better qualified for diversified sensations; and hence his superiority in point of understanding and other internal faculties. Had he wanted the thumb, he would have been to all intents and purposes a monkey; and a dull one at best, as he is by no means so nimble as that sprightly animal. So that in fact it is from his Thumb alone, that man derives his superiority; and therefore Logicians ought to have distinguished him by this organ, and called him, not the reasonable, nor the risible, nor the moral, nor the religious, but the thumb-bearing animal.”


“Your theory,” replied I, “is equally singular and new: and as a return for your frankness in explaining it, I shall mention a fact which perhaps you may think worth attending to. In the highlands of Scotland, where you know the gift of second sight is in great estimation, when a child happens to be born with two or more thumbs on one hand, it is always expected that he will distinguish himself by his sagacity in regard to future events, and that his prophetical abilities will be in proportion to the surplus of his thumbs above the usual number.” The Sage thanked me for my intelligence, with which he seemed highly delighted, and which he immediately committed to paper; telling me, it was altogether decisive, and would establish his theory beyond the possibility of confutation. I offered to convince him of the authenticity of my narrative, by procuring letters from my friends in that country; but that, he said, was unnecessary: “its coincidence with my theory,” added he, “is a sufficient proof that it is authentick; and it seems to be agreed among philosophers, that we cannot be too credulous in regard to those facts that make for our systems, nor too sceptical in regard to those of an opposite tendency.”


At a little distance I found a man of a most curious aspect, all besmeared with blood, and encompassed with human carcasses which he had purchased from the hangman. These he was cutting into small parts; and he told me, he hoped soon from them to extract, by chemical operations, a species of Manure superior to all other sorts now in use: “and thus,” says he, “I shall show the world, what perhaps they never dreamed of before, that private vices are really publick benefits [i.e., Mandeville’s theory]; and consequently, that those who wish to see agriculture and industry flourish, would do well to promote felony, and encourage hangmen, to the utmost of their power.”


Voltaire. Moving through the Castle, Beattie debates with Voltaire about whether this is the best of all possible worlds.

I instantly turned away from this horrid spectacle; and had not proceeded twenty paces, when a lean little old man [i.e., Voltaire], with his face screwed into a strange sarcastick grin, that seemed to be habitual to him, laid hold of one of the buttons of my coat, and asked me in French, “whether I believed every thing to be for the best.” As I wished to avoid, if possible, embroiling myself with these people, I should have endeavoured to shift the question if I had not been taken at unawares. But having no time to meditate evasions, my tongue naturally expressed the sentiments of my heart, and I answered, “Yes”: upon which the querist burst out into a fit of laughter so very obstreperous, that a croud began to gather about us. “And so,” continued he, “you believe, with one Pope an English poetaster, that Whatever is is right, and think Providence, no doubt, a mighty good sort of thing”: – here he interrupted his speech with a second fit of laughing much more violent than the first, in which he was joined by the whole company. I would fain have slunk away; but, the mob still increasing, I found myself hemmed in on all sides, and the frenchman proceeded thus. “I have laughed and sneered at every thing sacred and serious, these thirty years, but this notion of those canting hypocrites is the most ridiculous piece of Christian trumpery I ever met with. Hear me, but one moment, Gentlemen, hear me, you Mr All-for-the-best, and I will satisfy you of this presently. Those cruel and hypocritical blockheads the parsons, and some philosophic pedants too, have taken for granted, that all the events of life are directed by what they call Providence, that in a future and better state of existence every thing will appear to have been ordered for the best. This you know, Gentlemen, is the same thing with saying, that the present is the best of all possible worlds.”


“I presume,” said I, interrupting him, “it is a very different thing. If we believe in a future world that shall be better than the present, we cannot surely believe the present to be the best world possible.” “Sir,” replied he, his eye glistening with inexpressible rage and disdain, my name is Voltaire – you have heard of me, I suppose; blockhead as you are, you must have heard of the greatest genius that ever appeared upon earth. I have proved Shakespear to be a madman Milton an idiot, and Homer a dreaming old-woman; rascals, whose works, for their pretending to dispute with me the sovereignty of genius, ought to be, and soon, I hope, will be, held, in universal detestation. There is not a father of the church, there is hardly a prophet, apostle, or evangelist, whom I have not rendered ridiculous: I have dressed them in sheeps skins with a vengeance; and if they were now to appear upon the earth, they would find it highly expedient to flee to dens and caves and desarts, to hide their disgrace. In my historical writings, which are models of every excellence that can take place in prose-composition, I have made the people of Europe believe my affirmations when contrary to the most authentick records, or even the testimony of their own senses. The very Booksellers I have outwitted; and there is not a great town in Europe, where my talents, as a cheat of the first magnitude, are not acknowledged and felt. I have been complimented in the name of almost all the sovereign princes of modern times; one of whom, a great hero, and an excellent writer and atheist, does me the honour to be one of my most servile imitators [i.e., Frederick the Great]. Sir, I am worth twelve hundred thousand livres. All the world admires me, and very justly, particularly the great world; and shall a sorry Peasant, with a threadbare coat, who I dare say will never in his life be worth ten pounds, – shall he pretend to contradict me?” The whole audience applauded this speech, and fell a hissing at me; on which I made another ineffectual effort to escape: and the orator proceeded.


“I say, Gentlemen, the parsons and some canting philosophers have taken it in their heads, that this is the best of all possible worlds; which may be clearly inferred from that foolish expectation, they are known to entertain, of a better. Now this, I say, is the most ridiculous of all possible notions; and I will prove it such by a very pleasant story or apologue of my own invention.” Here he began a very tedious tale [i.e., Candide] where it seemed hard to determine, whether obscenity or blasphemy, whether absurd fiction or bad composition, was most prevalent. The audience laughed often, and the speaker almost continually; though the whole humour of the piece consisted in these words, The best of all possible worlds, which he repeated every minute, with certain droll gesticulations, whether his subject admitted them or not. The audience declared themselves fully satisfied; and said he had effectually and forever overturned the notion of a good providence; though to me his apologue seemed as little to effect that notion, as the story of Sindbad the sailor can be supposed to affect the discovery of a north-west passage to China. “Gentlemen,” resumed the Orator, “I am very happy in your approbation; and since I find you approve this sample of my abilities, I oblige myself to produce every year as long as I live half a dozen performances of the same character and tendency; and nothing shall be wanting on my part (and I think I can promise too for some of my friends) to exterminate that Scoundrel Religion from the face of the earth.” 


Hobbes.  He next debates with Hobbes about whether people are in a state of war against each other.  


I was now left at my liberty again; and, after passing through two or three dark alleys in quest of an outlet into the fields (for by this time I was sick of the castle) I chanced to meet a croud of people, who were returning, as they told me, from seeing a very extraordinary personage [i.e., Thomas Hobbes]. One of them courteously offered to introduce me to him. We found him sitting in a narrow court, which was fortified with a ditch and rampart. He was armed cap-a-pie in the Gothick fashion, and held in each hand a cocked blunderbuss. Being somewhat disconcerted at the sight of such a figure, I happened to make a false step, at which he set up a loud laugh, which however ceased immediately on my assuring my guide, that I had received no harm. “What a pity”, exclaimed the Sages in armour, “you did not break your neck! it would have been the prettiest jest I have met with these many days. Laughter,” continued he, “being nothing but a sudden glory or exultation of mind arising from a sense of our own superiority to others, or to ourselves as we were formerly, it is impossible not to be greatly diverted when we see a beast, an idiot, a diseased person, a blind and lame beggar, or a dead man, who are so much and so obviously our inferiours in health, riches, understanding, sense and activity; and nothing is more mortifying, than to meet with one who is our superiour in wit or learning, which, however (added he) is not often my case.”


I asked him in a very submissive manner (for I own I did not think myself out of danger while I was in his company) what could be his motive for putting on such a warlike appearance in a place where he seemed to be in no danger. “What?” said he, “have you not read my Leviathan and other works?” I told him, I had not as yet been so fortunate as to meet with them. “If you had,” replied he, “you would not have asked so silly a question. Man’s natural state is a state of war. All men have originally an equal right to all things, and an equal desire of power and superiority. Hence contention must of necessity arise, which produces violence, murder, rapine, and many other modifications of action which the vulgar reckon criminal. You, I know, would wish to possess my learning, wisdom, strength, armour, blunderbuss, and every thing else of mine which you may think it is better to have than to want; and nothing hinders you from attempting to divest me of these; but either the impossibility of success or the fear of punishment.”


“Pardon me, Sir,” said I, interrupting him, “however much I may admire you for those abilities and acquisitions, I assure I would not do you any harm, or divest you of any one of them even though it were in my power. My conscience, Sir, would not allow me.” “Pshaw!” replied the philosopher, “what is Conscience? Nothing but the fear of inconvenience or punishment: believe me, it is nothing else. If it were not for human laws, that is, for the will of our Sovereigns, there would be no distinction between vice and virtue, and all things would be equally lawful to all. They, it seems, have in their great wisdom, declared Justice to be good, and Injustice to be evil, because of the conveniencies that result from every man’s possessing his own: but, previously to such declaration, and independently on it, theft and murder are as innocent as hunger and thirst.” This speech suggesting the expediency of securing my pockets, I was directing my hands that way, when I found that the Philosopher had rendered all precaution of this sort unnecessary; having already made himself master of my handkerchief and snuffbox, the only moveables which I usually carry about me. I could not help charging him with the theft, which he did not deny; “but can you prove it?” says he. I confessed I could not. “Then where is the harm?” said the sage of Malmsbury. “If it is not an object of human laws, it is neither a virtue, nor a vice: for moral distinctions, as I told you already, especially in matters of property, are nothing else than the judgments of sovereigns upon those actions that are subject to their cognisance and deliberation. I taught this doctrine to our governour,” continued he, “who is very fond of it, though he has given it a new turn in the expression. By the by, I think he owes me several acknowledgements which he has never paid; but he is a good lad, and has been very zealous in the common cause; and I heartily forgive him. – But here, take your things (said he, throwing them at me) – I mean not to keep them; for this good reason, that I have no use for them: I mean only to show you, how easy it is for us philosophers to confute the most favourite notions of the vulgar; and to prove the innocence of those actions which in all ages and nations have been accounted intrinsically flagitious.”


“You know our governour, I suppose.” “I have not the honour,” I replied. “Pray,” says he, lowering his voice to a whisper, “are you well or ill affected to him?” – “Neither the one nor the other,” I answered; “I am not his subject.” “O,” said he, “that is another matter; I am sorry for it. Heard you no murmurings or grumblings as you came along? No appearance of a meeting or plot going forward?” “None,” I replied. “Pray (says he) if you hear of such a thing, as it is likely you may, be so good as send the malecontents to me. I would make inquiry myself; but I cannot think of leaving this fortress, where I am secure against violence of every kind. Besides I am much afraid of ghosts, though I deny their existence; and in those ugly long dark alleys, who know what might happen? G– preserve us! I shudder to think of it.” “Sure (said I) if you knew of any traitors, you would deliver them up to punishment; for if I am rightly informed, none ever asserted the independent and uncontroulable rights of governours, more strenuously than you.” “Perhaps (returned he) your informers may have been a little mistaken in that affair.” – “How!” said I, “do you not say, that princes or governours, as they enter into no contract with the people, cannot be answerable to them for any use they may make of their power?” “Yes (he replied) that is part of my doctrine, but not the whole. The people, I say, enter into a contract, not with the sovereign, but with one another; by which they bind themselves, every man for himself, that he will obey and support the sovereign to the utmost of his power, on condition that the rest of his fellow-subjects do the same. Now you must know that, in all conditional contracts, if one party fail in the performance the other stands acquitted from the obligation: if, for instance, I promise you a sum of money on condition of your giving me a horse, your refusing or neglecting to give him must entitle me to keep my money. And if so, when any one of our fellow-subjects withdraws his allegiance, all the rest must, according to the terms of the political contract, be at liberty to withdraw theirs.” 
“I see very well the consequences of your theory,” replied I, “but permit me to ask you one question. Was this political contract entered into, previous to the existence of Sovereigns?” “Surely (he answered) for on this contract is founded the distinction of sovereign and subject.” “And previous too (continued I) to the establishment of moral distinctions?” “Most certainly,” said the philosopher, “for moral distinctions are established by the Sovereign.” “Pray,” sayd I, “could men enter into a contract or promise, who had no notion of the unlawfulness of falshood or treachery, but imagined that all sorts of human conduct were equally lawful?” 


This question disconcerted the sage in armour so much, that, instead of returning any answer, he began to survey me from head to foot, with a most furious look; on which I thought it high time to be going, and accordingly took to my heels, and ran a full quarter of a mile before I ventured to take breath. Nor should I even then have ventured stop, if a new and most amazing scene had not presented itself just as I turned the corner of a long narrow alley.


Hume. He finally meets Hume the Governor, who, standing on the edge of a deep pit, cordially invites people over, and then pushes them off. Lecturing Beattie on philosophy, Hume grabs hold of him, and is prepared to throw him over. Thunder roars overhead, though, and the frightened Hume lets go and falls to his knees, reciting the Apostle’s Creed. Beattie slowly wakes to the sound of church bells, and heads off to prayer. 


I found myself at the extremities of the castle. Bloody knives, halters, daggers, and other instruments of horror, strewed the ground; ravens croaked, and adders hissed, and owls shrieked from the ramparts; and the bats flew so thick that they were flapping me in the face every moment. At a little distance appeared a postern gate, beyond which the view terminated in utter darkness: and from this darkness issued a mixture of the most terrifying sounds, which it is impossible to describe. The screams of persons in agony, the creaking of engines, the clanking of chains, the fall of torrents, and the thunder of tempestuous fire bursting, as it were, the confinement of the furnace, assailed the ear at the same instant, and seemed sufficient to drive the stoutest heart to distraction. Close by the postern, stood the Governour, in gorgeous apparel, attended by a numerous company of priests, lawyers, and fine gentlemen; and with a show of extreme politeness, yet methought very officiously, invited travellers to the threshold, and then pushed them out headlong; smiling at the same time with a mixture of contempt and self-complacency; and now and then putting his hands in his pockets, and clinking his money. Seeing me a little shy, he addressed me in a most soothing manner in the English tongue; but there seemed to be something exotick in his pronunciation, for he spoke through his teeth like a Scotchman, and through his nose like a frenchman. He spoke much about ideas, and atoms, and doubts, and impostures, and parsons, and Epicurus, and machinery; and concluded a long harangue with a few corollaries, plausible indeed and well-disguised, but of such blasphemous import that my hair stood on end with horror. From a desire to hear him the more distinctly, I gradually drew nearer to him and nearer; till at last, methought he stretched out his huge hands (for he was a man of gigantick size) to lay hold upon me; when on a sudden, a peal of thunder burst over our heads, so loud and so terrible, as if the frame of nature had been going to pieces. The orator fell on his knees, and began to repeat the Apostles creed with the utmost vehemence of voice and gesture; The crouds and castle vanished; the darkness was dissolved, and the sun shone out with the most delightful brilliance. But my attention was now wholly engrossed by a shrill and sweet voice which seemed to come from a distance, and spoke these words: “Turn, ye mortals, from the path of the destroyer, and now listen to the words of Truth.” I was wonderfully affected with this address, and fixed myself in a posture of the most devout attention; when, methought, the voice gradually grew less and less articulate; and the next moment I found myself broad awake, and listening to the bell of the parish-church that now summoned me to prayers.

The End.

April. 1767.

JAMES HAY BEATTIE: DRUNKEN MODERN PHILOSOPHERS. 

Born in Aberdeen, Scotland, James Hay Beattie (1768–1790) was the elder son of the philosopher and poet James Beattie. Shortly before his 19th birthday he was appointed assistant and successor to his ailing father. Weakened himself by an illness that lingered for a year, he died at age 22. Nothing would be known of James Hay Beattie were it not for a collection of his manuscripts that were published by his father, which was prefaced with an account of his brief life – emphasizing the progress of his education. The work was printed privately in 1794 under the title Essays and Fragments in Prose and Verse, with a run of only 200 copies for friends. The work contains a satirical poem titled “The Modern Tippling Philosophers” which suggest that many modern philosophers must have been drunk to say the absurd things that they did.

Father Hodge [Roger Bacon] had his pipe and his dram,


And at night, his cloy’d thirst to awaken,

He was served with a rasher of ham,


Which procured him the surname of Bacon.

He has shown, that, though logical science


And dry theory oft prove unhandy,

Honest Truth will ne’er set at defiance


Experiment aided by brandy.

Des Cartes bore a musquet, they tell us,


Ere he wish’d, or was able, to write,

And was noted among the brave fellows,


Who are bolder to tipple than fight.

Of his system the cause and design


We no more can be posed to explain: – 

The materia subtilis was wine,

And the vortices whirl’d in his brain.

Old Hobbes, as his name plainly shows,


At a hob-nob was frequently tried:

That all virtue from selfishness rose


He believed, and all laughter from pride.

The truth of this creed he would brag on,


Smoke his pipe, murder Homer, and quaff;

Then staring, as drunk as a dragon,


In the pride of his heart he would laugh.

Sir Isaac [Newton] discover’d, it seems,


The nature of colours and light,

In remarking the tremulous beams


That swom on his wandering sight.

Ever sapient, sober though seldom,


From experience attraction he found,

By observing, when no one upheld him,


That his wise head fell souse on the ground.

As to Berkeley’s philosophy – he has


Left his poor pupils nought to inherit,

But a swarm of deceitful ideas


Kept, like other monsters, in spirit.

Tar-drinkers can’t think what’s the matter,


That their health does not mend, but decline:

Why, they take but some wine to their water,


He took but some water to wine.

One Mandeville once, or Man-devil,


(Either name you many give as you please)

By a brain ever brooding on evil,


Hatch’d a monster call’d Fable of Bees.

Vice, said he, aggrandizes a people;


By this light let my conduct be view’d;

I swagger, swear, guzzle, and tipple:


And d___ ye, ’tis all for your good.

[David Hume] ate a swinging great dinner,


And grew every day fatter and fatter;

And yet the huge hulk of a sinner


Said there was neither spirit nor matter. 

Now there’s no sober man in the nation,


Who such nonsense could write, speak or think:

It follows, by fair demonstration,


That he philosophized in his drink.

As a smuggler even [Joseph] P[riestley] could sin;


Who, in hopes the poor gauger of frightening,

While he fill’d his case-bottles with gin,


Swore he fill’d them with thunder and lightning.

In his cups, (when Locke’s laid on the shelf)


Could he speak, he would frankly confess it t’ye,

That, unable to manage himself,


He puts his whole trust in Necessity.

If the young in rash folly engage,


How closely continues the evil!

Old [Benjamin] Franklin retains, as a sage,


The thirst he acquired when a devil.

That charging drives fire from a phial,


It was natural for him to think,

After finding, from many a trial,


That drought may be kindled by drink.

A certain high priest [Edmund Law] could explain,


How the soul is but nerve at the most;

And how Milton had glands in his brain,


That secreted the Paradise Lost.

And sure, it is what they deserve,


Of such theories if I aver it,

They are not even dictates of nerve,


But mere muddy suggestions of claret.

Our Holland philosophers say, Gin


Is the true philosophical drink,

As it made Doctor [David] H[artley] imagine


That to shake is the same as to think.

For, while drunkenness throb’d in his brain,


The sturdy materialist chose (O fye!)

To believe its vibrations not pain,


But wisdom, and downright philosophy.

Ye sages, who shine in my verse,


On my labours with gratitude think,

Which condemn not the faults they rehearse,


But impute all your sin to your drink.

In drink, poets, philosophers, mob, err;


Then excuse, if my satire e’er nips ye:

When I praise, think me prudent and sober,


If I blame, be assured I am tipsy.


Monty Python: Philosophers' Drinking Song. To show how James Hay Beattie was ahead of his time, for comparison, here’s the famous “Philosophers’ Drinking Song” by Monty Python.

Immanuel Kant was a real pissant

Who was very rarely stable.

Heidegger, Heidegger was a boozy beggar

Who could think you under the table.

David Hume could out-consume

Wilhelm Freidrich Hegel,

And Wittgenstein was a beery swine

Who was just as schloshed as Schlegel.

There's nothing Nietzche couldn't teach ya

'Bout the raising of the wrist.

Socrates, himself, was permanently pissed.

John Stuart Mill, of his own free will,

On half a pint of shandy was particularly ill.

Plato, they say, could stick it away--

Half a crate of whiskey every day.

Aristotle, Aristotle was a bugger for the bottle.

Hobbes was fond of his dram,

And René Descartes was a drunken fart.

'I drink, therefore I am.'

Yes, Socrates, himself, is particularly missed,

A lovely little thinker,

But a bugger when he's pissed
C. IMMANUEL KANT
German philosopher Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) was born in Königsberg, the capital of what was then East Prussia. He studied at the University of Königsberg, became a lecturer there in 1755, and finally in 1770 was appointed Professor of Logic and Metaphysics. Although Kant spent virtually all of his life in and around Königsberg, he was an avid reader of philosophical and scientific authors from other countries – especially France and England – which gave his own prolific writings a cosmopolitan feel. In 1781 he published his most influential work, the Critique of Pure Reason. The work is lengthy, technical, and, by his own confession, somewhat dry. To help readers follow its basic themes Kant wrote a summary, which appeared in 1783 under the title Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics (1783). Shortly after, Kant produced two influential works in moral theory: The Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (1785) and the Critique of Practical Reason (1788). Kant retired from teaching in 1797 and died in 1804. The selections below are from Kant’s Prolegomena and Groundwork. 
INTRODUCTION. 

Kant’s philosophy in the Critique of Pure Reason and the Prolegomena is an attempt to resolve the dispute between rationalists and empiricists regarding the source of our foundational philosophical concepts. Descartes, for example, believed that causality is an innate idea that we know a priori. The term a priori refers to a type of instinctive or intuitive knowledge that we gain without any appeal to sense perception and experience. By contrast, empiricists, such as Locke and Hume, believed that our notion of causality is not innate, but instead known a posteriori. A posteriori knowledge, also called empirical knowledge, refers to experiential knowledge that we gain through our external senses or through introspectively experiencing our own feelings and mental operations. Kant opens the Prolegomena by discussing the rationalist/empiricist dispute over the idea of causality.

Implications of Hume’s Problem of Causality. Kant felt that Hume successfully pointed out problems with the standard rationalist view that our knowledge of cause-effect relations is a priori. However, Kant resisted Hume’s conclusion that we know causality empirically. Thus, Kant believes that we still need to address the problem that Hume raises with an alleged a priori notion of causality. 


Since the Essays of Locke and Leibniz, or rather since the origin of metaphysics so far as we know its history, nothing has ever happened which was more decisive to its fate than the attack made upon it by David Hume. He threw no light on this species of knowledge, but he certainly struck a spark from which light might have been obtained, had it caught some inflammable substance and had its smoldering fire been carefully nursed and developed.


Hume started from a single but important concept in Metaphysics, viz., that of Cause and Effect (including its derivatives force and action, etc.). He challenges reason, which pretends to have given birth to this idea from herself, to answer him by what right she thinks anything to be so constituted, that if that thing be posited, something else also must necessarily be posited; for this is the meaning of the concept of cause. He demonstrated irrefutably that it was perfectly impossible for reason to think a priori and by means of concepts a combination involving necessity. We cannot at all see why, in consequence of the existence of one thing, another must necessarily exist, or how the concept of such a combination can arise a priori. Hence he inferred, that reason was altogether deluded with reference to this concept, which she erroneously considered as one of her children, whereas in reality it was nothing but a bastard of imagination, impregnated by experience, which subsumed certain representations under the Law of Association, and mistook the subjective necessity of habit for an objective necessity arising from insight. Hence he inferred that reason had no power to think such, combinations, even generally, because her concepts would then be purely fictitious, and all her pretended a priori cognitions nothing but common experiences marked with a false stamp. In plain language there is not, and cannot be, any such thing as metaphysics at all.


However hasty and mistaken Hume’s conclusion may appear, it was at least founded upon investigation, and this investigation deserved the concentrated attention of the brighter spirits of his day as well as determined efforts on their part to discover, if possible, a happier solution of the problem in the sense proposed by him, all of which would have speedily resulted in a complete reform of the science.

(1) According to Kant, what did Hume infer from the problem of causality regarding human reason? 

Hume’s Critics and the Larger Implication of Hume’s Problem. Some of Hume’s fellow Scottish philosophers – specifically Thomas Reid, James Oswald, and James Beattie – criticised Hume on the grounds that causality appears to be a dictate of common sense, which we cannot do without. Kant argues that Hume’s critics not only misunderstood Hume, but they also failed to see that Hume’s problem of causality was part of a much larger problem that we find with many other key notions in metaphysics.


But Hume suffered the usual misfortune of metaphysicians, of not being understood. It is positively painful to see bow utterly his opponents, Reid, Oswald, Beattie, and lastly Priestley, missed the point of the problem; for while they were ever taking for granted that which he doubted, and demonstrating with zeal and often with impudence that which he never thought of doubting, they so misconstrued his valuable suggestion that everything remained in its old condition, as if nothing had happened.


The question was not whether the concept of cause was right, useful, and even indispensable for our knowledge of nature, for this Hume had never doubted; but whether that concept could be thought by reason a priori, and consequently whether it possessed an inner truth, independent of all experience, implying a wider application than merely to the objects of experience. This was Hume’s problem. It was a question concerning the origin, not concerning the indispensable need of the concept. Were the former decided, the conditions of the use and the sphere of its valid application would have been determined as a matter of course.

(2) According to Kant, what is the central question raised by Hume’s problem of causality? 

Kant’s reaction to Hume. Kant continues noting the profound impact that Hume’s problem had on Kant personally, and how it forced him to re-evaluate the entire subject of metaphysics.


But to satisfy the conditions of the problem, the opponents of the great thinker should have penetrated very deeply into the nature of reason, so far as it is concerned with pure thinking, – a task which did not suit them. They found a more convenient method of being defiant without any insight, viz., the appeal to common sense. It is indeed a great gift of God, to possess right, or (as they now call it) plain common sense. But this common sense must be shown practically, by well-considered and reasonable thoughts and words, not by appealing to it as an oracle, when no rational justification can be advanced. To appeal to common sense, when insight and science fail, and no sooner-this is one of the subtle discoveries of modern times, by means of which the most superficial ranter can safely enter the lists with the most thorough thinker, and hold his own. But as long as a particle of insight remains, no one would think of having recourse to this subterfuge. For what is it but an appeal to the opinion of the multitude, of whose applause the philosopher is ashamed, while the popular charlatan glories and confides in it? I should think that Hume might fairly have laid as much claim to common sense as Beattie, and in addition to a critical reason (such as the latter did not possess), which keeps common sense in check and prevents it from speculating, or, if speculations are under discussion restrains the desire to decide because it cannot satisfy itself concerning its own arguments. By this means alone can common sense remain sound. Chisels and hammers may suffice to work a piece of wood, but for steel-engraving we require an engraver’s needle. Thus common sense and speculative understanding are each serviceable in their own way, the former in judgments which apply immediately to experience, the latter when we judge universally from mere concepts, as in metaphysics, where sound common sense, so called in spite of the inapplicability of the word, has no right to judge at all.


I openly confess, the suggestion of David Hume was the very thing, which many years ago first interrupted my dogmatic slumber, and gave my investigations in the field of speculative philosophy quite a new direction. I was far from following him in the conclusions at which he arrived by regarding, not the whole of his problem, but a part, which by itself can give us no information. If we start from a well-founded, but undeveloped, thought, which another has bequeathed to us, we may well hope by continued reflection to advance farther than the acute man, to whom we owe the first spark of light.


I therefore first tried whether Hume’s objection could not be put into a general form, and soon found that the concept of the connection of cause and effect was by no means the only idea by which the understanding thinks the connection of things a priori, but rather that metaphysics consists altogether of such connections. I sought to ascertain their number, and when I had satisfactorily succeeded in this by starting from a single principle, I proceeded to the deduction of these concepts, which I was now certain were not deduced from experience, as Hume had apprehended, but sprang from the pure understanding. This deduction (which seemed impossible to my acute predecessor, which bad never even occurred to any one else, though no one had hesitated to use the concepts without investigating the basis of their objective validity) was the most difficult task ever undertaken in the service of metaphysics; and the worst was that metaphysics, such as it then existed, could not assist me in the least, because this deduction alone can render metaphysics possible. But as soon as I had succeeded in solving Hume’s problem not merely in a particular case, but with respect to the whole faculty of pure reason, I could proceed safely, though slowly, to determine the whole sphere of pure reason completely and from general principles, in its circumference as well as in its contents. This was required for metaphysics in order to construct its system according to a reliable method. [Prolegomena, Introduction]

(3) According to Kant, Hume ultimately solved the problem of causality by contending that our experience (and not our a priori reason) gives rise to our notion of causality. By contrast, where does Kant think that the notion of causality springs from? 

PREAMBLE ON THE PECULIARITIES OF ALL METAPHYSICAL KNOWLEDGE
In the Preamble to the Prolegomena, Kant establishes some terminology and conceptual distinctions upon which his whole philosophy depends. 

Metaphysics deals with A Priori Knowledge. Unlike Hume who attempted to ground metaphysical notions such as causality in empirical experience, Kant insists that metaphysics involves a priori knowledge. In that sense, he believes, it is similar to our notions of mathematics.


Sect. 1. If it becomes desirable to formulate any cognition as science, it will be necessary first to determine accurately those peculiar features which no other science has in common with it, constituting its characteristics; otherwise the. boundaries of all sciences become confused, and none of them can be treated thoroughly according to its nature.


The characteristics of a science may consist of a simple difference of object, or of the sources of cognition, or of the kind of cognition, or perhaps of all three conjointly. On this, therefore, depends the idea of a possible science and its territory.


First, as concerns the sources of metaphysical cognition, its very concept implies that they cannot be empirical. Its principles (including not only its maxims but its basic notions) must never be derived from experience. It must not be physical but metaphysical knowledge, viz., knowledge lying beyond experience. It can therefore have for its basis neither external experience, which is the source of physics proper, nor internal, which is the basis of empirical psychology. It is therefore a priori knowledge, coming from pure Understanding and pure Reason.


But so far Metaphysics would not be distinguishable from pure Mathematics; it must therefore be called pure philosophical cognition; and for the meaning of this term I refer to the Critique of the Pure Reason (II. “Method of Transcendentalism,” Chap. I., Sec. 1), where the distinction between these two employments of the reason is sufficiently explained. So far concerning the sources of metaphysical cognition.

(4) According to Kant, what are some of the central features of metaphysical knowledge?

Analytical Judgments. Further clarifying the a priori nature of metaphysical notions, Kant distinguishes between two types of judgments: analytical and synthetical. Analytical judgments involve statements in which the predicate are contained in the subject, such as “All bachelors are unmarried men” and “triangles have three angles.” These statements are true or false based on the definitions of the words themselves; they also do not provide any new information beyond what is already stated in the subject of the statement. Synthetic statements, by contrast, do not have the predicate contained in the subject, such as “the door is brown.” As such, they are not true by definition; for example, the notion of “brown” is not part of the notion of “door”. Further, analytical statements provide us with new information – in this case, information that a particular object is brown. 


Sect. 2. a. Of the Distinction between Analytical and Synthetical judgments in general. – The peculiarity of its sources demands that metaphysical cognition must consist of nothing but a priori judgments. But whatever be their origin, or their logical form, there is a distinction in judgments, as to their content, according to which they are either merely explicative, adding nothing to the content of the cognition, or expansive, increasing the given cognition: the former may be called analytical, the latter synthetical, judgments.


Analytical judgments express nothing in the predicate but what has been already actually thought in the concept of the subject, though not so distinctly or with the same (full) consciousness. When I say: All bodies are extended, I have not amplified in the least my concept of body, but have only analyzed it, as extension was really thought to belong to that concept before the judgment was made, though it was not expressed, this judgment is therefore analytical. On the contrary, this judgment, All bodies have weight, contains in its predicate something not actually thought in the general concept of the body; it amplifies my knowledge by adding something to my concept, and must therefore be called synthetical.


b. The Common Principle of all Analytical Judgments is the Law of Contradiction. – All analytical judgments depend wholly on the law of Contradiction, and are in their nature a priori cognitions, whether the concepts that supply them with matter be empirical or not. For the predicate of an affirmative analytical judgment is already contained in the concept of the subject, of which it cannot be denied without contradiction. In the same way its opposite is necessarily denied of the subject in an analytical, but negative, judgment, by the same law of contradiction. Such is the nature of the judgments: all bodies are extended, and no bodies are unextended (i. e., simple).


For this very reason all analytical judgments are a priori even when the concepts are empirical, as, for example, Gold is a yellow metal; for to know this I require no experience beyond my concept of gold as a yellow metal: it is, in fact, the very concept, and I need only analyze it, without looking beyond it elsewhere.

(5) Explain how the law of contradiction applies to analytical judgments. 

Synthetical Judgments. Turning to synthetical judgments, Kant notes that the most obvious kind of synthetical judgments are empirical (a posteriori), such as “the door is brown,” which we know through visual experience. However, in addition to empirical notions, Kant argues that mathematical and metaphysical judgments are also synthetical. 


c. Synthetical judgments require a different Principle from the Law of Contradiction. There are synthetical a posteriori judgments of empirical origin; but there are also others which are proved to be certain a priori, and which spring from pure Understanding and Reason. Yet they both agree in this, that they cannot possibly spring from the principle of analysis, viz., the law of contradiction, alone; they require a quite different principle, though, from whatever they may be deduced, they must be subject to the law of contradiction, which must never be violated, even though everything cannot be deduced from it. I shall first classify synthetical judgments.


1. Empirical judgments are always synthetical. For it would be absurd to base an analytical judgment on experience, as our concept suffices for the purpose without requiring any testimony from experience. That body is extended, is a judgment established a priori, and not an empirical judgment. For before appealing to experience, we already have all the conditions of the judgment in the concept, from which we have but to elicit the predicate according to the law of contradiction, and thereby to become conscious of the necessity of the judgment, which experience could not even teach us.


2. Mathematical judgments are all synthetical. This fact seems hitherto to have altogether escaped the observation of those who have analyzed human reason; it even seems directly opposed to all their conjectures, though incontestably certain, and most important in its consequences. For as it was found that the conclusions of mathematicians all proceed according to the law of contradiction (as is demanded by all apodictic certainty), men persuaded themselves that the fundamental principles were known from the same law. This was a great mistake, for a synthetical proposition can indeed be comprehended according to the law of contradiction, but only by presupposing another synthetical proposition from which it follows, but never in itself. ... 


It might at first be thought that the proposition 7+5=12 is a mere analytical judgment, following from the concept of the sum of seven and five, according to the law of contradiction. But on closer examination it appears that the concept of the sum Of 7+5 contains merely their union in a single number, without its being at all thought what the particular number is that unites them. The concept of twelve is by no means thought by merely thinking of the combination of seven and five; and analyze this possible sum as we may, we shall not discover twelve in the concept. We must go beyond these concepts, by calling to our aid some concrete image, i.e., either our five fingers, or five points (as Segner has it in his Arithmetic), and we must add successively the units of the five, given in some concrete image, to the concept of seven. Hence our concept is really amplified by the proposition 7+5=12, and we add to the first a second, not thought in it. Arithmetical judgments are therefore synthetical, and the more plainly according as we take larger numbers; for in such cases it is clear that, however closely we analyze our concepts without calling visual images to our aid, we can never find the sum by such mere dissection.

(6) Although we might initially think that mathematical propositions are analytical (with the predicate contained in the subject), Kant believes that they are synthetic. Illustrating his point with the proposition “7+5=12” what does he say about the relation between the predicate “12” and the subject “7+5”?

Metaphysical Synthetic A Priori Judgments. Like mathematical judgments, Kant believes that metaphysical judgments are also synthetic a priori. That is, they are non-empirical yet provide us with new information. 


Metaphysical judgments, properly so called, are all synthetical. We must distinguish judgments pertaining to metaphysics from metaphysical judgments properly so called. Many of the former are analytical, but they only afford the means for metaphysical judgments, which are the whole end of the science, and which are always synthetical. For if there be concepts pertaining to metaphysics (as, for example, that of substance), the judgments springing from simple analysis of them also pertain to metaphysics, as, for example, substance is that which only exists as subject; and by means of several such analytical judgments, we seek to approach the definition of the concept. But as the analysis of a pure concept of the understanding pertaining to metaphysics, does not proceed in any different manner from the dissection of any other, even empirical, concepts, not pertaining to metaphysics (such as: air is an elastic fluid, the elasticity of which is not destroyed by any known degree of cold), it follows that the concept indeed, but not the analytical judgment, is properly metaphysical. This science has something peculiar in the production of its a priori cognitions, which must therefore be distinguished from the features it has in common with other rational knowledge. Thus the judgment, that all the substance in things is permanent, is a synthetical and properly metaphysical judgment. ... 


The conclusion drawn in this section then is, that metaphysics is properly concerned with synthetical propositions a priori, and these alone constitute its end, for which it indeed requires various dissections of its concepts, viz., of its analytical judgments, but wherein the procedure is not different from that in every other kind of knowledge, in which we merely seek to render our concepts distinct by analysis. But the generation of a priori cognition by concrete images as well as by concepts, in fine of synthetical propositions a priori in philosophical cognition, constitutes the essential subject of Metaphysics.

(7) Although some judgments pertaining to metaphysics are analytical, Kant believes that metaphysical judgments properly speaking are synthetical. Give one of Kant’s examples of a synthetical metaphysical judgment.

Kant argues that the success of metaphysics depends on our ability to show how synthetic a priori judgments are even possible. That is, we need to see how the mechanism of human reason provides us with intuitive (non-empirical) knowledge that contains new information. 


Sect. 5. We have above learned the significant distinction between analytical and synthetical judgments. The possibility of analytical propositions was easily comprehended, being entirely founded on the law of Contradiction. The possibility of synthetical a posteriori judgments, of those which are gathered from experience, also requires no particular explanation; for experience is nothing but a continual synthesis of perceptions. There remain therefore only synthetical propositions a priori, of which the possibility must be sought or investigated, because they must depend upon principles other than the law of contradiction.


But here we need not first establish the possibility of such propositions so as to ask whether they are possible. For there are enough of them which indeed are of undoubted certainty, and as our present method is analytical, we shall start from the fact, that such synthetical but purely rational cognition actually exists; but we must now inquire into the reason of this possibility, and ask, how such cognition is possible, in order that we may from the principles of its possibility be enabled to determine the conditions of its use, its sphere and its limits. The proper problem upon which all depends, when expressed with scholastic precision, is therefore: How are Synthethetic Propositions a priori possible? ... 

Metaphysics stands or falls with the solution of this problem: its very existence depends upon it. Let any one make metaphysical assertions with ever so much plausibility, let him overwhelm us with conclusions, if he has not previously proved able to answer this question satisfactorily, I have a right to say this is all vain baseless philosophy and false wisdom. You speak through pure reason, and claim, as it were to create cognitions a priori by not only dissecting given concepts, but also by asserting connections which do not rest upon the law of contradiction, and which you believe you conceive quite independently of all experience; how do you arrive at this, and how will you justify your pretensions? An appeal to the consent of the common sense of mankind cannot be allowed; for that is a witness whose authority depends merely upon rumor. Says Horace: “To all that which you prove me in this manner, I refuse to give credence.” [Prolegomena, Preamble]

(8) According to Kant, why can’t we prove our metaphysical assertions by appealing to the common consent of humankind?

To answer the crucial question of how synthetic a priori judgments are possible, Kant divides the question into four separate questions, and address each of these individually: 1. How is pure mathematics possible? 2. How is pure natural science possible? 3. How is metaphysics in general possible? 4. How is metaphysics as a science possible?
HOW IS PURE MATHEMATICS POSSIBLE? 

Kant believes that our notions of space and time are intimately connected with all judgments in mathematics. Our purest notions of space and time are instinctive components of our thinking and we do not simply infer them from our sensory experience of the physical world. In fact, to even make sense of our confusing sensory experiences, we must already have the mental concepts of space and time. In Kant’s words, our sense experiences provide us with the material of our perception, but our underlying intuitions of space and time provide its form. 

Concepts of Space and Time underlie Mathematics. Granting that we have these inborn concepts of space and time, Kant believes that these concepts answer the question of “ how is pure mathematic possible”. For Kant, when we make synthetic a priori mathematical judgments, we draw from our concepts of space and time. This is seen most clearly in the field of geometry, which is the science of our pure concepts of space. 


Sect. 10. Now, the intuitions which pure mathematics lays at the foundation of all its cognitions and judgments which appear at once apodictic and necessary are Space and Time. For mathematics must first have all its concepts in intuition, and pure mathematics in pure intuition, that is, it must construct them. If it proceeded in any other way, it would be impossible to make any headway, for mathematics proceeds, not analytically by dissection of concepts, but synthetically, and if pure intuition be wanting, there is nothing in which the matter for synthetical judgments a priori can be given. Geometry is based upon the pure intuition of space. Arithmetic accomplishes its concept of number by the successive addition of units in time; and pure mechanics especially cannot attain its concepts of motion without employing the representation of time. Both representations, however, are only intuitions; for if we omit from the empirical intuitions of bodies and their alterations (motion) everything empirical, or belonging to sensation, space and time still remain, which are therefore pure intuitions that lie a priori at the basis of the empirical. Hence they can never be omitted, but at the same time, by their being pure intuitions a priori, they prove that they are mere forms of our sensibility, which must precede all empirical intuition, or perception of actual objects, and conformably to which objects can be known a priori, but only as they appear to us.


Sect. 11. The problem of the present section is therefore solved. Pure mathematics, as synthetical cognition a priori, is only possible by referring to no other objects than those of the senses. At the basis of their empirical intuition lies a pure intuition (of space and of time) which is a priori. This is possible, because the latter intuition is nothing but the mere form of sensibility, which precedes the actual appearance of the objects, insofar as it, in fact, makes them possible. Yet this faculty of intuiting a priori affects not the matter of the phenomenon (that is, the sense-element in it, for this constitutes that which is empirical), but its form, viz., space and time. Should any man venture to doubt that these are determinations adhering not to things in themselves, but to their relation to our sensibility, I should be glad to know how it can be possible to know the constitution of things a priori, viz., before we have any acquaintance with them and before they are presented to us. Such, however, is the case with space and time. But this is quite comprehensible as soon as both count for nothing more than formal conditions of our sensibility, while the objects count merely as phenomena; for then the form of the phenomenon, i.e., pure intuition, can by all means be represented as proceeding from ourselves, that is, a priori.
(9) Kant argues that when we make synthetic a priori mathematical judgments we refer only to objects of the senses. What, in turn, is at the basis of our empirical sensory experiences?

Trancendental Idealism. In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant dubbed his theory of space and time “transcendental idealism,” by which he meant that pure notions of space and time are grounded only in our cognitive faculties, and are not derived through our experience of the world (“transcendental” being Kant’s word for our cognitive faculties). Unfortunately for Kant, the term “idealism” is a loaded word in philosophy, and, in its extreme form, such as we find in Berkeley, it involves a complete denial of the external material world. Kant denies that he is an idealist in this extreme sense. 


Remark 3. ... I have myself given this my theory the name of transcendental idealism, but that cannot authorize any one to confound it either with the empirical idealism of Descartes, (indeed, his was only an insoluble problem, owing to which he thought every one at liberty to deny the existence of the corporeal world, because it could never be proved satisfactorily), or with the mystical and visionary idealism of Berkeley, against which and other similar phantasms our Critique contains the proper antidote. My idealism concerns not the existence of things (the doubting of which, however, constitutes idealism in the ordinary sense), since it never came into my head to doubt it, but it concerns the sensuous representation of things, to which space and time especially belong. Of these [viz., space and time], consequently of all appearances in general, I have only shown, that they are neither things (but mere modes of representation), nor determinations belonging to things in themselves. But the word “transcendental,” which with me means a reference of our cognition, i.e., not to things, but only to the cognitive faculty, was meant to obviate this misconception. Yet rather than give further occasion to it by this word, I now retract it, and desire this idealism of mine to be called critical. But if it be really an objectionable idealism to convert actual things (not appearances) into mere representations, by what name shall we call him who conversely changes mere representations to things? It may, I think, be called “dreaming idealism,” in contradistinction to the former, which may be called “visionary,” both of which are to be refuted by my transcendental, or, better, critical idealism.

(10) Kant argues that his transcendental idealism does not concern the existence of things; instead, what does it involve?

HOW IS THE SCIENCE OF NATURE POSSIBLE?

Solving the first question regarding mathematics, Kant turns to the second question, which concerns how the science of nature is possible. More exactly, Kant investigates the underlying cognitive principles that allow us to make judgments about things in the physical world.

Phenomena and Noumena. Throughout his writings, Kant relies on an important distinction between what he calls phenomena and noumena. Phenomena involve what I actually experience, and noumena involve things as they are in themselves apart from how I might experience them. For example, as I look at a desk I can make a list of all of its physical features that appear to my five senses, such as its color and texture. Apart from this list of sensory phenomena, though, there still remain features about the desk that I have no way of investigating or even describing. These hidden features are the noumena of the desk, and I am permanently prevented from knowing them. Kant argues here that our experience of the physical world is in general restricted to the phenomena, and cannot reveal anything about noumenal things in themselves. 

Sect. 14. Nature is the existence of things, so far as it is determined according to universal laws. Should nature signify the existence of things in themselves, we could never know it either a priori or a posteriori. Not a priori, for how can we know what belongs to things in themselves, since this never can be done by the dissection of our concepts (in analytical judgments)? We do not want to know what is contained in our concept of a thing (for the [concept describes what] belongs to its logical being), but what is in the actuality of the thing superadded to our concept, and by what the thing itself is determined in its existence outside the concept. Our understanding, and the conditions on which alone it can connect the determinations of things in their existence, do not prescribe any rule to things themselves; these do not conform to our understanding, but it must conform itself to them; they must therefore be first given us in order to gather these determinations from them, wherefore they would not be known a priori.

A cognition of the nature of things in themselves a posteriori would be equally impossible. For, if experience is to teach us laws, to which the existence of things is subject, these laws, if they regard things in themselves, must belong to them of necessity even outside our experience. But experience teaches us what exists and how it exists, but never that it must necessarily exist so and not otherwise. Experience therefore can never teach us the nature of things in themselves.

(11) Why can’t we investigate things in themselves through a posteriori (i.e., empirical) reasoning?

Table of Judgments and the Categories. Kant argued earlier that our instinctive cognitive notions of space and time help organize the confusing influx of raw sensory perceptions that rush in through our senses. Kant argues further that in order to think about our various perceptions, we need additional instinctive cognitive notions that organize these experiences. He lays these out in two tables. The first (the logical table of judgments) shows the complete range of judgments that we in fact make about physical things. From this first table he derives the second one (the transcendental table of the pure concepts of the understanding); this lists the complete range of cognitive categories that we need to make all the judgments in the first table. Kant refers to the second table as a list of conceptual categories, which he believes supersedes Aristotle’s list of categories. Suppose, for example, that I make the judgment “all cows eat grass,” which, according to the first table, would be a universal judgment about quantity. For me to make this judgment about all cows, though, I need to first have a concept of “unity,” which is the first item in the second table. Thus, the twelve items in the two tables parallel each other, and are presented in four groups of three items. 


Sect. 21. To prove, then, the possibility of experience so far as it rests upon pure concepts [i.e., categories] of the understanding a priori, we must first represent what belongs to judgments in general and the various functions of the understanding, in a complete table. For the pure concepts of the understanding must run parallel to these functions, as such concepts are nothing more than concepts of intuitions in general, so far as these are determined by one or other of these functions of judging, in themselves, that is, necessarily and universally. Hereby also the a priori principles of the possibility of all experience, as of an objectively valid empirical cognition, will be precisely determined. For they are nothing but propositions by which all perception is (under certain universal conditions of intuition) subsumed under those pure concepts of the understanding.

LOGICAL TABLE OF JUDGMENTS.

1. As to Quantity.


Universal.


Particular.


Singular.

2. As to Quality.


Affirmative.


Negative.


Infinite.

3. As to Relation.


Categorical.


Hypothetical.


Disjunctive.

4. As to Modality.


Problematical.


Assertorical.


Apodictical.

TRANSCENDENTAL TABLE OF THE PURE CONCEPTS OF THE UNDERSTANDING [i.e., THE CATEGORIES].

1. As to Quantity.

Unity (the Measure).


Plurality (the Quantity).


Totality (the Whole).

2. As to Quality.


Reality.


Negation.


Limitation.

3. As to Relation.


Substance.


Cause.


Community.

4. As to Modality. 


 Possibility. 


Existence. 


Necessity. 

(12) The statement “all cows eat grass” is an example of a universal judgment regarding quantity. Make up a statement that illustrates another type of judgment on the first table. 

The Categories as Universal Rules of Possible Experience. Kant argues that, in order for me to make any kind of judgment, my various experiences must be united within my own consciousness. It must also be united in a way that would hold as a rule for anyone’s experience. Otherwise, each of us would have an entirely different way of judging the world. Thus, the universal nature of the categories – or rules of possible experience –provides the solution to the question “How is the science of nature possible.” The answer is that universal categories constitute “universal laws of nature,” which allow us to scientifically investigate nature.


Sect. 22. The sum of the matter is this: the business of the senses is to intuit – that of the understanding is to think. But thinking is uniting representations in one consciousness. ...


Sect. 23. Judgments, when considered merely as the condition of the union of given representations in a consciousness, are rules. These rules, so far as they represent the union as necessary, are rules a priori, and so far as they cannot be deduced from higher rules, are fundamental principles. But in regard to the possibility of all experience, merely in relation to the form of thinking in it, no conditions of judgments of experience are higher than those which bring the phenomena, according to the various form of their intuition, under pure concepts of the understanding, and render the empirical judgment objectively valid. These concepts are therefore the a priori principles of possible experience.


The principles of possible experience are then at the same time universal laws of nature, which can be known a priori. And thus the problem in our second question, “How is the pure Science of Nature possible?” is solved. For the system which is required for the form of a science is to be met with in perfection here, because, beyond the above-mentioned formal conditions of all judgments in general offered in logic, no others are possible, and these constitute a logical system. The concepts grounded thereupon, which contain the a priori conditions of all synthetical and necessary judgments, accordingly constitute a transcendental system. Finally the principles, by means of which all phenomena are subsumed under these concepts, constitute a physical system, that is, a system of nature, which precedes all empirical cognition of nature, makes it even possible, and hence may in strictness be denominated the universal and pure science of nature.

(13) In what sense are the rules of possible experience a priori? 

The Categories involve Phenomena, not Noumena. Kant stresses that the above tables do not apply to things in themselves, but only to our mental arrangement of the phenomena that we experience.


Sect. 30 ... This is therefore the result of all our foregoing inquiries: “All synthetical principles a priori are nothing more than principles of possible experience, and can never be referred to things in themselves, but to appearances as objects of experience. And hence pure mathematics as well as a pure science of nature can never be referred to anything more than mere appearances, and can only represent either that which makes experience generally possible, or else that which, as it is derived from these principles, must always be capable of being represented in some possible experience.”


Sect. 31. And thus we have at last something definite, upon which to depend in all metaphysical enterprises, which have hitherto, boldly enough but always at random, attempted everything without discrimination. That the aim of their exertions should be so near, struck neither the dogmatical thinkers nor those who, confident in their supposed sound common sense, started with concepts and principles of pure reason (which were legitimate and natural, but destined for mere empirical use) in quest of fields of knowledge, to which they neither knew nor could know any determinate bounds, because they bad never reflected nor were able to reflect on the nature or even on the possibility of such a pure understanding.

(14) What must both pure mathematics and the pure science of nature refer to?

HOW IS METAPHYSICS IN GENERAL POSSIBLE? 

Metaphysics is an investigation into the nature of reality, and often involves speculations about the existence of God, a spirit-realm, and the causes of the universe. The next question that Kant seeks to answer is “How is metaphysics in general possible.” Kant is highly critical of any dogmatic metaphysics that strays beyond the phenomenal world of appearances into the unknowable noumenal realm of things in themselves. Thus, he aims to dismiss many traditional metaphysical discussions and instead restrict metaphysics to the domain of possible experience as defined by the categories. 

Applying the Categories beyond Experience. For Kant, the categories are required for ordering our experience of the physical world. However, he notes that it is very tempting to apply the categories when thinking about metaphysical issues beyond the realm of experience. 


Sect. 45. We have above shown ... that the purity of the categories from all admixture of sensuous determinations may mislead reason into extending their use, quite beyond all experience, to things in themselves; though as these categories themselves find no intuition which can give them meaning or sense in concrete, they, as mere logical functions, can represent a thing in general, but not give by themselves alone a determinate concept of anything. Such hyperbolical objects are distinguished by the appellation of Noumena, or pure beings of the understanding (or better, beings of thought), such as, for example, “substance,” but conceived without permanence in time, or “cause,” but not acting in time, etc. Here predicates, that only serve to make the conformity-to-law of experience possible, are applied to these concepts, and yet they are deprived of all the conditions of intuition, on which alone experience is possible, and so these concepts lose all significance.


There is no danger, however, of the understanding spontaneously making an excursion so very wantonly beyond its own bounds into the field of the mere creatures of thought, without being impelled by foreign laws. But when reason, which cannot be fully satisfied with any empirical use of the rules of the understanding, as being always conditioned, requires a completion of this chain of conditions, then the understanding is forced out of its sphere. And then it partly represents objects of experience in a series so extended that no experience can grasp, partly even (with a view to complete the series) it seeks entirely beyond it noumena, to which it can attach that chain, and so, having at last escaped from the conditions of experience, make its attitude as it were final. These are then the transcendental ideas, which, though according to the true but hidden ends of the natural determination of our reason, they may aim not at extravagant concepts, but at an unbounded extension of their empirical use, yet seduce the understanding by an unavoidable illusion to a transcendent use, which, though deceitful, cannot be restrained within the bounds of experience by any resolution, but only by scientific instruction and with much difficulty.

(15) What causes the understanding to be “forced out of its sphere”?

The Antinomies. As we apply the categories when thinking about metaphysical issues beyond the realm of experience, we will inevitably be led into conflicting views on four specific issues. Kant argues that these four issues correspond with the four main divisions of the categories. 


Sect. 51. In the first place, the use of a system of categories becomes here so obvious and unmistakable, that even if there were not several other proofs of it, this alone would sufficiently prove it indispensable in the system of pure reason. There are only four such transcendent ideas, as there are so many classes of categories; in each of which, however, they refer only to the absolute completeness of the series of the conditions for a given conditioned. In analogy to these cosmological ideas there are only four kinds of dialectical assertions of pure reason, which, as they are dialectical, thereby prove, that to each of them, on equally specious principles of pure reason, a contradictory assertion stands opposed. As all the metaphysical art of the most subtle distinction cannot prevent this opposition, it compels the philosopher to recur to the first sources of pure reason itself. This Antinomy, not arbitrarily invented, but founded in the nature of human reason, and hence unavoidable and never ceasing, contains the following four theses together with their antitheses:

1.

Thesis: The World has, as to, Time and Space, a Beginning (limit).

Antithesis: The World is, as to Time and Space, infinite.

2. 

Thesis: Everything in the World consists of [elements that are] simple. 

Antithesis: There is nothing simple, but everything is composite.

3. 

Thesis: There are in the World Causes through Freedom. 

Antithesis: There is no Liberty, but all is Nature.

4.

Thesis: In the Series of the World-Causes there is some necessary Being. 

Antithesis: There is Nothing necessary in the World, but in this Series All is incidental.

(16) According to Kant, these antinomies are “not arbitrarily invented”; instead, what are they founded on?

What is most troubling about the antinomies, according to Kant, is that we might employ rock-solid reasoning in defense of each of the theses and antitheses. 


Sect. 52. Here is the most singular phenomenon of human reason, no other instance of which can be shown in any other use. If we, as is commonly done, represent to ourselves the appearances of the sensible world as things in themselves, if we assume the principles of their combination as principles universally valid of things in themselves and not merely of experience, as is usually, nay without our Critique, unavoidably done, there arises an unexpected conflict, which never can be removed in the common dogmatical way; because the thesis, as well as the antithesis, can be shown by equally clear, evident, and irresistible proofs – for I pledge myself as to the correctness of all these proofs – and reason therefore perceives that it is divided with itself, a state at which the skeptic rejoices, but which must make the critical philosopher pause and feel ill at ease. ...

(17) What reaction might a skeptic have in showing the inherently contradictory nature of human reasoning?

Unlike the skeptic, Kant comes to reason’s defense and attempts to explain away the antinomies. Ultimately, he rejects each of the theses and antitheses in the first two antinomies, since they are self-contradictory. However, he accepts each of the theses and antitheses in the final two antinomies since he believes that we can hold these compatibly. 

MORAL THEORY
Kant’s moral theory was influenced by the Samuel Pufendorf (1632-1694), who developed an elaborate account of how basic moral duties are instilled in our nature by God and are the foundation of both moral behavior and civilized society. According to Pufendorf, all duties into three principal groups: those to God, to oneself, and to others. According to Pufendorf, God gives us a natural knowledge of moral laws, which come to consciousness in the normal course of child development.  Kant agreed with Pufendorf that we know our moral duties by virtue of reason. He also held that we have duties to God, oneself, and others – although Kant considered duties towards God specifically a matter of religious obligation rather than moral obligation. Kant went a step further than Pufendorf, though, and argued that our various moral duties are founded on one general principle of duty – a principle that he called the categorical imperative. The following is from Kant’s Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (1785).


Morality Not Based on Virtue, Happiness, or Consequences. Kant begins with a general account of willful decisions. The function of the human will is to select one course of action from among several possible courses. Our specific willful decisions are influenced by several factors, such as laziness, immediate emotional gratification, or what is best in the long run. Kant argues that in moral matters the will is ideally influenced only by rational considerations, and not by subjective considerations such as one’s emotions. This is because morality involves what is necessary for us to do – for example, you must keep your promises; only rational considerations, he argues, can produce necessity. 


For Kant, the rational consideration that influences the will must be a principle of obligation, since only principles can provide purely rational grounds for action. Also, the principle must be a command (or imperative) since morality involves a command for us to perform a particular action. Finally, the principle cannot be one that appeals to the consequences of an action. For example, Kant would reject the view that I should donate to charity merely because it brings happiness to the person receiving the money. The only principle that fulfills these requirements is the categorical imperative. This dictates that we act in a way that we could will to be universal – applying to all people – irrespective of our individual needs and wants. He argues that it is the principle that would be adopted by a good will. 


Nothing can possibly be conceived in the world, or even out of it, which can be called good, without qualification, except a good will. Intelligence, wit, judgment, and the other talents of the mind, however they may be named, or courage, resolution, perseverance, as qualities of temperament, are undoubtedly good and desirable in many respects; but these gifts of nature may also become extremely bad and mischievous if the will which is to make use of them, and which, therefore, constitutes what is called character, is not good. It is the same with the gifts of fortune. Power, riches, honor, even health, and the general well-being and contentment with one’s condition which is called happiness, inspire pride, and often presumption, if there is not a good will to correct the influence of these on the mind, and with this also to rectify the whole principle of acting and adapt it to its end. The sight of a being who is not adorned with a single feature of a pure and good will, enjoying unbroken prosperity, can never give pleasure to an impartial rational spectator. Thus a good will appears to constitute the indispensable condition even of being worthy of happiness. 


There are even some qualities which are of service to this good will itself and may facilitate its action, yet which have no intrinsic unconditional value, but always presuppose a good will, and this qualifies the esteem that we justly have for them and does not permit us to regard them as absolutely good. Moderation in the affections and passions, self-control, and calm deliberation are not only good in many respects, but even seem to constitute part of the intrinsic worth of the person; but they are far from deserving to be called good without qualification, although they have been so unconditionally praised by the ancients. For without the principles of a good will, they may become extremely bad, and the coolness of a villain not only makes him far more dangerous, but also directly makes him more abominable in our eyes than he would have been without it. 

(1) According to Kant, why is morality not a matter of either (a) having certain character traits, like courage, or (b) producing good results or consequences through our actions?


A good will is good not because of what it performs or effects, not by its aptness for the attainment of some proposed end, but simply by virtue of the volition; that is, it is good in itself, and considered by itself is to be esteemed much higher than all that can be brought about by it in favor of any inclination, nay even of the sum total of all inclinations. Even if it should happen that, owing to special disfavor of fortune, or the niggardly provision of a step-motherly nature, this will should wholly lack power to accomplish its purpose, if with its greatest efforts it should yet achieve nothing, and there should remain only the good will (not, to be sure, a mere wish, but the summoning of all means in our power), then, like a jewel, it would still shine by its own light, as a thing which has its whole value in itself. Its usefulness or fruitfulness can neither add nor take away anything from this value. It would be, as it were, only the setting to enable us to handle it the more conveniently in common commerce, or to attract to it the attention of those who are not yet connoisseurs, but not to recommend it to true connoisseurs, or to determine its value. 

(2) For Kant, the will is the only thing that can be called “good” without qualification. What is it about the will that makes it good? 


Hypothetical vs. Categorical Imperatives. Kant distinguishes between types of imperatives. Imperatives in general are commands that dictate a particular course of action, such as “you shall clean your room.” Hypothetical imperatives are commands that depend on my preference for a particular end, and are stated in conditional form, such as, “If I want to lose weight, then I should eat less.” In this case, the command to eat less hinges on my previous preference to lose weight. However, hypothetical imperatives are simply not moral imperatives since the command is based on subjective considerations that are not absolute. A categorical imperative, by contrast, is an absolute command, such as “you shall treat people with respect,” which is not based on subjective considerations. Thus, the supreme principle of morality is a categorical imperative since it is not conditional upon one’s preferences.


The conception of an objective principle, in so far as it is obligatory for a will, is called a command (of reason), and the formula of the command is called an imperative. 


Now all imperatives command either hypothetically or categorically. The former represent the practical necessity of a possible action as means to something else that is willed (or at least which one might possibly will). The categorical imperative would be that which represented an action as necessary of itself without reference to another end, i.e., as objectively necessary. 


Since every practical law represents a possible action as good and, on this account, for a subject who is practically determinable by reason, necessary, all imperatives are formulae determining an action which is necessary according to the principle of a will good in some respects. If now the action is good only as a means to something else, then the imperative is hypothetical; if it is conceived as good in itself and consequently as being necessarily the principle of a will which of itself conforms to reason, then it is categorical. 


Thus the imperative declares what action possible by me would be good and presents the practical rule in relation to a will which does not forthwith perform an action simply because it is good, whether because the subject does not always know that it is good, or because, even if it know this, yet its maxims might be opposed to the objective principles of practical reason. 


When I conceive a hypothetical imperative, in general I do not know beforehand what it will contain until I am given the condition. But when I conceive a categorical imperative, I know at once what it contains. For as the imperative contains besides the law only the necessity that the maxims shall conform to this law, while the law contains no conditions restricting it, there remains nothing but the general statement that the maxim of the action should conform to a universal law, and it is this conformity alone that the imperative properly represents as necessary. 

(3) According to Kant, what kind of imperative is good only as a means to something else?

Kant next presents the single categorical imperative of morality: act only on that maxim by which you can at the same time will that it should become a universal law.


There is therefore but one categorical imperative, namely, this: Act only on that maxim whereby you can at the same time will that it should become a universal law. 


Now if all imperatives of duty can be deduced from this one imperative as from their principle, then, although it should remain undecided what is called duty is not merely a vain notion, yet at least we shall be able to show what we understand by it and what this notion means. 

Although there is only one categorical imperative, Kant argues that there can be four formulations of this principle:

The Formula of the Law of Nature: “Act as if the maxim of your action were to become through your will a universal law of nature.”

The Formula of the End Itself: “Act in such a way that you always treat humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any other, never simply as a means, but always at the same time as an end.”

The Formula of Autonomy: “So act that your will can regard itself at the same time as making universal law through its maxims.”

The Formula of the Kingdom of Ends: “So act as if you were through your maxims a law-making member of a kingdom of ends.”

According to Kant, each of these four formulations will produce the same conclusion regarding the morality of any particular action. Thus, each of these formulas offers a step-by-step procedure for determining the morality of any particular action. We will consider only the first two of these formulations here. Kant presents this first formulation is the most fundamental one. 


The Formula of the Law of Nature. The formula of the law of nature provides a test for determining the morality or rightness of any act. I must ask whether the maxim of my action, which is a statement describing what I intend to do and giving the motive for it, could be consistently willed as a law of nature. If it can be willed consistently, then the action is moral. If not, then it is immoral. To illustrate this formulation, Kant uses four examples that cover the range of morally significant situations that arise. These examples include committing suicide, making false promises, failing to develop one’s abilities, and refusing to be charitable. In each case, the action is deemed immoral since a contradiction arises when trying to will the maxim as a law of nature.


Since the universality of the law according to which effects are produced constitutes what is properly called nature in the most general sense (as to form), that is the existence of things so far as it is determined by general laws, the imperative of duty may be expressed thus: 

Act as if the maxim of your action were to become by your will a universal law of nature. 


We will now enumerate a few duties, adopting the usual division of them into duties to ourselves and ourselves and to others, and into perfect and imperfect duties.


1. A man reduced to despair by a series of misfortunes feels wearied of life, but is still so far in possession of his reason that he can ask himself whether it would not be contrary to his duty to himself to take his own life. Now he inquires whether the maxim of his action could become a universal law of nature. His maxim is: “From self-love I adopt it as a principle to shorten my life when its longer duration is likely to bring more evil than satisfaction.” It is asked then simply whether this principle founded on self-love can become a universal law of nature. Now we see at once that a system of nature of which it should be a law to destroy life by means of the very feeling whose special nature it is to impel to the improvement of life would contradict itself and, therefore, could not exist as a system of nature; hence that maxim cannot possibly exist as a universal law of nature and, consequently, would be wholly inconsistent with the supreme principle of all duty. 

{end line}

(4) In Kant’s first formulation of the categorical imperative (i.e., the formula of the law of nature), what is the specific contradiction that arises in the suicide example?

{begin line}


2. Another finds himself forced by necessity to borrow money. He knows that he will not be able to repay it, but sees also that nothing will be lent to him unless he promises stoutly to repay it in a definite time. He desires to make this promise, but he has still so much conscience as to ask himself: “Is it not unlawful and inconsistent with duty to get out of a difficulty in this way?” Suppose however that he resolves to do so: then the maxim of his action would be expressed thus: “When I think myself in want of money, I will borrow money and promise to repay it, although I know that I never can do so.” Now this principle of self-love or of one’s own advantage may perhaps be consistent with my whole future welfare; but the question now is, “Is it right?” I change then the suggestion of self-love into a universal law, and state the question thus: “How would it be if my maxim were a universal law?” Then I see at once that it could never hold as a universal law of nature, but would necessarily contradict itself. For supposing it to be a universal law that everyone when he thinks himself in a difficulty should be able to promise whatever he pleases, with the purpose of not keeping his promise, the promise itself would become impossible, as well as the end that one might have in view in it, since no one would consider that anything was promised to him, but would ridicule all such statements as vain pretenses. 

(5) What contradiction arises in the example of the deceitful borrower? 

Let us consider this particular example in more detail. I need money. I formulate a “maxim”, a description of a possible action, including the reasons for it, namely “in order to get needed money, make a lying promise.” I ask whether the lying promise would work as a means to my end, namely, getting money. Suppose it would. Then my maxim passes the test of rationality posed by a hypothetical imperative. Next, I check this maxim against the categorical imperative. I ask, “could this maxim be a universal law of nature?” Well, suppose that everyone, as if by natural necessity, should lie when promising, or even, lie when promising to repay money. In that case, clearly there would be no promising, or promising to pay back money. But in that case I could no longer will the maxim even as hypothetical. Lying would not be a viable means to the end I seek. So I cannot even consistently imagine a coherent world in which my maxim becomes a universal law, like a law of nature. Kant thinks that that is one mark of an immoral maxim. You can see from this example some of the connections between being rational and being moral which Kant wants to establish. Morality requires rational consistency. It does not require producing good consequences, however. The badness of making a lying promise does not consist in the fact that it produces bad consequences. It might well produce very nice consequences, even for the person lied to! 


3. A third finds in himself a talent which with the help of some culture might make him a useful man in many respects. But he finds himself in comfortable circumstances and prefers to indulge in pleasure rather than to take pains in enlarging and improving his happy natural capacities. He asks, however, whether his maxim of neglect of his natural gifts, besides agreeing with his inclination to indulgence, agrees also with what is called duty. He sees then that a system of nature could indeed subsist with such a universal law although men (like the South Sea islanders) should let their talents rest and resolve to devote their lives merely to idleness, amusement, and propagation of their species – in a word, to enjoyment; but he cannot possibly will that this should be a universal law of nature, or be implanted in us as such by a natural instinct. For, as a rational being, he necessarily wills that his faculties be developed, since they serve him and have been given him, for all sorts of possible purposes. 

(6) What contradiction arises from the example of neglecting one’s talents? 


4. A fourth, who is in prosperity, while he sees that others have to contend with great wretchedness and that he could help them, thinks: “What concern is it of mine? Let everyone be as happy as Heaven pleases, or as be can make himself; I will take nothing from him nor even envy him, only I do not wish to contribute anything to his welfare or to his assistance in distress!” Now no doubt if such a mode of thinking were a universal law, the human race might very well subsist and doubtless even better than in a state in which everyone talks of sympathy and good-will, or even takes care occasionally to put it into practice, but, on the other side, also cheats when he can, betrays the rights of men, or otherwise violates them. But although it is possible that a universal law of nature might exist in accordance with that maxim, it is impossible to will that such a principle should have the universal validity of a law of nature. For a will which resolved this would contradict itself, inasmuch as many cases might occur in which one would have need of the love and sympathy of others, and in which, by such a law of nature, sprung from his own will, he would deprive himself of all hope of the aid he desires. 

(7) What contradiction arises in the example of failing to be charitable?

Let us consider this example a little further too. In this case my maxim is something like this; ignore the needs of others, in order to avoid interference with my own plans.” Suppose now that all people at all times should by a kind of natural necessity never help anyone else. Now, unlike the case of the lying promise, I can consistently conceive a world like that. But, could I consistently will it? Only if I cease to will that I should sometimes be helped. But there are a great many ends which I can rationally pursue only by means of the help of others. For example, if I accidentally get trapped with a broken arm under a fallen tree limb, I may need someone else to lift it and help me. In such a case I could not rationally pursue the end of continuing to live, without relying on others. So if I am a rational being I shall will that others sometimes help me. But if I universalize my maxim, (“don’t help others”) I will be willing that I not be helped. So here there is clearly a contradiction in willing . I cannot, being the sort of vulnerable being I am, consistently will this maxim, while continuing to will the sorts of things I naturally do will (such as staying alive). So “ignore the needs of others” does not pass the test imposed by the categorical imperative. For that imperative says, “Act as if the maxim of your action were to become by your will a universal law of nature.” 


Notice that what makes refusing to help those in need wrong is not that failing to do so would bring bad consequences. Even if, in attempting to help someone, I produce a bad consequence, such as injury to them, it would still be to my credit that I tried to help, and it would still be the case that the kind of action I attempted must be attempted by anyone deserving to be called good. Note also that the moral law does not tell me how much help I should give others. It certainly does not tell me that I have a duty to maximize benefit for others.

The Formula of the End Itself. The formula of the end itself is more straightforward than the previous one: always treat people as an end and never only as a means. There are two points to this principle. First, when performing an action we should treat people as beings that are intrinsically valuable. Second, we should not use people as a means to achieve some further benefit. People have intrinsic value, Kant argues, because of their ability to act freely. This gives humans a level of dignity that other humans must respect.


Supposing, however, that there were something whose existence has in itself an absolute worth, something which, being an end in itself, could be a source of definite laws; then in this and this alone would lie the source of a possible categorical imperative, i.e., a practical law. 


Now I say: man and generally any rational being exists as an end in himself, not merely as a means to be arbitrarily used by this or that will, but in all his actions, whether they concern himself or other rational beings, must be always regarded at the same time as an end. All objects of the inclinations have only a conditional worth, for if the inclinations and the wants founded on them did not exist, then their object would be without value. But the inclinations, themselves being sources of want, are so far from having an absolute worth for which they should be desired that on the contrary it must be the universal wish of every rational being to be wholly free from them. Thus the worth of any object which is to be acquired by our action is always conditional. Beings whose existence depends not on our will but on nature’s, have nevertheless, if they are irrational beings, only a relative value as means, and are therefore called things; rational beings, on the contrary, are called persons, because their very nature points them out as ends in themselves, that is as something which must not be used merely as means, and so far therefore restricts freedom of action (and is an object of respect). These, therefore, are not merely subjective ends whose existence has a worth for us as an effect of our action, but objective ends, that is, things whose existence is an end in itself; an end moreover for which no other can be substituted, which they should subserve merely as means, for otherwise nothing whatever would possess absolute worth; but if all worth were conditioned and therefore contingent, then there would be no supreme practical principle of reason whatever. 

(8) What is Kant’s distinction between things and persons?


If then there is a supreme practical principle or, in respect of the human will, a categorical imperative, it must be one which, being drawn from the conception of that which is necessarily an end for everyone because it is an end in itself, constitutes an objective principle of will, and can therefore serve as a universal practical law. The foundation of this principle is: rational nature exists as an end in itself. Man necessarily conceives his own existence as being so; so far then this is a subjective principle of human actions. But every other rational being regards its existence similarly, just on the same rational principle that holds for me: so that it is at the same time an objective principle, from which as a supreme practical law all laws of the will must be capable of being deduced. Accordingly the practical imperative will be as follows: 

So act as to treat humanity, whether in your own person or in that of any other, in every case as an end, never as means only. 

We will now inquire whether this can be practically carried out. 


Examples. Using the same examples as above, Kant continues by showing how this formulation of the categorical imperative also confirms our basic duties.

To abide by the previous examples: 


Firstly, under the head of necessary duty to oneself: He who contemplates suicide should ask himself whether his action can be consistent with the idea of humanity as an end in itself. If he destroys himself in order to escape from painful circumstances, he uses a person merely as a mean to maintain a tolerable condition up to the end of life. But a man is not a thing, that is to say, something which can be used merely as means, but must in all his actions be always considered as an end in himself. I cannot, therefore, dispose in any way of a man in my own person so as to mutilate him, to damage or kill him. (It belongs to ethics proper to define this principle more precisely, so as to avoid all misunderstanding, e.g., as to the amputation of the limbs in order to preserve myself, as to exposing my life to danger with a view to preserve it, etc. This question is therefore omitted here.) 

(9) With Kant’s second formulation of the categorical imperative (i.e., the formula of the end itself), why is suicide wrong?


Secondly, as regards necessary duties, or those of strict obligation, towards others: He who is thinking of making a lying promise to others will see at once that he would be using another man merely as a mean, without the latter containing at the same time the end in himself. For he whom I propose by such a promise to use for my own purposes cannot possibly assent to my mode of acting towards him and, therefore, cannot himself contain the end of this action. This violation of the principle of humanity in other men is more obvious if we take in examples of attacks on the freedom and property of others. For then it is clear that he who transgresses the rights of men intends to use the person of others merely as a means, without considering that as rational beings they ought always to be esteemed also as ends, that is, as beings who must be capable of containing in themselves the end of the very same action. 

(10) Why would it be wrong to make a deceitful promise?

	[�][Hume divided Section 8 of the Enquiry into two parts, the second of which begins here. -- JF] 





