INTRODUCTION

The Main Aim

The main aim of this dissertition is to identify and describe the bases of
Anderson’'s core philosophicel position, that 1is, his empiricism-realism-
pluralism-determinism (and necessarily concentrates upon ampiricism), so that
his positicn can be seen as i systamatic, non-metaphysical and comprehensive
one; so that it can be appreciated by contemporary philosophers whose
assumptions are so far ramoved from his; thus to show (ai that the problems
with which he was concerned have not been solved -- have hardly been
recognised -- by contemporary philosophers; (b) that these problems and the
solutions Anderson offered «are still quite relevant today. However, the
problems confronting such a teésk are very considerable, and must be identified
and dealt with if the stated zim is to be achieved.

The Paradox of Anderson's Famk: and Fresent Obscurity
During his lifetime in Australia, John Anderson gained an outstanding
reputation as a philosopher, acadamic, teacher, controversialist and critic.
According to Mackie “"Andersca was the most important philosopher who has
worked in Australia” and "he was the most distinguished academic figure that
we have had in Sydney, or are likelv to have for a long time” [1962a, p.124
and 126, respectively]. Accorcing tc O'Neil "He was probably the most original
philosopher ever to have worked in Australia™ [1979, p.57]. Passmore paid him
a great complement as a teacher:

As a result of a series; of chances, I have come to know a good

many of the better-know: philosophers of our century, and at more

than the level of mere acquaintance. ... But I have never for a

moment wished that they rather than Anderson had been my teacher.

He opened up my mind as no one else could have done. That fifty

years ago, he left Scotland for Australia is, in my judgment, the

greatest single piece of intellectual good fortune our country has
ever experienced. [1977 p.53].

Partridge attempted to identi’y wha: made Anderson "a great teacher” (in the
1930's), spoke of his concep:ion of the relatedness of all the branches of
culture, and said that "Anderson's students learned from the example of his
lectures (and, in the thirti:s, could not have learned this lesson as well
from any other teacher) what critical thought is: its power when brought to
bear upon fundamental conceptions and beliefs” [1958, p.50]. Mackie's opening
remarks in the obituary alreacy cited, are worth quoting at some length:

It is as a freethinker :hat John Anderson is most widely known in

Australia, as an uncompromising critic of religion and an enemy of
all forms of censorsh p. And indeed it is this part of his



achievement that 1is least open to question. Generations of
students were profoundly influenced not only by his ideas but also
by the vehemence of his personality. He successfully defied, at
different times, the Seiate of the University of Sydney and the
state parliament of N3:w South Wales when they attampted to
suppress his criticisms of patriotism and religion. He was always
ready to hit back ageéinst attacks upon his influence as an
educator, and his opponeits regularly had the worst of the ensuing
controversy. There car be no doubt that he did more for
intellectual freedom, by his constant practice and defence of it,
than any other one man in Australia.

Nevertheless, this activity was only an offshoot from his
philosophy. [op. cit., r.124)

It is important to recognise that (as Mackie indicated in the last sentence
quoted), while some philosophers have entered into public prominence on
special issues that happened to interest them outside their special field,
when Anderson entered into public controversies it was, as he saw it, in
defence of his special field -- the acadamic life, philosophy and education —-
and because of views directly 1related to his philosophical position.
Anderson's ventures into publ ¢ con:roversy were, therefore, no accident and
not attributable to publicity--seeking or a discontented character. Indeed, he
saw the rcle of the academic as that of a critic, and as one which,
inevitably, will sometimes be unpopular and contrary to prevailing opinions;
and the academic cannot shrin< from this. In 1960, just two vears before he
died, in a considered yet passionatz article, he opened by stating just this
sort of view —-

The work of the academic, qua academic, is criticism; and,

whatever his special ficld mav be, his development of independent

views will bring him irto conflict with prevailing opinions and

customary attitudes in :he public arena and not merely among his
fellow-professionals. [Anderson, 1960, p.5; my emphasis.]

This dissertation is therefore concerned with Anderson as an important
critical philosopher, but also as an academic who accepted the more public
role of social critic, or "cadfly”, when that was appropriate. It will be
argued here that many of the principles he enunciated in his role, and in
defence of his role, as sociel critic illuminate his philosophical method as
well, so that there is a unity between both; that he did not become involved
in controversy around frin¢e issues in which he also happened to be
interested, but did so because he was defending what he believed to be central
to the academic life, the edicated or cultured life, the philosophical life,
or the critical inquiring life. Nevertheless, these principles are never

expounded in a systematic way., but arise incidentally in both his
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philosophical articles and hit. role as a controversialist and zpokespsrach for

the academic viewpoint.

It is paradoxical that while during his lifetime he was the most famous and
distinguished philosopher and academic in Australia, and wished to establish a
realist school of philosophy [Mackie, 1962a, p.125] , his work has fallen into
almost total obscurity. Other commertators have suggested possible reasons for
this lack of understanding and interest [Mackie. op. cit.., p.125; Quinton, in
Baker, 1986, p.xi; Baker, 198¢, p.xv,f]. One major reason is that Anderscn did
not write a systematic treatise [Janet Anderson, 1982, p.3] but only discon-
nected articles. Another is that, subsequent to Russell and Wittgenstein,
Anglo-American philosophy has taken a direction which has widened the gap
between Anderson and other philosophers. However, it will be argued here that
an important part of the reason why Anderson is not well understood rests in
the fact that there are inherent difficulties and unsolved problems within his

own stated position.

The Problem of Expounding Anderson’'s Work as Systematic

A number of important commentators have referred to Anderson’'s philosophical
thought as systematic [Passrore, 1977; Mackie, 1962b, p.165; Quinton, in
Baker, 1986, p.xviil], but none has explained precisely in what sense it is
systematic, and despite Baker s two very clear books, none has shown how it is
systematic. Anderson wrote nc systematic exposition of his central views --
his empiricism, realism, pluralism and determinism, only articles which have
now been compiled in severa collactions [Anderson, 1931; Anderson, 1962;
D.Z.Phillips (ed.), 1980; Anderson, Callum and Lykos 1982; Dialectic, 1977]
but which do not present a systematic exposition [c.f. Mackie, 1962a, p.125].

It is difficult, if not ' mpossible, to summarise Anderson’'s principal
doctrines without great risk of misunderstanding. Mackie attempted such a

summary, which is quoted at some lergth here:

His central doctrine is that there is only one way of being, that
of ordinary things in space ard time, and that every question is a
simple issue of truth or falsity, that there are no different
degrees or kinds of truth. His propositional view of reality
implies that things ar: irreducibly complex, that we can never
arrive at simple elements in any field. Anderson rejects
systematically the noticn of entities that are constituted, wholly
or partly, by their relations: there can be no ideas or sensa
whose nature it is to be known or perceived, no consciousness
whose nature it is to know, no values whose nature it is to be
ends or to direct actior. Knowledge is a matter of finding what is



objectively the case; a. 1 knowledge depends on observation and is
fallible; we do not build up the knowledge of facts or laws out of
any more inmediate or rore reliable items. Ethics is a study of
the qualities of human activities; there can be no science of what
is right or obligatory, and the study of moral judgements would
belong to sociology. not to ethics. Similarly aesthetics can only
be a study of the characteristics of beautiful things, not a study
of feelings or judgemeits ard not a source of directives for
artists. Minds, like anything else, are complex spatio-temporal
things: they are societies of motives cor feelings, and there is no
ultimate self to which the motives belong. Similarly, a society is
a complex of movements +hich both co-operate and compete; it has
no inclusive social purpose, but neither is it reducible to its
individual members. And all things have their regular causal ways
of working. [1962b, p.2¢5-6].

Although Mackie's summary is sound, it does not elucidate any relationships
between those numerous doctrines, and certainly none between Anderson's
central doctrine of one wav of being and the others. In short, it does not
reveal that, or in what way (if at all), Anderson's philosophical position was
systematic. Mackie recognised this and went on to add:

But while it is easy thus to sumn up Anderson’'s philosophical

position, it is a more difficult and much more complicated task to

show how these principlzas are established or supported, how they

are worked out in detail, and how they would be defended against
objections and criticisns. [Ibid, p.266]

The problems inveolved in  systematically expounding Anderson’'s core
philosophical position are of two kinds. The first concerns the audience of
non-Andersonian philosophers. All readers of Anderson will bring some
assumptions to the task of understanding his work, and many assumptions
brought by contemporary philosophers are antithetical to Anderson’s thought: a
positive hindrance to understanding him. Some attempt must be made to ramedy

this. The second kind concerns problams created by Anderson himseif.

Different assumptions méde by Anderson and twentieth-century
philosophers

If there are difficulties, as it were, on Anderson's side which impede
exposition of his work, there are also considerable difficulties in
understanding it due to assumptions brought into that process by contemporary
philosophers themselves. If aiy progress is to be made bridging the enormous
gulf between Anderson's conceptior of philosophy, logic and inquiry and
current corceptions, some attempt must be made, firstly, to identify these

differences and secondly, if possikle, to discover their bases. Outstanding
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amongst the features of Andercson's philosophy which will be unfamiliar to many

contemporary philosophers are the following ten points.

1. Anderson was implacably oppesed to all manifestations of rationalism as
he understood it, and his ccnception of rationalism is different from the
traditional one [c.f., Mackie, 1965. p.3]. This meant that he rejected all
attempts to peint to divisions in reality, all dualisms, all suggestiocns that
there are different ways or kinds of being, different kinds or degrees of
truth [SIEP, p.31 (necessairy anc¢ contingent, analytic and synthetic),
different ways of knowing (a pricri and a posteriori); any attempted
distinctions between facts ard principles or facts and values [S/p.14]1. or
anything superior to facts; all suggestions that there are ultimates or

ultimate elements of any kind [S/p.43].

2. Consistent with the foregoing, he took a purely ampiricist view of
mathematics [S/p.6ff].
3. He criticised and rejected the notion of (definition by) constitutive

relations [S/p.29ff] especially in relation to the notions of mind as
consciousness, and ideas (see 5 and 6 below); and rejectec relativism in all
its forms: relative truth, ethical relativism, and many relativist terms [see
Mackie, 1962b, p.266ff1.
4. Following the New Realists, he took knowing to be a relaticn between the
knower and what is known, and took that doctrine to its logical conclusion, or
-- by contemporary standards -- to its extreme.
5. He rejected the Cartesian notion of mind as a non-extended, thinking
thing or consciousness [S/p.31ff] and positively rejected any view of mind as
an utterly simple thing [S/p.>2] or as having no characteristics [S/p.38].
6. He rejected all notions >f ideas. concepts, sensa, sense-data, percepts,
etc. [S/p.32], the Socratic notion of knowledge [S5/p.213], the noticn of
experience [S/p.4] and all mental en:ities of any kind {Passmore in 5/p.x:iil.
7. He rejected representationism in all its forms, [see e.g., S/p.169].
8. Directly connected with 1is rejection of the Cartesian view of mind. and
the notions of ideas and concepts,
(i) he showed no inter=st in questions of --
(a) epistemology [S/p.86], and regarded “"the problem of
knowledge” as a form of "scientific defeatism” [S/p.82].
(b)  meaning [c.f., Mackie, 1962b, p.2791;
(ii) he was almost contamptuoils of --

(a) conceptual enalysis [S/p.181]
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(b) "'ordinary language' philosophy of every sort” [Passmore, in
S/p.xil (Comenting upon Ryle's criticisms of Anderson,
Mackie pointed out that "Ryle is concerned with linguistic
analysis whereas Anderson is concerned with the features of
things talked about™; 1951, p.110).
9. He rejected the standarc correspondence and coherence theories of truth
[S/p.21] and showed no interest in formulating any theorv of truth [S/p.21;
see Mackie, 1962b, p.279].
10. Whatever Anderson's viev' of logic was it does not conform to what most
philosophers today think of &s logic: a calculus [Passmore, 1962, p.xv]. He
developed his own distinctive wversion of the traditional logic of four
categorical forms of propositions. and adhered to it in preference to
Russell’'s logic. Anderson's view of logic is discussed at considerable length

in Part V, below.

Taken singly, most of these doctrines would distinguish Anderson from the
majority of twentieth century philosophers; taken collectively, they indicate
some radical difference between his views and mainstream twentieth century
philosophy. It is important, therefore., if possible, to identify and elucidate
the basis of this radical difference. And if Anderson was a systematic
philosopher, as Passmore and others claim, it would seam that there must be
some fundamental difference kzatween Anderson's approach to or conception of
philosophy, and that of others today: some underlying principle or assumption,
which explains these major differences. Any illuminating account of Anderson's
philosorhical position, as a systematic one will not only recocgnise these
differences. but go some way towards explaining them. That becomes one of the

aims of the present thesis.

Problems in the statement of Anderson's core position
Mackie recognised that Anierson did not expound his own position
systematically, and that any attempt to do so would (a) "start with a full
account of his logic”, and (b) "would have to rely at crucial points on
unpublished material or hearray evidence” [1962b, p.266]1. The latter point
indicates that there are impcrtant gaps in Anderson's exposition of his own
position. Baker goes further and claims that there is at least one very
serious problem within Anderson's position "about which Anderson himself
worried” [1986, p.106]: this zoncerns Anderson's attempt to develop a theory
of categories and involves tte use of what Baker calls "universal terms” --

terms which apply to anvthing. So. in addition to those problems involved in



expounding Anderson's views to contemporary philosophers unfamiliar with it,
there are unresclved problems within Anderson’'s stated views. Before they can
be resolved, they must be ilentified. Some of the more important are the
following:
1. Anderson repeatedly usel certain terms in his own characteristic way,
but which he did not define. come of these, which are central to understanding
his views, are logic, criticism, inquiry, discourse, propositions, the
conditions of existence, "thirgs”, relativism.
2. Furthermore, as Mackie poirted out:
except in his earliest articles, Anderson does not so much
argue to his position as argue: from it: he takes for granted what
are at once his most characteristic and most controversial views,

and castigates in his own terms the errors of his opponents.
[1962a, p.125]

This means that we do not alwsys find an argument detailed at the place it is
adverted to or assumed by Ancerson, but have to search for it in an earlier
article or passage.

3. While the doctrine of one way of being may be taken as Anderson's
"central doctrine” [Mackie, c ted p.3 abovel, there are great difficultiss in
interpreting it, and in understanding what its status 1is. Mackie said
Anderson's philosophical system "depends on a complete identification of logic
with ontology which is, to sey the least, very hard to defend and which
cannot in the end be defendec” [1962a, p.266]. We might well ask what logic
could be. and what ontology zould be, if they were the same. But this was
Mackie's way of putting the ratter. Anderson's doctrine of one way of being
was examined in considerable cetail by the present writer [Wild, 19931].

4. It is not clear in wha: relation Anderson’'s other main doctrines (his
realism, pluralism and determinism) stand to the doctrine of one way of being.
They do not appear to be deduzed from it. Their exact statement and status is
also unclear [Ibidl].

5. Anderson’'s eampiricism, realism, pluralism and determinism make very
general sorts of claims, expre¢ssed for the most part in terms of "things” [see
Part I, belowl; they do not appear to be ordinary ampirical claims, but
ontological or possibly metapiysical. Whatever their status is, it is not at
all clear that claims of that generality are compatible with empiricism.

6. At times Anderson spoke of the conditions of existence [S/p.5, 86, 91.
Gof, 122f, 303f] but he gave no account of what that means. Clearly, any such
view would have to be related to his doctrine of one way of being. and to the

problem of the categories referred to previously. In Part I, it will be shown
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that the doctrine of one way of being and the notion of the conditions of
existence are intimately linkad to Anderson’'s claims about (or in terms of)
"things”. All of these claims appear to be ontological and metaphysical. But
evidence will be provided to snow (a) that we simply cannot understand some of
these claims, or on what they could be based if they are interpreted at face
value, and (b) that they are associated with inconsistencies [see Part I,
below].

These difficulties constitute major obstacles for any attempt to
systematically expound or interpret Anderson's stated views, and constitute
the basic problems with which this dissertation is concerned. The most serious
of these difficulties are discussed in Parts I, IV and V. It is a vital
contention of this thesis trat anv attempt at a systematic expositicn of
Anderson's core philosophical views must recognise these difficulties, attempt
to fill these gaps, and deal with these inconsistencies within the broad
framework and "spirit” of Anderson’'s stated views. That is to say, such an
account must be interpretative: must both add material to what Anderson
actually said and, in resolving the inconsistencies, reject some things he
actually said. That is to sayv., any systamatic interpretation of Anderson's
views which resolves the difficulties identified must be in conflict with some

of Anderson's stated views or assumptions. It cannot be timid or ad hoc in its

approach.

The problems Anderson was concerned with
It is important., both for the purposes of making Anderson's position clear to
those not familiar with it, and also in order to qguide the interpretative
process just discussed, to ou line the breocad range of problems with which his
philosophical position is conzerned: that is, to identify the broad context
within which Anderson developed his views. So it will be worthwhile attempting
to identify, in the briefest and most general terms, the kinds of problems
Anderson was grappling with, ¢s a way of bringing out the interrelatedness, or

systematic character, of his views.

At Glasgow University, Anderson was trained in Absclute Idealism but,
influenced by William James, lMoore, Russell, the American "new realists”. and
especially Samuel Alexander whose Gifford Lectures he attended, Anderson
turned to the newly emerging philoscphy of realism [Passmore, 1972, p.120;
Kennedvy, 1995, p.47). His ptilosophical position and work was affected at

almost every turn by the closzly related oppositions between rationalism and
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empiricism, idealism and realism. I7 is possible, for the present purpose, to
limit the focus of this opposition to three central or crucial questions:
(i) What is the nature of krowledge?

{ii) What is the nature of mind?
(iil) What is the nature of what minds know?

These questions [which were raised :n Wild, 1993, p.145ff] cover a large part
of the field central to philosophy, and it is not unreascnable to assume that
any systamatic philosophica! pesition, including rationalism, idealism,
empiricism and realism, will attempt to deal with each of the broad prcblems
they raise. At any rate, we can gain a reasonably rounded view of the basic
issues that concerned Andersoi in his struggle with rationalism and idealism,

by considering them.

We may take one of Andersor's main points of departure from rationalism-
idealism to be his acceptance of a realist theory of relations, and the
realist contention that knowirg is & relation [S/p.27ff]. On the basis of that
theory of relations, he argued that nothing can be constituted solely by its
relations to anvthing else, end therefore no thing can be constituted solely
bv the relation of knowing, and no thing can be constituted scolely by the
relation of being known. (An :¢ccount of this argument may be found on p.103ff,
below.] By means of this arguent he rejected both Descartes’ argument for the
notion of mind as that "whosz whole essence consists in thinking” [S/p.31].
and Berkeley's theory of ideas as entities "whose whole nature is to be known”
{S/p.29]. Anderson's argumert may be briefly summarised as follows: if
something ¥ is constituted sclelv by a relation, say being on the table. then
by definition as it were, X las no characteristics, so there is nothing X to
have that or any other relation to the table or anything else. He concluded
this argument by saving: "Argiling then, as realists, that no thing or quality
of a thing is constituted by the -hing's relations, we have to assert that

nothing is constituted by knouing and nothing by being known™ [S/p.291.

It is difficult to overest mate the importance of this argument in the
development of Anderson’'s v.ews, 2and some attention must be paid to its
ramifications. Firstly, it is, of course, an argument against constitutive
relaticns (anvthing being corstituted by a relation):; and reliance upon this

gumnent ., which Anderson directed against what he more typically called

o]
I

relativism. became one of tis "most characteristic moves in controversy”
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[Mackie, 1962a, p.266]. But secondly, it is an argument against any view which
implies there are two ways of being; against anything (in particular, ideas)
having a "relative existence’ or an existence dependent upon minds [S/p.33]
which have a supericr existerce. 5o it is, effectively, an argument for one
way of being. Thirdly, it constitutes an argument agairst the rationalist
{Cartesian) view of mind; and fourthly, against the notion of ideas. Fifthly,
it led Anderson to maintain, in opposition to rationalists, idealists and the
British empiricists, that what we know are never ideas "but always independent
things, or rather states of affairs”™ [S/p.32; my emphasis]. Sixthly, it led

nderson to state a very general principle in terms of things: "no thing or
quality of a thing is constitited by the thing's relations ... " [see above].
Seventhly, it led Anderson to put minds on precisely the same plane (the one
way of being) as everything «lse. Minds, as kinds of things. like all other
kinds of things, must have characteristics of their own: ” ... in general, in
saying of any two related thiigs that they are distinct. we must suppose each
to have some character, or certain qualities, of its own” [S/p.281; so,
"Unless ... mind can be coitemplated by mind and found to have certain

qualities, we cannot know mincs at all or speak of their knowing™ {S/p.38].

]

In the briefest possible sunmary, ther, Anderson’'s answers to the thre

fundamental questions are:

(1) What Is the nature of knowledge?
Knowing is a relation between knowers and things known; there is no such thing
as knowledge: “"there is no place fcr the Socratic 'knowledge'™ [S/p.213]. We
may take Anderson to mean that the notion of knowledge is a rationalist one,
and presupposes that the question of truth has been settled for all time. This
notion is incompatible with taie empirical method of being prepared to doubt,
re-examine or test any proposition, belief, assunption, axiom or observation,

a view which is fundamental tc Anderson's empiricism [c.f. S/p.5].

(ii) What is the nature of mind?
Whatever minds are. they are of the same order as the things that minds Xnow.
Like all things, minds must hive characteristics of their own, act in regular
ways,. and be known in the sane way that other things are known. That is to
say, Anderson would answer tle second and third questions, in principle, in
the same very general way, al owing that minds must have some characteristics

that distinguish tham from nor -minds.



(1ii) What is the nature of what minds know?
What we know are things, not ideas: ... we never know 'ideas' but always
independent things., or rather states of affairs” [S/p.32]. This all too brief
analysis of the opposition bstween Anderson’'s answers to the thre=2 crucial
questions and the rationalist- idealist answers serves at least to identify the
context <f Anderson's viewz., and gives some indication of the radical
direction of his empiricismrealism. As noted, the term “things”™ creates
difficulties in the statemen: of Anderson's position [see Part I, belowl].
However, attention to the way Anderson approached and answered these three
questions overlooks a fourth compcnent in his core position: that is the
component of empirical methoc or logic in a broad sense. All of Anderson's
argurents imply there is some empirical method of testing. establishing (the
truth of ), proving or disproving prcpositions, a methoed which he himself used;
and he appears to imply tha: this method (even though it is fallible or
subject to error [S/p.21]) s apprcpriate to all inquiry, all science --
phvsical, biological, behavicural, human and social [see p.192 below]. The
discussion of Anderson's conception of logic and eampirical method forms the

major part of Part V of this cissertation.

Assumptions and Procedure

This thesis is based on the .assumption that Anderson was a very significant
philosopher, that his work ccntains important and distinctive features which
distinguish it from that of all other philosophers; yet these features are
implicit rather than explicit, hidden from most philosophers who did not
belong to a circle of students and colleagues; which hidden or implicit
features -- whatever they are -- are what made Anderson a unique and
systematic philosopher. That is <o say, it 1is not so much Anderson's
distinctive doctrines -- thosz listzd by Mackie [see p.3 abovel] -- which are
central and distinctive in his work. but something which underpins them. This
implicit or core feature of Ardersor 's work relates to logic, or the method of
argument which Anderson employed. It is employed in his treatment of all
subjects: in general philosophy, philosophy of mind, ethics, aesthetics,
social theory, education. It is for that reason that the present thesis pays
very little attention to ~hose specialist areas of Anderson's work and
concentrates on the areas nore central to philosophy: logic and general

philosophy or, to use a term that herdly seems appropriate, metaphysics.

The main steps followed in this dissertatien fall into three main kinds:

Q

firstly, criticisms of aspe:ts of Anderson's stated views; secondly, an

independent analysis of rationalism which aims to «clarify Anderson’'s
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empiricism; thirdly, attempts to address and rectify the problems identified,
while retaining the main lines, T“spirit”™ or “thrust” of Anderson's

philosophical position.

n the basis of previous work [Wild. 1993], it is assuned Anderson made a
fundamental mistake when he f-ormulated the doctrine of one way of being., and
that this error is responsiblz for others in his stated views, and also for
the appearance of metaphysice in his basic doctrines, or logical views: the
doctrine mentioned, the not ons cf the conditions of existence and the
categories, and his repeated reliance on the notion of things. Because of
this, the doctrine of one way of being should be re-examined, along with its
relationship of opposition fcontradiction, contrariety?) tc raticnalism. If
rationalism and empiricism are opposed, the precise identification of
rationalism should assist the precise identification of awiricism and their
cpposition. So o in Part IT, a long analysis of rationalism is undertaken., and
it results in one of the more radical findings of this dissertation, namely.
that the notions of soul ¢r mind are specifically rationalist notions:
fundamental to the c¢lassical rationalist duc of mind and ideas. and
fundamental to all the dicho omies (dualisms, divisions in reality) against
which Anderson's doctrine of cne way of being is directed.

This conclusion leads tc a major dilemma because Anderson adhered to the
notion of mind, propounding wiat many would regard as his most unique theory:
the theory of mind as feeling. So it becomes necessary to examine why And=rson
adopted what, on the basis of the earlier finding, appears to be a rationalist
notion. It is argued tha  although Anderson rejected the Cartesian
(rationalist) notion of mind. there is no evidence that he ever seriously
questioned the existence of minds. It is shown that, on the contrary., he
assuned that minds exist, ani on that assumption, fonmulated the theory of
mind as feeling. After further analysis and argument, it is concluded that, as
an emnpiricist, Anderson shculd have rejected the notion of mind as a
rationalist one and that, on ‘he basis of his own explicit views and methods.
he would have been more consistent had he done so. It is for these reasons

that the word Radical appears in the title.

This claim about Anderson’'s tieorv of mind merely identifies an aberration in
Anderson's thinking; it does not explain what his emwpiricism is. Analysis of

Anderson’'s views on logic, inquiry criticism and the proposition result in
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the view that what Anderson meant hy logic is a dialectical method of critical
inquiry, a conception thoroujhly cpposed to the rationalist conception of
logic as the science of reasoiing and the Russellian conception of logic as a
calculus or deductive system. It concludes that Anderson’'s ampiricism is a
method, not a doctrine; a method based on ocbserving, criticism and argument,
and this method is the methcd emploved in all the sciences: is scientific
method. It will be noted that this theory of ampiricism is not unlike the now-
accepted view (that all knowledge is based in experience), nor is the finding

that it underpins science at cdds with a widespread intuitive assumption.
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PART T : PROBIL.EMS WITHIN ANDERSON*'S STATED

POSITION

Ch.1: Problems Witlrin Anderson’'s Stated Position

§1 The Appearance of Metaphysics in Anderson's Core Position

As just noted there are major problems in Anderson's stated position: in the
exact meaning of his doctrine of ore way of being, the precise statement of
his realism, pluralism and determirism, which all appear to be metaphysical

claims; what he meant by logic; and in his doctrine of the proposition.

If any one doctrine is essential to an understanding of Anderson's core
position, that would be what Mackie called his central doctrine: the docirine
of one way of being, which is also Anderson's account of ampiricism. But the
precise significance of that doctrine is not at all clear, and requires
clarification. Wild [1993] examined this doctrine in considerable detail, and
attampted to represent it ar a ncn-metaphysical doctrine {(consistent with
empiricism and Anderson's ant -metaphysical views), treating it as a somewhat
disguised methodological principle "Ibid, p.142]. The present thesis follows
essentially the same lines. Hcwever, the purpose of examining that doctrine in
this Part is not to expound it., but to criticise it in the form in which it
was stated by Anderson and is usually stated by others. In order to do so, it
will be necessary to quote the doctrine from Empiricism, ths principle article
in which it is stated. There Anderson took empiricism to be central to a
position that may embrace, or is related to, realism, naturalism, materialism,
pluralism, determinism and pcsitivism, but he asserted that the issue which
anpiricism "raises and which it disputes with rationalism. is fundamental to
logic, being concerned with :ruth itself” [SIEP, p.3]. It is in this very
broad context that he stated the doctrine of one way of being: "empiricism as
a philosophy ... maintains that there is only one way of being” [Ibid].
Hereafter, this is referred tc as Anderson’'s formal account of rationalism and
empiricism, and it is clear that Anderson stated the doctrine in direct
opposition to rationalism which, according to Anderson, contends “that there
are different kinds or degrees of truth and reality”. Empiricism denies this
and maintains “"that there is only one way of being” [c.f., Wild, op. cit.,
p.173ff]. In this article Aadersoa said he would discuss the opposition
betwaen rationalism and empir .cism and defend empiricism [S/p.2]. He claimed
that these alternative positions identify the opposition -- we might say: the
heart of the opposition -- between rationalism and ampiricism. But
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irrespective of whether this claim iz true or not, it appearz that at this
point Anderscn did not describe in detail, or identify precisely, what
rationalism is (as a philosopiical movement or "whole outlcocok™ f{c.f. 5/p.31),
or what anpiricism is. What he appears to be saying, in effect, is that no
matter what rationalism is, or what forms it takes, and no matter what
empiricism is, or what forms .t takes, the key to the dispute between the two
hinges on this issue which "isi fundeamental to logic” and "concerned with truth
itself”. If that is a correct reading of Anderson’'s claims at this point, the
character of rationalism and empiricism as "whole outlocks™, or as historical,

rhilosophical movements, has rot been identified or descriked.

However, this doctrine, as stated above, creates a nunber of problems within
Anderson's core philosophical position (some of which were raised briefly in
Wild, 1993, p.176ff and 211). specifically within his own logic, and it is
necessary to identify them. Firstly., "there is only cone way of being” does not
appear to be a categorical p-oposition, but an existential one. As such, it
would have no place in Anderson's logic of four categorical forms. Secondly,
this fcrmulation suggests "ways of being” is a term. Howaver it is difficult
to see what a way of being could possibly be, and how such a term could
possibly have a logical opposite, & requirement of "genuine” terms acccrding
to Anderson [see Baker, 1986, p.83fl. Thirdly. this doctrine does not appear
to be an empirical one, but metaphvsical, and therefore incompatible with
empiricism. Fourthly, if the doctr ne is taken to "define” empiricism, it is
impossible to see any direct connection between it and the more traditional
view of empiricism as "all kncwledge is derived from experience”. re-stated by
Anderson as “whatever we krow we learn” [S/p.162; <.f. Wild, op. cit.,
p-188ff]. Fifthly, as stated by Ancerson, the opposition between rationalism
and empiricism, and hence the statement of the doctrine of one way of bkeing,
involves an ambiguous conjunc:ion or disjunction which can be brought out by
re-stating his claims more explicitly thus:
(1) Rationalism conterds --
{a) there are d fferent kinds or degrees of truth, and/or
{b) there are different kinds or degrees of reality.
(2) Empiricism denies this (these?) and contends --

(a) there are nc degrees or kinds of truth: and/or

(b) there are no degrees or different kinds of bheing;

{c) there is on.y one kind of truth;

(d) there is on v one way of being.
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The ambiguity is due to the fact that "truth” and "being” are not identical.
It is not clear precisely what the relationship is between theam, but if
Anderson's formula is to work as a "net” to embrace or ensnare all the forms
of rationalism he wished to =ncompass, it must cover both sorts of claims:
about "being” and "truth”. At any rate, the upshot is that the nature of the
opposition Dbetween rationalism and eamwpiricism is ambiguous on this
formulation. This is hardly elpful in stating such a crucial issue, or in

stating one's "central doctrire”.

These five problems appear to be insuperable -- unless the doctrine of one way
of being is interpreted in some other, radically different, way. But apart
from this statement of the coctrire of one way of being, there are strong
indications that Anderson ven: :ured .nto metaphysics. Three additional matters
warrant close scrutiny. These are -he matters of the categories, Anderson's
use of "things” as a term, and the notion of the conditions of existence

[mentioned on p.7., abovel.

Alexander's view cf the funduimenta. place of Space-Time was related to his
theory of the Categories [Al:=:xander, op.cit., Vol.l, Boock II, Ch.1] and it
appears Anderson attempted to work out a theory of categories [see Baker,
1986, Ch.7] even though there is wvery little evidence of this in SIEP.
However, as Baker points out. this created a problem within Anderscon's logic
“"about which Anderson himself worried” because Space, Time and the categories
cannot be terms within Anderson’'s logic for the reason alreadv noted: they

cannot have logical opposites [Baker, op. cit., p.106ff].

§2 "Things” in the Exposition of Anderson’'s Core Position

Even if it could be successfiilly argued that there is a way of interpreting
the doctrine of one way of being which overcomes the difficulties raised,
there is another closely related problem which cannot be readily dismissed.
This concerns the way Anderson expressed fundamental points of his core
position or method in terms c¢f “"things”. In order to reinforce that point, a
large number of Anderson's renarks which involve "things” has been compiled in
Appendix B. There. they are looselv grouped as relating to the statement of
Anderson's empiricism, realism, pluralism, determinism and criticisms of
relativism, etc. These passajes establish not only how frequently Anderson
used “things” as a term, but how much he depended upon it in order to state

the full range of his central and distinctive doctrines. We could say that the
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statement of Anderson's core position not only depends upon the notion of
"things"”, but is unified a-~ound it. A much shorter compilation of these

passages, based on Appendix B follcws shortly below.

The main cbjection being raised here is that "things” cannot be a term in
Anderson's logic since it cennot have a logical oppositz as required [see
Baker, 1986, p.79]; there camot e a real term "non-things”. However, if
"things” cannot be a term in Anderson’'s logic, none of the very important
iogical or methodological cla:ms he made in this way can actually be made. If
this criticism of the term "taings”™ is valid, either Anderson’'s core position
collapses, or we must find some alternative way of expressing these
principles. It must be understood ttat the abbreviated compilation of passages
which follows is drawn from numerous articles and disconnected remarks in
SIEP; Anderson never wrote & continuous exposition on “"things” in any way

comparable to this compilatior.

A. "Things" In the statemert of Anderson's empiricism-realism

It is important to recognisce that when Anderson emphasised talking about
"things” he was contrasting 1is wview with that of rationalism and idealism
{and also British empiricism) which emphasised the role cf ideas in thought
and perception. So he said: "According to realism, ... we never know 'ideas’
but always independent THINC(S, or rather states of affairs”™ [S/p.32; my
emphases throughout these pasisages]l; and "At no time in the process of making
our observations more precise, ... do we suppose that we are not observing the
THINGS thamselves ... : at n> time do we distinguish a 'datum’ or 'sensum’
from a THING™ [S/p.37].

His opposition to any theory of ideas also involved the rejection of
representationism: "We cannot then, make any such distinction as that between
"THINGS as we know them' and 'THINGS themselves'. Unless the former are THINGS
thamselves, we are not entit ed to speak of THINGS (and hence to speak) at
all” [s/p.13].

So for Anderson it is "things”, not ideas, which constitute the basis of all
inquiry: “The above remarks suggest a less direct treatment of logical
proklams, viz., by considering what is involved in the recognition of a THING
as a subject of investigatior. -- more generally, in the wvery possibility of

"discourse’” [S/p.1231].
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It is significant that Andoerson did not follow his own principles, or
methodology, with "things” a)xd say what they are. The closest he came to
giving a general account or definition of "things” is as, roughly, the
subjects of possible propositions -- a very curious, relational description:
"Taking 'THINGS' roughly in tle sense of subjects of possikle propositions, it
may be said that we can select those THINGS we wish to speak about; but what
we say about them will be either true or false” [S/p.18]. Contrary to what
many other philosophers hav: maintained, the objects of perception and
inquiry, "things”, are of sorts or kinds, or general:

Accordingly., we do not require to introduce repetition in order to

understand a THING's being of a certain sort; a single proposition

tells us that, and we héve no occasion to think of the "sort” as a

peculiar kind of T“recurrent” entitv. But there is no more

difficulty about having propositions which tell us that the THING

is of other sorts or hés other characters. Any occurrence is the

socurrence of a certain scort of THING: that is already indicated

in the inter-relation o® the constituents of any one proposition.
[S/p.119]

That does not prevent any "thing” being both general and particular: "But if
all objectives are of the propositional order, having both particularity and
mivarsality in that a certair THING is taken to be of a certain scrt. then we

can have contradiction and corflict” [S/p.2191.

Anderson did not draw any :eal distinction between "things”, situations,
states of affairs or propositions: "And, in general, it camnot be maintained
either that the proposition is ovr wav of understanding THINGE which in
themselves are not propositional, or that we have further ways of
understanding the proposition which is in itself defective” [S/p.4; see also
p.131; and: "... what we knov consists not of THINGS simply but of states of

affairs (or propositions)” [SIEP, p.32].

"Things” are spatio-temporal and interact with one another: "But ‘absolute’
Space-Time is simply that ir which THINGS ‘'absolutely’ exist, ..." [SIEP,
p.33]; "... we know THINGS on v as having specific characters and as occupving
Space and Time"” [SIEP, p.40]. The claims about the spatio-temporality of
“things" are, of course, part of Anderson's doctrine of one way of being; but
there is also a plurality of things, as opposed to monism: "... and the only
resort is the assertion of a thorough-going pluralism, the denial of a
"universe” or totality of "HINGS. and the recognition of the existence

anywhere and at any time of a heterogeneity of THINGS, THIN3IS of various
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characters of which "materiality”™, if it is a character at all (i.e., i{f it

does mean more than existence). is oalv cne” [S/p.306].

Thus there is an "equal reali:y of all existing THINGS" [SIEF, p.187], or one
way of being.

B. "Things” in the statement of Airderson’s realism

Anderson’'s realism, in opposition tc idealism, is an admixture of claims about
the independence of "things” : their independence of minds and their having
independent qualities [see W.1d, 1393, p.82ff]. Any “existence or quality,
though it might not have beer but for [some] other THING, is independent in
the sense cf being distinct and having a character of its own” [SIEP, p.33];
"According to the realist thecry 'the known' consists of independent THINGS in
space” [S/p.40]1; " ... we kncw THINGS only as having specific characters and
as occupying Space and Time” [S/p.40]1; "THINGS are known only by their
characters, ... 7 [S/p.218)1; "... we must be able to describe THINGS
independent ly of their being lnown or of their being known in some particular
way ...  [8/p.29]; and "the various THINGS that are said tc be perceived
cannot have their whole naturz constituted by being perceived. ... It would,
on the contrary, be true to ;ay that we know THINGS as independent of being
known, since we can only know them as existing and having characters of their

own" [S/p.307.

As part of this doctrine of tie independence of things, Anderson claimed they
have both characters and relat ions: he said that even if we talk about knowing
within the context of people pursuing things or states of affairs, or being
satisfied by tham, this "... is still being stated in terms of the relations
of two complex THINGS, and l:aves 'subject’ and 'object’ perfectly distinct
and independent” [5/p.40]1; 'The point is that we are always confronted
simultaneously with questions of relations and questions of qualities, that
relations and qualities are linked in the recognition, as in the existence of

any situation, ... " [S/p.161..

While "things” are related, they are nevertheless distinct, or independent:

"Mind is not reguired to relute THINGS, because THINGS are given as related
just as much as they are given as distinguished” [3/p.12]; "But if we say that
two THINGS are connected, we imply “hat they are distinct and can be directly
spoken of. And when we speak of one such THING, we are perfectly aware that it

has connections with, as well as distinctions from, other THINGS,
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[S/p.18]; and relations "cal hold only between two THINGS, each having

characters of its own, ... " [S5/p.49].

C. "Things" in the statamert of Anderson's pluralism

It is a necessary consequence of the independence of "things”™, of their having
characters of their own, that they must be complex; thus realism "proposes as
the formal solution of any problem the interaction of camplex THINGS®

[S/p.59]; and "Thus our recognition of distinct complex THINGS is not

accounted for at all by "collections of ideas” ... but is intelligible only as
a recognition of complex si:uations ... -- in other words. of infinite
camplexity ... in place of tie sinplicity which cannot ke squared with any

complexity or combination™ [S,p.164].

D. "Things” In the statemert of Anderscon’'s determinism

"Things” are not only indeperdent and complex, but they have reqular ways of
working under certain condit ons: "Since, in fact, to have a character is
itself to have a complex way >f working, there will be no line of demarcation
between the inquiry into differences and the inguiry into causes
[S/p.135]; "We must be able :o say: 'This is the sort of THING which under
certain circumstances will éct in such and such a way, and under other
circumstances will act in a cifferent way” [S/p.13); "... a THING as spatio-
tamporal exhibits a certain claracter. e.g., that it occupies a definite place
in a regular sequence of a zertain type” [S/p.119]; "The recognition of a
single logic of events, of camwple» THINGS, interacting in Space and Time,

disposes at once of the logic and of the psychology of "thought'" [S/p.86].

Anderson regarded humans (anc minds: see p.9 above) as of the same sort or
order as other "things": "... we ourselves are also such THINGS, existing
under the same spatio-temporzl conditions as other THINGS, and, under these
conditions, entering into relations with them ... " [S/p.83]; and "So long as
we do not set anything above (riticism, we can make progress; but we do so not
by having any higher kind of knowledge, but by having opinicns and acting on
tham, that is by reacting on THINGS which are as historical as ourselves”

[S/p.213].

Things condition one another: "This does not mean that THINGS do not condition

one ancther” [S/p.168] -- they do.
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E. "Things" In the statamernt of relativism
"Things” was an essential "term” in Anderson’'s description and criticism of

relativism. In making the thing/qua’ ity and the quality/relation distinctions
he said:

In fact, unless THINGS tad quelities of their own, there would be
nothing to have relations to other THINGS. What I have in effect
maintained is that evan those who support other views, do
unwittingly concede, in the language they employ, the distinction
between relations whict hold between two THINGS and qualities
which belong to a THI!G itself. ... [Men] do not possess the
THINGS they know as qualities: vet if the relation were part of
what a man is, the THI'IGS related to him would alsc have to be
part of what he is. [S/p.43]

Perhaps the best sumation of Andersocn's views on "things” in his own words is
the following passage:

As regards direct argumeat, onz may attempt to show, in the manner
of Alexander (largely iollowing Kant), that a THING as spatio-
temporal exhibits a certain character, e.g., that it occupies a
definite place in a regilar s=quence of a certain type. To speak
of a THING, it may be said, is to speak of certain "ways of
working”, the continuanze and the development of which are, of
course, affected by the other ways of working by which the THING
is surrounded. It would be argued, in this way, that it is a
condition of a THING'!3 existence that it determines and is
determined by other THINGS, and that to investigate or "give an

account of” it involves consideration of such determinations.
[S/p.123]

On the basis of the evidence provided, it would be impossible to deny that
Anderson repeatedly, and typically, expressed his central and distinctive
doctrines -- his realism, pluralism and determinism, etc. -- in terms of
“"things”. While the previcus compilation brings together a wide range of
claims about "things” in a waiy Anderson did not, that compilation does not
distort or misrepresent his pcsition in any way. It may be taken to provide a
fair, accurate, reasonably comnprehensive, and coherent sumary of Anderson's
core position which is, significantly, closely related to his empiricism or
doctrine of one way of beiny. Furthermore, it is not at all obvious how
Anderson could have expressec these views in any other way, or with equal
generality. So it would appcar that the notion of “"things” is absolutely
fundamental to the expositicn of Anderson’'s core philoscphical position.
However, if “"things"” cannot be a term in Anderson’s logic, as suggested anove,

these central doctrines cannct be expressed within Anderson’'s own logic of
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four categorical forms. Therefore, unless some alternative formulation of
these doctrines can be found, corpatible with Anderson's logic, his core

position collapses.

§3 Conditions of Existence
What Anderson said about the conditions of existence in SIEP is very Ltrief,

but sufficient to recognise a general direction. In several cases, the

conditions of existence appl’ to "things™: "the conditions of existence in
general ... are not 'principles' out particular proceedings of particular
things” [p.100]; "’'phenomena’ are things thamselves and ... the conditions

under which they fall are corditions of existence and not mere conditions of
cognition™ [p.304]. The conditions of existence apply tco all things, without
exception: "there is nothing which dces not bear the same marks as borne by
the productions of human cont-ivance, i.e., that what [Hume] regards as marks
of contrivance are conditicns of existence” [p.91]1:; "a theory of the
conditions of existence, embcdying a general theory of causality. will apply
indifferently to men and any other existing things™ [p.12Z!. i.e., the
conditions of existence appl’ tc all things, human or non-humar alike. And
what are the conditions o° existence? “Space and Time” [p.86]; “the
recognition of interaction” [>.99]; "it is a condition of & thing's existence
that it determines and is de:ermined by other things” [(p.1231. Furthermore,
the conditions of existence are somehow inherent in the ordinary "is” of
discourse [p.5]. As will k=2 argued later, this connection between the
conditions of existence and tie "is" of discourse is an attempt to link those
conditions to categorical prcpositicns whose copula is always a part of the
verb "to be”. So the notion cf the conditions of existence is positively tied

to the doctrine of one way of being.

It appears clear enough that, influenced by Alexander's view, Anderson wanted
to say that all things fall inder the conditions of existence -- Space, Time
and the categories -- in the sense that any thing whatsoever falls under, or
is affected by, space and t me as well as by other things around it, and
affects other things around it. And he particularly wanted to assert that
these conditions apply irrespactive of whether we are observing the things or
not. However, these sorts of :laims make the issue of the validity of the term

"things”™ even more critical.
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The notion of conditions of e:istence is a peculiar one. Anything whatsoever,
or all things that exist, fa.l undar them or "bear the same marks” [p.91];
which is to say, nothing whatsoever does not fall under them. These conditions
{Space and Time, etc.) apply at all times and places without exception. They
are quite unlike any other ccnditions which we speak of, specifically causal
conditions, which apply at certain times and not at others. In fact. these
conditions (Space and Time) will prevail when a specific "thing” exists,
bafore it exists or comes int> existence, and after it ceases to exist. They
apply equally and indifferently whether a specific thing exists or does not
exist. Therefore, they do not appear to be conditions of a thing's existence;

they do not appear to be conditions at all.

tne fatal problem with these claims about the conditions of existence and the
categories is: In what way are "things” related to them? In what sense can we
say (all) "things” are in space and time? In what sense can we say (all)
“things” come under the catzagories? We cannot make any -- certainly not

ordinary -- sense of these surposed relations.

On the basis of the very lit:le which Anderson said about the conditions of

existence in SIEP, it must be concluded that that notion does not make sense.

The difficulties concerning ‘things” are related to the other difficulties
discussed concerning the exac: meaning and status of the doctrine of one way
of being, the claims about th: cond.tions of existence, and the quest for the
categories; and indeed all of these problems seem to be of a kind, raising the

question how empiricism can b¢ based upon a metaphysics.

With respect to all of these problams, three points must be emphasised. The
first is that the problems ttat have been raised are potentially destructive
of all of Anderson's core vieus. The second is that some ramedy is absolutely
essential if Anderson is to be regarded as an important and, especially,
systematic philosopher. And the third is that, in view of the gravity and
wide-ranging nature of the problem(s), it would appear that the solution, if
there is to be one, must be a radical one, in the sense that it must go to the
root of the problem and attand tc it so that it corrects each and every
manifestation of these problens. There is no place for half-measures or an ad
hoc approach. If these problemns are to be avoided, the solution. whatever it

may be, must present Anderson's core views in a significantly different form.
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These, then, are the problems with which this dissertation is primarily
concerned: the correct interpretation of the doctrine one way of being,
Anderson’'s ampiricism, realisin, pluralism, determinism and his notion of the
conditions of existence; how evwpiricism could sustain a doctrine of categories
and what they would be; what the real significance of Anderscon's many claims
about “"things”™ could be. All >f these appear to be connected, to be metaphy-
sical, and to raise special difficulties within any form of empiricism, but
especially in Anderson's. Ult:mately this dissertation seeks to express these
central and distinctive doctrines in an alternative form which both {(a) pre-
serves the "spirit” and main "thrust” of Anderson's position, and (b) removes

all the appearance of metaphysics, and certain inconsistencies, from it.

The strategy adopted in this dissertation is to critically review both
Anderson’'s characterisation of rationalism and empiricism (the doctrine of one
way of being), and then to cuesticorn the role of the notion of mind within

Anderson's position. It begiis with a re-examination of

ul

ratiocnalism as an

i

ssential step in discovering the character of Anderson's enpiricism.
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PART 11 H RATIONALISM

Chapter 2: THE PLACE OF RATIONALISM IN ANDERSON'S
THOUGHT

§1 Introduction

There can be little doubt that *he most important and most frequently
recurring theme in Anderson s published and unpublished material is the
opposition between empiricism and razionalism [see Mackie, 1965, p.1] which is
allied to the opposition between realism and idealism. So it is perfectly
reasonable to suggest that in order to understand whet 1is central and
distinctive in Anderson's ccre philosophical position, or empiricism, one
would have to have a sound uncerstarding of his conception of rationalism and
his criticisms of it -- along with his related criticisms of those problematic

philosophical -isms: monism, dialism, atomism and representationism.

Anderson had his own unique views on the central features of raticnalism and
anpiricism [see p.26 below], aid made many additional claims about rationalism
[see p.146 below]. However, wrile he took "ratiocnalistic theories of all sorts
{to be) distinguished from empiricism by the contention that there are
different kinds or degrees of truth and reality” [SIEP, p.3], he did not show
how rationalism constitutes a “"whole outlook™, or a cortinuous historical
movement, nor how the other claims he made about rationalism {see p.152 below]
stam from that basic content:on. For various reasons, it is appropriate to
begin here with a reasonably wide and careful examination of the commonly
accepted views of rationalism and amwiricism, as contrasted with Anderson's,
and to seek a precise account of raticnalism compatible with his. It is
anticipated that a careful examinaticn of rationalism will lead to a better

understanding of Anderson's enpiricism.

§2 A Cammonly Accepted Distinction between Rationalism and Empiricism

Anderson maintained "It is :ecognised that there is a natural opposition
betwean rationalism and empi-icism”™ [SIEP, p.3], and this view is widely
accepted [Urmmson, 1967a, p.339; Reese, 1980, 14; Hamlyn in Edwards, 1972,
vol.2, p.499; Williams in Edwards, 1972, Vol.7, p.6€9; Speake, 1979, p.97;
Cottingham, 1984, p.6] although some philosophers question or reject it [c.f.
Scruton in Gravling, 1995, p.442; Csttingham, 1984, p.10]. Defining the two,
and showing how they are oppesed. is no simple task, and do=s not reside in

the opposition of single doctrines [Zottingham, 1964, p.91].
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One relatively common account of the two may be expressed thus: empiricism is
“"the thesis that all knowledge -- or at least all knowledge of matters of fact
as distinct from that of purely logical relations between concepts -- is based
on exparience” [Speake, 1979, p.97], while ratiocnalism "is the philosophical
outlook or program which stresses the power of a priori reason tc grasp
substantial truths about the world asad correspondingly tends to regard natural
science as a basically a mpriori enterprise” [Williams, in Edwards, 1972,
Vol.7, p.69])]. It is not clear precisely what the opposition is between these
views, nor precisely what is invelved in either. But anyone upholding these
views is comitted to such th: ngs as knowledge, matters of fact, concepts and
logical relations between then, (sensory) experience, reason. a priori (and a
rosteriori} knowledge. In anr case, such a view does not capture all the
features of rationalism widzly reccgnised, including, for instance, the

notions of necessity and systen.

§3 Anderson's Account of Retionalism and Empiricism

anderson's account of rationalism and empiricism is very different from the
more commonly accepted views and, indeed, from any other philosopher’'s. He
maintained that "Rationalisti: theories of all sorts are distinguished from
empiricism by the contention that there are different kinds or degrees of
truth and reality. The distirquishing-mark of empiricism as a philosophy is
that it denies this, that it maintzins that there is only one way of being”
[STEP, p.2].

On the face of it, Anderson's account suggests the opposition between the two
is a dispute -- a contradiction -- over one issue: whether there are two or

more wavs of being or just one. He goes on tc say:

The issue has been confused in the past by a reference to
knowledge. It was quite naturally maintained, by those who
postulated different ways of being, that in relation to them
different ways of knowirg are required. Hence empiricism has been
connected, in the history of philosophy, with the viaw that there
is only one way of knowing, and particularly that that way is what
was called T“sense” .n contrast to Treason”; or, rather
differently, that sense is the only originator of knowledge. But
fundamentally the issue is lojical; the dispute is about ways of
being or of truth, not about ways of knowing truths. Tt is only
after it has been assumed that there are other truths than matters
of fact, or that there are otjects which “transcend” existence,
that a special facultv has t> be invented to know tham. [SIEP,
v.3-4]
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Accerding to Anderson, the dispute ray centre around whether there are two or
more ways of knowing or Jjust one, but the issue about ways of beirg is
fundamental, and the postulation of transcendent objects is basic to this. And
s5¢ he maintains "It is because objects of 'higher reality' are supposed to
transcend experience that the opposition to transcendentalism has the name
ampiricism’ [Ibid, p.4]. For inderson. then, eschewing as he did such notions
as concepts [Ibid, p.32], experienze [Ibid, p.4], knowledge [Ibid, p.213],
ideal entities [Ibid, p.14], higher realities {Ibid. p.4-5]. higher truths
[Ibid, p.5], and maintaining that there is only one way of knowing [Ibid,
p.13] (thereby rejecting the supposed distinction between knowing a priori and
a posteriori) his account of raticnalism and amwpiricism and the opposition

between them could not be of the commonly accepted kind.

54 A Brief Survey of the Ccmmon Characteristics of Raticnalism

It 1is significant that anongst those philosophers who recognise two
fundamentally opposed philosorhical views of rationalism and empiricism, there
are many varied accounts of tie two; and it will be appropriate to show just

how widely those views of rat:onalism vary.
Urmson maintains rationalism --

is the characteristic o° a philosophical theory which claims that
by pure reasoning, withcut appeal to any empirical premises we can
arrive at substantial kiowledge about the nature of the world
Rationalism is opposed to empiricism, the doctrine that experience
is a necessary basis to all our knowledge; but neizher of these
terms has a precise neaning. ... But most ampiricists have
admitted that mathematical tiruths are a priori; ... ILeibniz is
usually considered to 2e the most extreme of the rationalists
because he claimed that in principle all truths could be known by
pure reasoning, experience being but an inferior substitute for
reason. [Urmson, 1967a, p.339)

Urmson points out that it is a feature of Descartes’' rationalism that some
propositions, such as the zogito, are indubitable. According to EReese,
rationalism upholds the "prirciple that reason is to be granted the primary

role in explanation” and points out that --

In the 19 I[sicl centurs, largzely due to the influence of Hegel
., Rationalism came to be associated with philosephical Idealism
Hegel identified :he rational and the real in a manner
reminiscent of Parmenidas. It was largely among the 19th-century
Tdealists who succeeded Hegel that the Coherence Theory of Truth
prospered. In this theory the marks of systematic unity,
rather than mere correspondence to fact, become the test of truth.
[Reese, 1980, p.479]
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Runes maintains rationalism is a "method, or very broadly, a theory of
philosophy, in which the criterion of truth is not sensory but intellectual
and deductive. Usually associated with an attempt to introduce mathematical
methcds inte philosophy, as in Descartes, Leibniz and Spinoza” [1960, p.263].
Speake says rationalism is --

In a narrow sense, the c¢octrines of a group of philosophers of the

17th and 18th centuries whose most important representatives are

Descartes, Spinoza, and Leibniz. The characteristics of this kind

of rationalism are: (a) the belief that it is possible tc obtain

by reason alone a knowledge of the nature of what exists; (b) the

view that knowledge fonis a single systam, which (c) is deductive

in character; (d) the kz=lief that everything is explicable, that

is, that everything can in principle be brought under the single
svstan. [Speake, 1979, 1.278]

A much fuller account of rationalism is given by Williams [in Edwards, 1672,
Vol.7, pp.69-75]1 from which only a few salient points are noted here. He
maintains the contrast betwesn rationalism and empiricism is based on that
"between reason and experience” [p.€9]. He points out that Descartes
distinguishad three kinds of ideas: adventitious, factitious and innate, and
"The first tvpe came to the m.nd from experience, the second were constructed

by the mind's own activity, :nd the third were created by God together with

0

the mind or soul itself” [Ibidl. There is a difficulty irn the exposition of

4]
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. Descaries
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rationalism as to whether it ig based in innate ideas /a

ot
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maintained), on innate principles or 1logical truths, or both as Leibniz
maintained: "if there were ro innate and unlearned propositions, we could
learn no propositions at all -- at least not by way of logical deduction”
[Thid, p.7C]. It is worth ncting that, as Williams points out, it is to a
large extent because Locke arqued against Descartes’ doctrine of innate ideas
that he is regarded as an ampiricist [Ibid]. Williams draws attention to the
importance of theoclogical zlamen:ts in Cartesianism [Ibid, p.72), the
rationalist conception of "a completed science as a complete deductive system”

[1bid, p.73], and the importarce of the notion of substance [Ibid, p.74].

Doniela suggests that the certral core of philosophical rationalism consists
of two claims: (i) human cogn .tive powers consist of two faculties reason and
the senses, and (ii) that recson is superior to the senses [1984, p.12]. He
also stresses the importance of ideal entities in science {Ibid, p.13] as
against the particular and -hangingy [Ibid., p.14]; and he points out the
importance of mathematics fcr rationalists as a model for knowledge (and

science), and their quest for certaintv and necessary truth [Tbid, p.16-18].
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Boas savs:

Eoughly speaking, very roughly, there are two sources of
knowledge: perception énd in‘erence. Parception is supposed to
give us the facts, the (ualities of things and the spatiotemporal
relationships between things and events. ... But since all
parception is of particular, localized, and dated things and

events, no act of perception can give one a general law. And
genseral laws are what is wanted in science and philosophy. [1961,
p.vii]

Boas implies that perception is not sufficient to establish scientific laws.
Later he asserts that "raticnalism is always an opponent of superstition,
magic, sacrifice, and prayer”™ [Ioid, p.x]; but this claim in no way

distinguishes rationalism fron empiricism.

Cottingham accepts that the broad or general notion of rationalism "implies a
comitment to the standards of rationality”™ [1984, p.5] but distinguishes that
general sense from a more technical sense of rationalist/rationalism. In this
more restricted sense, ratiolalism is contrasted with emwpiricism; in this
sense rationalists "stress the role plaved by reason as copposed to the senses
in the acquisition of knowledge” and "Some rationalists condemn the sensas as
an inherently suspect and inreliable basis for knowledge”; however "All
rationalists characteristically maintain the possibility of a priori
knowledge” [Ibid, p.6]. Cottiigham adds that “"raticnalists make the striking
claim that by the light of resson we can, independently of experience, come to
know certain important and substantive truths about reality. about the nature
of huran mind and about the naturz of the universe and what it contains”

[Tbid, p.7].

In order to make clear th: var.ety and breadth of claims made about
rationalism, these views ha’e been compiled in sumary form in Table 1
[Appendix A, pp.264-5 belcw]. It is clear from Table 1 that the
characteristics attributed to rationalism are quite numerous and varied. They
include doctrines (or theories) about mind, knowledge, ways of knowing, truth,
mathematics, philosophy and science. It is clear there is no one agreed
account of the fundamental doctr:ines or characteristics of rationalism.
However, a number of problems can be raised about them. Firstly, these many
claims do not appear to be self-evident, necessary, or known a priori:

secondly, they do not appear o fornmn a deductive systam as we might expect of
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Furthermore, there are crucieél differences between the claims attributed to
rationalists and ampiricists. If rationalists maintain (i) that same knowledge
of the world is derived by pire rezsoning without appeal o experience [c.f.
Table 1, #12] (and some is a posteriori), and amnpiricists uphold (ii) that
some knowledge is derived fron experience and some is nct, that is, that some
knowledge (especially mathemat ical knowledge) is a priori “c.f. Urmson, 1967,
p.339; Hamlyn, in Edwards, 1972, Vol.2Z, p.503], there is no conflict between
the two. Conflict arises only if rationalists uphold (iii) that all knowledge
of the world is derived by ptre rezsoning without appeal to experience [c.f.
Table 1, #13], or empiricists upheold (iv) that all knowledge is derived from
experience, and no knowledge is a priori [c.f. Table 1, #3]. If any progress

is to be made, these issues must be clarified.

e rationalism, but to discover itsa

'

Ly

Howaver, the purpose here is rot to oritici

T
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central tenets or characteristics. What is quite apparent is that we are faced

with a wide variety of clairs, which doc not appear to be (a) & priori or
truths or principles, which rationalism suggests. So far, it has not been

possible to find any basic unity in these characteristics or tenets.

§5 Rationalist Accounts ¢f Rationalism and BEmpiricism vs. FEmpiricist
Accounts of tham
The foregoing preliminary discussion suggests that rationalist accounts of
rationalism, awiricism and the opposition between the two, will be radically
different from empiricist «accounts of rationalism, ampiricism and the
opposition between tham. And that is not surprising if the two are
fundamentally different and opposed philosophical outlooks. Anderson said that
the basis of the opposition betweea the two "ramains cbscure or is wrongly
stated” [SIEP, p.3], and we miy assume the radical difference between the two
positions is at least part o2 the problam. So it is reasonable to view his
account cof them as an attempt at a consistently ampiricist view. The general
point must be stated quite unaquivocally: It is appropriate and essential for
-ationalists to describe or define, in rationalist terms, rationalism,
ampiricism and the opposition betwezn the two; and it is equally appropriate
and essential for amwiricists; to describe or define, in ampiricist temms,
these three. Once we recognis: this distinction in viewpoints, we can inquire
intc how rationalist accounts of rationalism, empiricism and their opposition

might differ from empiricist ¢ccounts of tham.



It is being argued here that these "isms™, and the opposzition between them.
are most frequently understood and stated, quite uncritically, in rationalist
terms -- as if there was 10 such problam as that just suggested: and
furthermcore, that this rationalist statement of the case is absolutely
incompatible with ampiricism. These claims are supported by the examination of
a nurber of commonly acceptad views which follows. Following EKant (who,
although he may be said to have attarpted a reconciliation between ampiricism
and rationalism, cannot be called an emwpiricist) it is commonplace to base the
distinction between rationalism and ampiricism on the former's uphelding, the
latter's denial of, a priori reascn. But the notion of a priori knowledge
makes sense only in the context of its contrast: a postericri knowledge, which
involves the acceptance of thie notion of two ways of knowing, and this is
clearly a rationalist view. While Kant, and many others since, maintained that
some propositions are synthet ¢ and a priori, consistent empiricists maintain
that nothing is known a prior!, and so must maintain not that no propositions
are synthetic a priori propositions, but that there are no such things as
synthetic a priori propositions. The nature of the opposition between
rationalism and empiricism w:th respect to the issue of synthetic a priari
propositions must be fully appvreciated. It is not one of assertion and denial,
expressed as two contradictory propositions, but the assertion of a
proposition containing a term that empiricists say does not exist. It cannot

be stated as the opposition of --

(1) Some propositions are synthetic and a priori.

{ii} No propositions are synthetic and a priori.
It is more appropriate as the opposition of (i) and (iii):

(1ii? There are nc such things as synthetic a priori propositions, or

synthetic a prior propositicns do not exist.
A different example may make "he point a little clearer: If someone asserted
(iv) Some X's are angelic un:corns,
it would be inappropriate to 'deny” this by asserting
(v) No X's are angeli: unicorns,
for (v) implies something or other is an angelic unicorn, whersas what we want

to savy is that angelic unicoins do not exist. The point is that the "denial”

of (iv) by (v) involves committing the fallacy of complex question. Returning
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to the main issue, then, to present the dispute about a priori propositions in
terms of (i) and (ii) is not only to present it in a rationalist way, but
involves eampiricists in argiing to a wrong conclusion by committing the

fallacy of complex question.

It is clear that to speak of a priori and a posteriori knowledge., or two kinds
of truths, implies two ways o! knowing, and all of these ways of speaking are
equally rationalist. Similarly, the postulation of analvtic truths or
"necessary truths” (which appear to be "truths of reason” by another name) are
simply variations of this rationalist theme. The principle can be stated quite
generally thus: Anvone who en'ers into a dispute of the following kinds, with
any of the terms listed thercafter, has already accepted rationalist terms,
and is arguing the issue on retionalist grounds, not in awpiricist terms:
1. Some propositions are [synthetic and a prioril
No propositions are [synthetic and a prioril

[la posteriori. necassary, contingent]

2. Some events are [recessary]
No events are [necessaryl
[necessitated, pre-determined or chance events)
3. All or some mental events are free or undetermined.

No mental events ere free or undetermined.
All of these are rationalist civisions, and to argue the issues in these terms
is to argue them on rationalis:, not empiricist, grounds. Consistent
anpiricists will not affirm or deny such propositions, but totally reject (the
"existence” of) the postulates invo . ved. For empiricists, as for Andersca the
Realist, "facts are good enocujyh” [SIEP., p.5%]; they will refuse to appeal to

"ultimates”, or to "higher triths than those of fact” [Ibid, p.&].

Turning to the popular "def nitions” of empiricism, we find them equally
uncritically rationalist. The now commonplace view of empiricism is that it
"is the doctrine that the course of all knowledge is to be found in
experience” or “derived from experience” [Reese, 1980, p.l146; c.f. Urmson,
1967, p.122]1. In order to inderstand this definition, we must know what
knowledge 1is, what experieiwce i3, and how knowledge 1is derived from
experience, but each of these is extramely problematical. While we know what
people mean when they speak aboit their (an) experience(s), we cannot
understand what could possibl' be meant by experience in this case, and there

are two good reasons for saying that:
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e specifically sxcludes knowing, for if

N

Exparience in thirs ins
it was "knowledgeable” or knowing-sxperience, the definiticn of
enpiricism -- knouledge is derived from, or caused by experience

-- would be unnecessary, and virtually tautcologous.

(b) We may say (in some sanse) that our waking experience is
continuous over periods of time, and greatly varied and complex.
It makes no sense to séy that one specific item of knowledge or
numerous discrete and discontinuous items of krowledge, are

derived from continuous, complex and varied experience.

Secondly, we do not know whet “"derived from”™ means in this case; it i

67}

&
"metaphorical” relation [Spea:e, 1979, p.97]. Thirdly, and most importantly,
the term “"knowledge” is quite ambigucus. In one quite innocuous, general

sense, it may mean what people -- individually, or "collectively” -- know. But

ot

n the rationalist sense. it neans something quite different, the details of

which must be spelled out:

(i) for Socrates, knovledge iz qualitatively different from opinion,
and associated with two faculties of mind;

(ii) for modern rationalists. itamns of knowledge are mental entities
which are contained wholly within "the” mind., or minds;

{iii) to be knowledge, these propositional judgments must not only be

true, but true for all time.

Three major reasons have bien given why ampiricists should reject the
rationalist view of amwpiricirm as the theory that all knowledge is derived
from experience. Other appeérent'y equivalent formmlations of empiricism
support the contention that tlis so-called definition is rationalist. The view
that empiricism "is the thecry that experience rather than reason is the
source of knowledge” [Edwaris, 1¢72, Vol.2, p.499] clearly involves the
rationalist presumption that “the’' mind consists of two quite distinct
faculties: sense (from which comes “experience”) and reason. Bmpiricists must
reject that presumption, which alsc clearly invelves the view that there are

two ways of knowing.

Expirizists who tock sericusly Anderson's criticisms of the notions of

experience [SIEP, p.4], and knowledge [SIEP, p.213], his rejection of the
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thecry of ideas and concepts [SIEP p.32], and thus of knowledge as mantal
entities contained wholly w thin minds., would reject the definition of
aempiricism under consideratiol as & rationalist one. Such arpiricists would
uphold the view that there is 10 such thing as "knowledge” or mental entities,
and that knowing is a "relation” of some kind between knower and what is
kown, and that what is knowr (or, preferably, believed) is not mental, but

expressible in propositional form.

* * * * *

-

t is being argued that rationalisn, ampiricism, and the opposition between
the two car be described in rationalist terms or ampiricist terms, but the
opposition between the two i so fundamental that they cannot reach comon
ground; that no account of this opposition from a rationalist position is
acceptable to ampiricists. and vice versa. That is to sav, there is not, and
camnot  be, a philosophically neutral way of describing rationalism,
empiricism, and the oppositica between them; that to describe the nature of
this oppositicn, one has tc eédopt a rationalist or an ampiricist stance, or
simply describe both from bo:h poists of view, without naking any indgment
zhout that conflict. But the atter apprcach, of course, does not find common
round; do=s not find definitions of ampiricism, raticnalism, and the

appesiticn batween tham, in terms acceptable to rationalists and empiricists.

The positicn may be summed up by saving rationalists are required to state,
and defend against criticism, the rationalist view of these three, just as
aempiricists are required to s ate and defend the empiricist view of them; but
rationalists are not required toc accept the ampiricist definitions of
rationalism, empiricism, and the nature of the conflict between tham, any more
than empiricists are requirec to accept the rationalist definitions of this
triad. It will facilitate discussion of these difficult issues t¢ recognise
these radical differences, or “incommensurability”; and it will confound
discussion to ignore it. Whether or how these difficulties might be resolved
is a considerable problem; but philosophers need to receognise the kind of
probler it is, and avoid glib essertially rationalist, formulations of it. We
can agree with Anderson that "... if anything could alleviate [the kind of
misunderstanding this opposition cresates]. it would be a resolute attarpt to

define exartly the issus or ssues between [the two] different views” [SIEP,

p-37.
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If the foregoing argurent i: sourd. it iz essential that a consistently
anpiricist account of ampiricism, raticnalism, and the opposition between them
be stated clearly. Then, and only then, can we consider what methodoliogy is
appropriate to this radical type of dispute. That is a principal ccncern of

the present work.

The ampiricist account adoptec here of (a) rationalism, is to be found in the
Conclusions to Part II; (b) tre opposition between rationalism and awpiricism,

at the beginning of Chapter 8; (c¢) erpiricism, in Chapter 9 [c.f. Appendix EJ].

§6 The Quest for an Empiricist Account of Rationalism
Cottingham maintains that philosophers cannot be neatly compartmentalised into
rationalists and empiricists: "In the first place, ‘'rationalism’ deoes not
denote one simple doctrine 'L', such that we can define rationalists as all
and only those philosophers 'who subscribe to 'D’. Such exactness is seldom
obtainable even in the case of more concrete concepts.” [1984, p.91.
He goes on to say:
A second caveat is that the labels 'rationalism' and "empiricism’
should not be regarded as marking out two precise areas of
mutually exclusive terr tory. Often there will be a considerable
degre= of overlap, so that wh.le a given philosopher matches the
paradigm of rationalism in one respect, there may be other strands

in his thought which are symptomatic of a more empiricist outlook.
{Tbid, p.9-10]

In short. Cottingham maintairsgs the noticn of raticnalism/ist is a “cluster
concept” irvolving a cluster of features some of which varicus rationalist

philosophers adhere to or do rot: or adhere to more or less.

We can accept that individual philcsophers may accept certain rationalist
doctrines and not others, and the ciuster of rationalist doctrines adopted by
any one philosopher may be d . fferent from the cluster adopted by others. We
can also accept that some philosophers may (inconsistently) adeopt some
combination of rationalist and eamwpiricist doctrines. Indeed, Anderson
maintained that certain doctrines adopted by the British Ewpiricists were
actually rationalist ones, wnd that their work was only “very slightly
enpirical” [SIEP, p.12]1. But we carnot say any of these things if we cannot

recognise what are and are no: rationalist (or empiricist) doctrines. Part of

w

what Cottingham says -- suggasts, rather than explicitly states -- would maka
these claims impossible. Cott:ngham sums up his view by saying: "Labels can be

useful and informative, provided we remember that what is involived is not a
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single, fixed ‘'essence' but, as Ludwig Wittgenstein put it, 'a complicated
network of overlapping and criss-crossing similarities'”™ [Ibiéd, p.10; c.f.
Wittgenstein, 1974, §67ff]. When this is taken in conjunction with an earlier
passage. the possibility of . dentifving or defining rationalism evaporates:

"

... there are many other criss-crossing strands in what we call the
"rationalist® tradition. Th: emphasis will wvary from philosopher to
philosopher, and the features that mske us inclined to classify & thinker as
belonging to the rationalist traditicn will not always be the same in every

case” [Ibid, p.9].

While the recognition of variability within rationalism is important, as is
the variability in the adhererce of various individual philosophers to a range

of rationalist (and ampiricist) tenets, rationalism itself cannot be variable

—
1
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A

Wway Cottingham suggests. A simple illustration wii
point. et it be assumed philosopher A upholds tenets 1,

-~

B tenets 2. 3 and 4; C: 3, 4 and &5; D: 4. 5 and 6. While

between A and B, B and C, C and D, there are no common

characteristics between A and D. If we admit this degre=s of locseness to our
definitions, we can only dis:inguish between rationalism and ampiricism by

drawing arbitrary distinctiors; or, worse still, we will allow that soms

rationalists are empiricists, which is contrary to the long philosophical

]
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diti and destrovs the (istinction altogether. It is maintained here,

r
harefore, that there is an important need to identify what is central and

rt

distinctive in both rationalism and empiricism. In fact, a most important part

9]

f the aim of this thesis is to identify Anderson's empiricism, and to

distinguish it from rationalism.

If raticnalism is a genuine philosophical position or viewpoint, it must have

rtain definite features. That is to say, if we are to speak meaningfully of
rationalism (not in a confuszd way!. and if we are to refer to something
definite when we speak of rationalism (not just indicate a vague area, or any
selection of a loosely releted array of doctrines), there must be some
definite, recognisable set o characteristics which underpin rationalism --
and the alternative is to perpetuate confusion. If there are such things as
rationalism and empiricism, and a real opposition between them as Anderson

lalong with many other philosophers) believed, it would seem that we have to

921

explore and analyse these oppised vizws more deeply in order to uncover their

central doctrines and methods, and in precisely what way they are opposed.
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Any thoroughgoing attempt to identify and definse rationzlism will take inte
account its major phases: Greek, Jewish medieval, and seventeenth-century

assical rationalism. Such a task is beyond the sceope of this work, but an

L

@]

1
attempt is made to identify scwe of the most important features of rationalism
evident in the first and th:rd of these; and later, on the basis of this

analvsis, an attampt is mede not only to define what 1is central to
1

rationalism, but to elucidate how the major features and tenets of rationalism
relate to cne another as a reszsonably logical view given certain assumptions.

The following two chapters attempt to discover the common characteristics of
Greek and Classical Rationalirm. Although they involve some critical comment,
they are not intended to be critiques of rationalism, but an attempt to
discover and describe the central fzatures of rationalism. If it is possible
o give an historically corre:zt account of rationalism, cne that accommodates
hoth Greek and classical, seventeenth century rationalism, and one that is not
inconsistent with Anderson’'s 7iew of it, it is reasonable to conclude that is

what he was referring to as retionalism.

It is elementary that when pecple adopt a complex point of view invelving
nunerous assumptions, what "comes out” of that position is relative to what is
assured. It will be argued that rationalism was founded in theological
assunptions, central amongst which was the notion of soul or mind, and that

once these notions are adeoptel, certain "outcomes”™ necessarily follow.
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Chapter 3 : GREEK RATIONALISM

§1 Introduction

It is generally accepted that ratioialism began with Greek philosophers: the
Eleatics, Pythagoreans and Plato [Punes, 1972, p.263]. However, the prasent
discussion concentrates almost solely on views developed in Platc's dialogues,

along with certain influences upon them.

It cannot be seriously doubted tha*t Socrates was a deeply religious man or
that he placed great emphasis upon thes soul, yet neither of these featurss of
his thought is generally linka:d to 3reek rationalism. It will be argued here
that both are fundamental to it; that the notion of the soul is a
pre-existing, religious notior; that with Socrates it becomes associated with,
if not identical with, the mind; that it is fundamental to his view of
owledge, and the recognisably raticnalist dectrines of t(a) the distinction

between ways of knowing, or the division into faculties of reason and sen

e

'R

and (b)) the downgrading of sense. The present study begins, therefcre, with a
brief examination of Socrates religious views, and is followad by a somewhat

longer examination of the notion of the scul.

§2 Socrates' Religious Vievrs

It is probable that Sccrates vas initiated into the Orphic religion as a child
"and permarently impressed by it" Taylor, 1951, p.53]. Although by Plato’'s
time this religion had d@genexated [Ibid, p.52]1, the "Socrates of the Platonic
dialogues freguently refers to the cogmas of the Orphic religion as supperting
his own convictions about the immortality of the soul and the importance of
the life to come” [Ibid, p.51-21, Eurnet argues that any doubts Socrates may
have had about Orphic practic:s was not inconsistent with the conviction that
it "contained, in however din a form. a great truth not toc be found in the
ordinary religion of the g ate” [Burnet, 1950, p.131]. Two features of
Socrates’ personality suggest he was something of a visionary [Taylor, 1951,
p-461: he claimed to hear a voice, and he was liable to "sudden fits of
absorption and abstraction, amunting at times to actual trance or 'ecstasy’
[Ibid]; and he believed he 1ad a divine mission. Socrates refers to this
"voice” in the Apology: "This sign, which is a kind of voice, first began to
come to me when I was a child from time to time it forbids me to do something
which I am going to do, but never commands anvthing” [Platce, Apology., 31d;

c.f. Phaedrus, 242b-c, and Rurnet, 1850, p.129f, p.182ff).
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Two separate instances of the trance-like state are describesd in the Symposium
{1753 and Z220c-d). Socrates da:scribes his mission in the Apclogy. Relatively
early in his life, his life-lcng friend and admirer Chaerephon "went to Delphi
and boldly asked the oracle ¢ tell him ... whether anvone was wiser “han”
Socrates, and the answer was "that there was no man wiser” [Apology, Z2lal.
Puzzlaed by this, Socrates set about testing this divine claim, believing that
a divine obligation was now 1pon him [Apclogy, 21cl], and said: "And so I go
about the world, obedient to the god, and search and make inquiry into the
wisdom of anyone, whether cit zen or stranger, who appears to be wise; and if
he is not wise, then in vindication of the oracle I show him that he is not

wise; ... I am in utter poverty by reason of my devotion to the god” [Apology,
j3

Burnet [1950, p.136-71 had no doubts about Socrates' religious sincerity, and
if Plato's account in the Apc'ogv is correct, there can be no reason to doubt
it, for during his trial he defended this belief in the face ¢f a very serious
thrzat: a threat of death, a:z it transpired. He said it would be strangs if,
hasing riskad death on the comand of the generals, he failed to obey God now
lApology, 28el. Recognising the possibility of the penalty of death, he said:
"Men of Athens., I honour and love you: but I shall obey God rather than you,
and while T have life and strength I shall never cease from the practice and
teaching of philosophy ..." [ hid, 30al]; "understand that I shall never alter
my wavs, not even if I have to die many times” [Ibid, 30bI; he maintained this

rosition even after the death penalty was pronounced [Ibicd, 38c,ffl.

The number of times Socrates efers to gods or God is very considerable. Some,

in the Apology, have already leen ncted. But there are a number of gignificant

—t

references to God or deity i1 the Republic, where Socrates is attampting to
work out a theory of knowledie and a program of education. In atteampting to
describe philosophers, he sujgests they have a "longing after the whole of
things both divine and human” [Republic, 486al; and later, philosophers "shall
be compelled by a superior sower to have the charge cof the State” [Ibid,
4293]1. A philosopher "helding converse with the divine order, becomes orderly
and divine as far as the nature of man allows;” [Ibid, 500d]. In Book VII.
Socrates introduced the Allegory of the Cave and went on to say that the Idea
of good is the last thing to> be seen, and is seen only with great effor

less, when the Idea of good is apprehended: ... it is inferred to be

e
the universal author of all thiings beautiful and right, parent of light and of
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the lord of light in the visible world, and the immediate and supreme source

of reason and truth in the intellectual;” [Ibid, 517b-c].

According to Socrates there 1is nothing surprising in ths philosorher's

appearing "grotesque and ridiculcus” when he returns to the affairs of the

._.4
fa—

state of humans after such "divine contemplations” [Ibid, 517d}: and

®

Vi
wisdom "contains a divine elewent which never loses its power” [Ibid, 518e].
Speaking of astronomers. he clearly implies that the heavens were created bv
God or some supernatural power and astronomers might think "that heaven and
the things in heaven are frawved by the Craftsman who made them in the most

perfect manner in which such things can bz framed?” [Ibid, 530al.

There can be little doubt that we must understand Socrates' views and Plato’'s

influence on later philesophy within this religious framework. And of course,

the Socratic-Platonic view c¢f the soul is an important, perhaps the key,
2lament in this "spiritual” ptilosophv.

§3 The Soul

The Socratic view of the soil has been so influential in western thought.

it had a long history before Socrates tock it up. Despite its

scholars, the noticn of the =oul is not a
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scientific one. but a religios one going back into pre-history.

The pre-Socratic, or early Greek nction of the soul has been studied in some
detail by Bremmer [1983], vho takes up Arbman's distinction betwesen the
concepts of body souls and free scouls. which are both to be distinguished from
the notion of a unitary soul :ied to a body in a one-to-one relation, in which
the eschatalogical and psycrological attributes are merged [Bremmer, 1983
p.9]. Breammer's survey reveals a great variety of conceptions of spiritual
partners tc or elaments of huwwn badies, and only some significant pointe will

be ment ioned here.

leaving to one side the ques:tions -f souls in plants and animals, Brammer's
main discussion divides into matters corcerning the souls of the living, and

then those of the dead. And her discussion of the sculs cf the living is



41

divided into that of “"free s-uls” and "body souls”. Vary briefly, Arbman's

distinction between these two nain conceptions is:

(i) Body souls endow the body with life and consciousness. They are
active during the waking life of the living individual. Beody
souls, or several of their parts. represent the inner self <f the
individual. Usual!v, body souls are conceived of as having two
parts: “"the life soul frequently identified with the breath. the

iife principle” ani the =go soul.

(ii) ree souls are itnencurbered souls representing the individual
personality. Free souls are active during urconsciousness, and

passive during c:onsciousness when the conscious individual

(24

replaces it. It i35 not clear where the free soul is supposed to
eside in the body [Bremmer, 1983, p.9].

-

Bremmer points out that Homer uses four terms which might be related to the
notion of "soul”, vet all ere intended to refer to different aspects of
humans. Using Arbman's catego:sies, the psyche in Homer can bhe connected with
the free soul. Three other no ions -- those of thymos, noos, and menos -- are
related to the body soul [Ibic, p.111.

If we attampt to synthesise these "Homeric” views, we may say in summary that
when a person is awake, it is assured to be under the influence of body souls
or the breath soul, but the activity of bady souls and free (or psychic) souls
vary inversely: "the psvche .s most active when the body is asleep or, as
Aristotle added, when it lies at the point of death. That is, the free soul
becomes active during unconsciousness. and at the moment of death” [Dodds’
view, cited in Bremmer, Ibid, p.52]1 "It is the free soul, in the form of the
psvche that becomes identified as the soul of the dead” [Ibid, p.73]1; vet
"without a psyche a person cannct survive” [Ibid, p.14]1. The free soul is
always active outside the boly and is not bound to it like the bedy souls
[Tbid, p.18].

§4 Views of Soul known to focrates
Socrates was undoubtedlv acquainted with the Haweric view of soul or psyche
which, by cilassical times hal come to mean “breath of life” [Burnet, 1916,

ct
p.245]. It was "not identifiel with whatever it is in us that feels and wills
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during our waking life. Tha: was generally supposed to be blood and not
breath.” [Ibid, p.246]. "Departed souls are witless and feeble things” [Ibid].
Death does not rob the psyche of ccnsciousness, for it never had anything to
do with consciousness in life [Ibicl: "the prevailing nction in the time of
Socrates certainly was that tae souls of the dead were absorbed by the upper

air, just as their bodies were by the earth.” [Ibid, p.248].

There was speculation about soul anongst philosophers prior to Socrates, and
two relatively late religious movements, Orphicism and Pythagoreanism, placed
considerable emphasis upon so'il. It can be assumed Socrates knew of all these

views, and that he was greatly influenced by the religious doctrines.

§5 Philosophical Speculations anc Soul
Earlier Greek philosophers had gostulated a role for soul in  their
cosmologies, although precis:ly what was meant ig extramely difficult to

For Anaximenes. tte undarlying or fundamental substance was Air,

as ... our soul, being air., holds us together. so do breath and air
enconpass the whole world” [Earnet, 1948, p.73]. There is a parallel between
the relaticn of the primary cubstance to (a) the world and (b) humans [Ibid,
v.75); and "this Air he spoke of as & 'god'” [Burnet, 195C, p.251. Alcmaeon of
Croton said that "soul was imrmortal because it resawbled immortal things, and
was alwavs in motion like the heavenly bodies”™ [Ibid., p.195; ses Barnes, 1987,
p.89]1. Heraclitus shared wi the religious teachers of higc time an insistence
on the importance of Scul. anil for him., like Anaximenes, there were parallels

between its operation on the cosmic and personal scales. For Heraclitus "the

was no longer a feeble (host or shade, but the most real thing of all,
and its most important attribute was thought ... or wisdom ... " [Burnet,
1950, p.59]. He said: "You camnot find out the boundaries of scul; so deep a
measure hath it” [Ibid; c.f. Fr.7., Diels-Krantz in Burnet, 1948, p.138;
Barnes, 1987, p.106]. Burnet .nterprets Heraclitus' view as based in a series
of oppositicns: at the persona! level, of sleeping, waking, life and death; at
the macro level, of night anil day, sumer and winter, which related to the
traditional Milesian problem of opposites: hot cold, wet and dry [Burnet,
1050, p.59-601. Diogenes of ipolloria also said the primary substance was a
"god', followed Anaximenes in holding it was air, but identified it with Mind

[Burnet, 1950, p.12
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The Orphic View of Soul

43

Burnet points out that the cult of Dionysus received a new impulse from Asia

Minor which brought "an entirzly different view of the soul ané its relation

to the body from that we find in Horer, and this was propagated by the Orphic

religion” which spread in all directions [Burnet, 1950, p.311]:

§7

—~
[ SAL

The Orphics taught ... that. though men were certainly fallen,
they were vet akin to tte gods and might rise again by a system of
"purifications” ...; they might win "redemption”™ ... from sin and
death, and dwell with t1e gods for evermore. For the scul of the
Crphic "saint” ... was mmortal; it had existed before his birth,
and would exist afte: his death. Indeed, these words are
improperly used. What men call life is really death, and the body
is the tonb of the soul ..., which is imprisoned successively in
animal, and even in vegetable bodies, until its final purification
liberates it from the "vheel c¢f birth.” [Ibid].

The Pythagorean View of Soul

rding to Guthrie --

... the core of Pythago:eanism was a belief in the immortality of
the human soul, and its progress through a series of incarnations
not cnly as man but also in the bodies of other creatures.
They believed indeed that the niverse as a whole was a living
creature. In  this they agreed with the Ionians., but they saw
implications in it whicl were foreign to Anaximander or Anaximenes
and came rather from mystical religious than from ratiocnal
sources. The cosmos, tiwey held, is surrounded with a boundless
guantity of air or breasth, which permeates and gives life to the
whole. It is the same taing which gives life to individual living
reatures. From this relic of popular helief, rationalized as we
saw by Anaximenes, a re igicus lesson was now drawn. The breath or
life of man and the breath or life of the infinite and divine
iverse were essential 'y the same. The Universe was one, eternal
ivine. Men were neny and divided, and were mortal. But the
essential part of man, his soul, was not mortal, and owed its
imortality to this fac:, that it was a fragment or spark of the
divine soul, cut off ai1d imprisoned in a mortal body. [Guthrie,
1956, p.34-36]

z

Pythagoreanism seems to have been divided between religious and scientific

interests:

§8

Tavior [19£1] recognises the domsri: view of the scul as a kind of ghost:

In the fourth century -he Pythagorean scientific schocl expired
and its place was taken by the Acadamy; the Pythagorist religion,
on the other hand, maintained its existence even later, as we know
from the fragments of the comic poets. [Burnet, 1950, p.388]

Socrates’' View of the Soul

is samething which is present in a man so long as he lives, and leaves him at
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death. It is, in fact, the 'gtost’ which the dving man 'gives up'" [p.141]. It
has nothing to do with a perscn’s mental life, and "the psvche which has left
the body has no consciousness whatsoever”™ [Ibid, p.142;. He alsc recognises
tha Orphic view, according to which there is really noc perscnal immortality;
and neither intelligence nor charactzr belong to the psyche [Ibid, p.144]. But

with Socrates, Tavlor argues, 3 new view of soul emerges:

Now the remarkable thiny is that we find this conception of the
soul as the seat of normal intelligence and character current in
the literature of the generation immediately subseguent to the
death of Socrates; it is comon ground to Isocrates, Platc. and
Xenophon, and thus cannct be the discovery of any one of tham. But
it is whollv, or all bit whelly, absent from the literature of
earlier times. It must thus have originated with some contaemnporary
of Socrates, and we know of no contemporary thinker to whom it can
be attributed other thwm Socrates himself, who is consistently
made to teach it in the pages of both Platc and Xenophon. [Ibid.
p.140-141]

"

Tavlor places the "tendance of the soul” first ameongst all of Socrates’ moral

teachings, and he explains why:

A man, in fact, is a "scoul using a body” (this i
Academic dafinition of "man'). Hence the first conditi
enjoying real good and making a real success of life is that a
mar’s soul should be in a good or healthy stats Mﬂtheqmﬁ(x
ﬁealthy state of the sovl is just the wisdom or kxow’sdge (s
is) which ensures that a man shall make the right
dy and of everything else which is his. Hence the first cduty
avery man who means 0o enjoyv good or happiness is to "tend his
ul,” "to see to it that the soul is as good as it possibly
to get the knowledge or insight which ensure
_ vih right!ly. And before a man can develop this
qudll 3% mf so'l he must be brought to "know himself,” that is, to
recognize the imperative need of moral wisdom and the dreadfulness
of his present state c¢f ignorance. [Taylor, 1855, p.27-28; and
Ihid, p.52, €5-6, 128, 145, 15', 401-2: Also Tevlor, 195!, p.l46].

-“ r.l

Socrates makes it pla.n in the Apolcgv that he takes it as his mission to draw
the attention of his fellow A:henians to the impertance of attending to their
souls: "For know that this is the comand of God; and I bhelieve that no
greater good has ever happened in the state than my service to the God. For I
do nothing but go about persitading vou all, old and young alike, not to take
thought for vyour persons or your properties, but first and chiefly to care

about the greatest improvemen' of tre soul” [Apology. 30al



§9 Socrates and Plato on tle Scul
The soul is discussed at some

dialogues. However, we cannot

to provide, or could give us,

ot

he question of whose views ttey represent. The views expressed on the
the Timaeus are Pythagorean, and cannot be attributed to Socrates or Plato
without further evidence. And we should he prepared to distinguish Socrates
siew from Plato’'s if the evidzance permits. Secondly, in attempting to convey
his view of the soul, Socrat:s resorts to myth or allegory in the twe most
important passages dealing wih it, and this is a certain indication that he
could not, and knew he could rot, give a theoretical account cf the soul where
it is most needed. In the Phaedo, after all the argument, and after a mythical
account of the soul's journeyvings, Socrates said: "A man of sense ought not to
assert that the description whrich I have given of the soul and her mansions is
exactly true. But I do say thet, inasmuch as the soul is shown to be immortal,
he may venture to think, not improperly or uworthily, that something of the
kind is true” [Phaedo, 114d1].

A nmumber of major passages will be reviewed separately, beginning with the
Timaeus partlv because it is not represented as Socrates’ view, but is
Pyvthagorean; and partly becausze it provides a wider cosmological contex: for

the notion of the personal sou.l.

Timaeus
Timaeus, a Pvthagorean. purpo-ts to give an account of God's creation of the
wiverse, which is not a crestion c¢f things out of nothing, but the creation
of order out of chaos. At tha: time nothing was as we know it: there was not
aven earth, air, fire or wate:: "All these the creator first set in order, and
st of them he constructel the universe, which was a single animal
comprehending in itself all other animals, mortal and immortal” I[Flato,
Timaeus, 6Sb-c; Lee translates “"creature” for "animal” ir Jowett]. This God

"

... spake, and once more int> the cup in which he had previouslv mingled the
soul of the universe he poured the remains of the elements, and mingled them
in much the same manner; ther were nct, however, pure as before, but diluted
to the second and third decree. And having made it he divided the whole
mixture into souls equal in rumber tc the stars, and assigned each soul tao a

star;” [Ibid, 41d1.

These souls would be implant:=d in huran bodies [Ibid, 4zbl. He created the

divine and immortal, but he assigned the creation of the mortal to his
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offspring: and "... they, imitating him, received from him the imnortal
principle of the soul: and zround this they proceeded to fashion a mortal
body, and made it to be the vehicle of the soul., and constructed within the
body a soul of another nature which was mortal, ... " [Tbid, é9c]. The mortal
soul was subject to all the pissions and irrationality of the body and senses.
The divine soul was located ir the head, the mortal soul., which has two parts.
was located in the torso: ‘he part associated with courage, passion and
ambition, they located in the chest, nearer to the commands of reason [70al;
the other part of the mortal soul associated with bedily appetites they
located helow the diaphragm [70d-e]. Each of the souls which was allottad to
stars, will be born in a mortal human male, and each of these would have a
"faculty of sensaticn, arising out of irresistible impressions; ... love, in
which pleasure and pain minglz: als> fear and anger”. If they overcame these,

they would live righteously, ¢nd if nct, unrighteously; and "He who lived well

[N

during his appointed time wes to mstwurn and dwell in his native star. an

4

there he would have a blessec and congenial existence” ut those who failed

.

this test underwent a cvcle o transmigrations: descent into a woman, and then

wasts, until reason triumphec over the irrational [Ibid, 42a-d].

course, the briefest sumary of the account
given in trte Timaeus. But sevaral points may be made. The Timaeus attampts to
give a complete, rounded cosvwogony and cosmology, depicting humans, and the
soul, as part of a wider, ntegreted systam. It portrays the universe as
moulded by God, as an organic whol {animal or creature) throughout which
divine elements are evenly spread, and mixed with the mortal; and this divine
element which constitutes the Imnortal soul appears to bhe a “physical”
substance. The soul of humans is conglex. composed of a divine, immortal part
which is reason}, and mortal, sensucus and passionate parts. Associated with
the complex nature of individual souls, the mixture of the divine and sensual,
there is a "moral” componen' in this system which involves either endless
es of bhirth and rebirth, or purification and arrival at one's appcinted
destiny. These bear a very close resamblance to Socrates’' views expressed

elsewhere, and have clear aff nities with rationalism as widely understocd.

Meno
In the Meno, Socrates put forward the wview that the soul of humans is
imnortal, is re-born, and nerer destroved. But he also put forward the verv
special doctrine that knowledye is reccllection. He said priests, priestesses

and poets say:
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... mark, now, and see whether thair words are trus -- they 3ay

that the soul of man is immortal., and at one time has an end,

which is termed dying, and at ancther time is borrn again, but is

naver destroyed. ... The souls, then, as being immortal and having

been born again many tires, ard having seen all things that exist,

whether in this world or in the world below, has knowledge of them

all; and it is no worder that she should be able to call to

remaembrance all that she ever knew about virtue, and about

everything, for as all nature is akin, and the soul has learned

all things, there is nct difficulty in a man eliciting out of a

single recollection all the rest -- the process generally called

"learning' -- if he is strewous and does not faint: for all

inquiry and all learninc is but recollection. [Menc, 8lb-dl

Phaedo
In the Phaedo, on the very diy he drank the hemlock, Socrates outlined, and
argued for, his own view of tle sou!. He made a very clear distinction between
the life of philesophers and »>thers who are more devoted to bodily pleasures,
and the account given here :ecognises that distinction. What Socrates said
about the soul 1is dividec intc four categories low: (i) positive

tions of the soul, (ii) souls in various general processes, (iii) the

the lover of sense, bxdily pleasures, and so on, ard (iv) the souls of

In attempting to describe the socul, Socrates said that the soul comands, the
bedy serves [80al; "the sou! is in the very likeness of the divine, and
irmertal, and raticonal, and wniform, and indissoluble., and unchangeable; and
that the bocdy is in the very .ikeness of the human, and mortal, and irrational
and multiform, and dissoluble, and changeable” [80bl; the soul is almost if
not quite indissoluble [8C:]; is invisible and incorporeal, therefore
immertal, and prior to the body [86]: has an eye [100]. Life is an inseparable

attribute cf the soul, and this exc.udes death [105].

He claimed the soul is involvad in various processes: death is “he separation
of soul and body [64]1; there is a fear that when the soul has been released
from the body it will disperse ancd vanish away into nothingness [70a, c.f.
77d-el; the souls of the living come from the souls of the dead in the world
below [70]; and if the "livirg come from the dead, then our souls must exist
in the other world”™ [70c]; ani the circle of nature is not covplete unless the

living come from the dead as well as pass to them [72].

He contrasted the soul of th:z lover of sense and that of the philosopher or

pure soul:
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But the soul which has leen pclluted, and is impure at the time of
her departure, and is the companion and servant of the body
always, and is in love with and bewitched by the body and by the
desires and pleasures ¢f the body, until she is led to believe
that the truth only exists in a bodily form, which & man may touch
and see, and drink and €at, and use for the purposes of hig lusts,
-— the soul, I mean, a-custoned to hate and fear and avcid that
which to the bodily eve is dark and invisible, ... [81b]

And the souls "not of the gocd, but of the evil, ... are compelled to wander
about such places in payment of the penalty of their former evil way of life;
and they continue to wander until through the craving after their constant
associate, the corpecreal, they are imprisconed finally in ancther body” [81d-e]

[i.e., intc animals]; ... zach pleasure and pain is a sort of nail which

nails and rivets the soul! to the body, until she becomes like the body” [83d].

The philoscopher, on the other hand despises bodily needs [€4d-e]: the body an
senses are a hindrance to ingury [£5a-bl, and deceive us [65b]; true reality
ig revealed in thought, if at all [ ic of the

t
philosopher to despise the body; hig soul runs away from his body and desires

to be alone and bv herself?” €5c-di. Also, "he who has got rid, as far as he

T

can, of eyes and ears and, sc to speak of the whole body. these being in his
opinion distracting elaments which when they associate with the sou! hinder

1

her from acquiring truth and ¥nowledge™ [£6al]. He went on to say:

while the soul is mixed with the evils ¢f the bady. our desire
will not be satisfied? ... and our desire is of the truth. For the
bodv is a source of countless distractions by reason of the mere
requirement of focd, and is liable also to diseases which overtake
and impede us in the pussuit of truth: it fills us full of loves,
and lusts, and fears, and fancies of all kinds, and endless
foclery, and in very truth, as men say takes away from us the
power of thinking at all [66b-cl.

And he said: "It has been proved toc us by experience that if we would have
pure knowledge of anvthing we must be quit of the body -- the soul by herself
must behcld things by themselives” €6d-el;

ne doctrine of the Phacsds s very clear: the body, the senses and those
things which appeal to the bcdy and the senses are polluted, and corrupt the
soul; those individuals who are corrupted in this way pay a pena .ty in a later

life: the ftruths we think we learn through the senses are illusorv; w= can

)

TV

r th

=
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at kaowledge cr an understancding of true reality orly through the soul,

@]
o

eve cof the soul, or thiough thought free of the body and the senses. It
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is clear that this view is partly dorived from earlier religious beliefs, but
it contains an element that is more intellectual, or rationalistic: the view
that true reality is viewed tlrough the eye of the soul [Phaed:, 99d-100al, or
that knowledge is attained by the soul's reflections free of the encumbrances
of the senses or the body. Here is the basis of those rationalist dichotomies:
opinion and knowledge, sensz and intellect, appearance and reality. As
introduced by Socrates, these divisions are completely dependent upon the

notion of soul.

The doctrine that learning .s sinply recollection (outlined in the Meno)
occurs also in the Phaedo as confirmation of the pre-existence of the soul
[72e]. Here, however, it is used to explain certain "abstract” notions. In
actual (sensual) experience, vre do rot find any two things exactly equal. From
unequals we cannot cbtain tlte notion of equality; therefore "we must have
acquired the knowledge of equality at same previous time? ... before we were
born, I suppose?” [74c-75c]. But this must apply not only to equality. but
beauty, goodness, justice, holiness; "Of all this we affimm with certainty
that we acquired the knowledg: befoire birth?" [75d]. Here, then, inextricably
related to the notion of the soul, is the basis of a distinctive rationalist
view: {a) that each person i:: born with innate knowledge, and (b) that this
knowledge is of a special k nd, distinct from what we _earn through sense
experience: it is of abstract thirgs, such as "absolute equality”, beauty,

etc.

Space does not permit an examination of other Socratic doctrines of the soul,
such as those from the Phaedrus where (i) the soul is taksn to be the source
of motion: "what moves itself’ [24%5e; c.f. Burnet, 1950, p.3323; Taylor, 1955,
p.306, n2l; that is, an active: agent; (ii) the soul is likened to a charioteer
struggling to control two winged steeds: "honour or mettle” (reason’ and
“appetite” (sense) [246ff; c.f. Taylor, 1955, p.307]. However, it must be
pointed out that at this vi al point too, instead of describing the soul,

Socrates resorts to allegory.

The Republic also develops important raticnalist doctrines in association with

the notion of the soul. Only wo major passages are discussed here.
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The Republic

In Book IV of the Republic, Socrates is inquiring into what justice is. His
view of justice applies equally to the state and to individuals, and to make
the two parallel, he has to show that there are three parts to the soul. In
the state, "the meaner desires of the many” (women, children, servants, and
lower class workers) "are he d dowa by the desires and wisdom of the more
virtuous few” [431c]l. In the ideal state, the three main components or classes
are traders, auxiliaries, and guardians, and when each attends to its proper
business, that state is in a condition of justice [434c]. but when one class
attempts to take over the ro.e of another, the state i1s brought into chaos
[434a~-c]. Temperance, then, eppears to be that unity of mind found in both
states and individuals, whica is & kind of agreement that the naturally
superior should rule [432al]. Socretes proceeds to apply this view to the
individual [434e]l, so "we may assum= that [an individual. has the same three
principles in his soul which ére found in the State;” [432Ffk-c! -~ but he warns
that "the present methods of crgument are not at all adequate tc the accurate
solution of this question”™ [135d]. In the individual, the three comparable

parts of the soul are reason, spirit and appetite, and the predominance of any

0

ne of these amongst the people of anv state, gives that state its distinctive
character [435e-436al. Socrates then goes on to argue that sach of these three
parts of the soul is differert. So Socrates concludes the argument has found
that the same three principles which exist in the state exist in the
individual soul. Christopher Janaway, in A.C. Grayling [1996, p.372] points
out that in Book X of the Republic, Plato uses the idea of the divided soul,
but there "abandons the three parts and talks instead of a 'superior’ and an
"inferior' part [602c-606d1").

In Book VI of the Republic, Socrates turned to the question of who are best
able to act as guardians of tte laws and institutions of the state, and he set
out to show that since "philosophers only are able to grasp the eternal and
unchangeable” [484b], they aline are suitable as guardians. He goes on to say
that just as painters are ablz to look at both the original and the image of
things, the philosopher-guard ans must be able to look at the absolute truth
in order to frame laws [484c-d]. In this passage Socrates again set up that
dichotomy between the intellectual end sensory, and went on to extend it to a
division between an eternal and unchangeable reality and the world of

generation and decay {485a-b1].



Towards the end of Book VI, Sccrates worked towards the Aralogy of the Divided

Line, and he did so by raising further dichotomies: the first was that of the

J

One and the many: "The many, as we say. are seen but not known, and the Ideas

are knocwn but not seen” [50°b], a view intended to reinforce the division

between intellect and sense. Fe then introduced an analogy between the Idea of

the good in relation to knowledge, end the sun to sight. He called the sun --
the child of the goocd, whom the good begat in his own likeness, to be in

the visible world, in relatior to sight and the things of sight, what the good

is in the intellectual world in relation to mind and the things of the mind:
[508b-c1.

In this analogy., the soul is likened to the eye: "And ths soul is like the
eye: when resting upon that or whichk truth and being shine, the soul perceives
and understands, and is radient with int=lligence; but when turned towards
the twilight and to those things which come inte being and perish, then she

has opinion only, and goes bl!inking about, and is first of one opinion and

m

then of another, and seems to have ro intelligence?” [508d].

The fina! complex analogy is that of sight, eves, object seen, light sun;
knowledge, socul, form? Idea of the good [see 508d-509%al. The important
claments here are the dichotcmies of knowledge and opinion, the one and the
many, the soul or intellect (nd the eyes, the noblest of the senses [508al;
the world of permanent form voersus the changing world; the world of intellect

{or mind) and that of sense; things of sight - things of the mind.

The principal point is tha: Socrates could not make these dichotomies
plausible, in fact he could n>t make them at all without postulating the soul
as the connacting link with tte dichotomies and the transcendental elements of
his view. If we can contempla:e the thesis that there is no such thing as the
soul, then neither Socrates ror anyone else could make cut a case for those

dichotomies which Anderson took tc be the mark of rationalism.

A subsequent passage is cruc:al: "You have to imagine, then, that there are
uling powers, and that one of them is set over the intellactual world,
the other cver the visible. ... May I suppecse that you have this distinction

he visible and intelligib & fixed in vour mind?” [509d; my anphasis].

C)
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Socrates then related these d:visiors to a divided line. The main division is
that between the realms of tte sun and the Idea of the good: the worlds of
sight and things seen versus ‘he world of mind and things thought; the realms
of cpinion and knowledge; the changing world of the senses and the unchanging
eternal world of the forms [see Rouse, 1963, p.309]. And each of these two
parts is divided: the first is¢ diviced into the realms of images, shadows and
reflections on the one hand &énd cb’ects on the other. The second is divided
into thought images such as . deal sgquares and cubes, and on the other hand
major forms or ideals such as those of perfect beauty, justice and goodness.
In order to convey this model, Socrates had to draw an analogy with a concrete
image of a divided line -- a curious sort of analogy in view of the
transcendental message: and he had to ask his listeners to imagine two ruling
powers, which he relates to the twe divisions of the line. How does he make
such a curicus and highlv questionabkle analogy plausible? He does so not by
justifying what he has asked us to imagine, but by assuming this very
£r work and suggesting how the soul (or our thinking) prograsses through

these various stages of thought [see S10b].

irst attempt at explanation failed to convince Glaucor, he

Then I will try again: (ou will understand me better when I have
made some preliminary -emarks. You are aware that students of
geometry, arithmetic, ard the kindred sciences assume the odd and
the even and the figures: and three kind of angles and the like in
their severa! branches of science; these are their hypotheses,
which they and everybody are supposed to know, and thersfore they
do not deign to give any accomt of them either to thamselves or
others; but they begin w~ith them, and go on until they arrive at
last, and in a consisteit manner, at the solution which they set
>ut to find?

Yes, he said, I know.

And do vou not know also that although they make use of the
visible forms and reason about them, they are thinking not of
these, but of the ideals which they resamble: not of the figures
which they drawn, but of the absclute square and the absolute
diameter, and so on -- the forms which they draw or make, and
which themselves have shadows and reflections in water, are in
turn converted by them into images; for they are really seeking to
behold the things themse:lves, which can only be seen with the eye
of the mind? [510c-e, p.373-4: my erphases]

Tt is necessary to repeat the: clain, made previously, and strengthen it. Tt

was not possible for Socrates to even suggest those dichotomies at all,



without the nction of the soul. Evenr so, he can only meke ocut a case on the
basis of twe very curious andleogies: the sun to sign, the Idea of gocd to
knowledge: the divided line, ztc.; and he could only make this model appear
plausible by assuming it, and claiming to describe certain thought processes

in terms of it, supported by the apparently false assumption that the mind

[

has, and perceives by means of, its own eve.

The Myth of the Cave, which ollows in Book VII, is a further, more poetic
attanpt to develop the same thesis. Wa are asked to believe, on the basis of
another analogy, that attaining real knowledge -- knowledge of the highest
forms, of the good, etc. -- isr comperable to the shocks the chained cccupants
of the cave would have when passing firstly from the shadows of things seen on
the wall of the cave to the things themselves; secondly when passing from the
firelight ¢f the cave to the brillient light of the sun. But in order toc make
the next step of the analogy -- passing from acquaintance with things in the
world of sense to the forms -- agaia Socrates must depend upon the notion of
the soul, or the intellect, or the eye of the soul. That is %o say, for the
Myth of the Cave to have any significance -- for the dichotomies it postulates
tc make sense; for the ratioralist divisions tc have any plausibility -- it

must import and depend upon tte notions of the soul and eye of the soul.

§10 The Key Role of the Soul in Greek Rationalism

In attampting to identify th: main characteristics of Greek rationalism as
manifested in the Platonic dielogues, it has been argued that Sccrates’ views
were certainly founded in prevailing religious beliefs, that central amongst
those is his notion of the soul., and that the notion of the soul was
absolutely essential to the dichctomies of rationalism evident in the
dialogues. Considerable eviderce has been brought forward in support of these

claims, and it is appropriate now to sumarise and clarify this argument.

Tt has been shown that there ware several Homeric notions that are akin to the
notion of soul; that there were sevzral notions of soul ambient in the Greek
world prior to, or coincidiny with, the emergence of Greek philosophy and
science; that these notions cf soul were religious rather than scientific or
thearetical: and that they were anvthing but precise or clear. The Orphic view
was widesprzad, and the Pyvthajorean w=ll established in some circles. Several
pre-Socratic philoscophers embraced the notion of soul, and gave it a spacial

place in the structure of th: universe. One aspect of such views was of an
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entirely individual nature; another involved belief in somsthing like a world
soul which is not personal. A though it is difficult for us tc comprehend the
significance of these early views, some at least appear to postulate some kind
of anima within or behind thirgs, alongside and distinct from a personal soul.
In fact, it appears to bhe commwonplac in pre-Socratic Greek thinking
generally, and philosophy, to give (unspecified) gods a place in the
cosmological order [Guthrie, 1950, p.32], and “"the recognition”™ of soul
appears to be an integral part of this supernatural view. At any rate, there
was not one conception, but unerous conceptions of soul! prior to Socrates’

view.

As has been shown, there is 1ot just one view (theory) of soul expounded or
maintained in the Platonic dialogues. Rather, in those dialcgues, there is a
variety of doctrines and claims about the soul (often supplemented by
allegory) which views cannot all be true together. It is very significant,
then, that nowhere in the dia cgues {a) is there an attemp: tc expound a new,
precisely formulated theory of (the) soul, which would amend or replace
as we might expect if it was a scientific or theoretical

{(b) is the notion of the soul subjectad to the searching

-t

criticism Socretes applied to other notions, as we might expec
of a theoretical notion. If ve can speak of the Socratic-Flatonic conception
of {the! soul, it must be s3id that it is not a precise view, and not a

rather, it is a fundamentally religicus or mystical view
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taken over from earlier beliofs without critical examination or thecretical
modification. It seems indispitable that Socrates adopted the main features of
the Orphic-Pvthagorean view of the soul, in particular, the notions of
transmigration, of the soul baing inprisoned in the body, of a series of lives
for better or for worse, and ¢f moral responsibility, punishments and rewards.
And it must be assumed, thzarefore, that there was historical continuity
between the Homeric, Orphic, Pyvthagorean and Socratic-Platonic views of the

soul, despite important differences between them.

There can be no real doubt akout the importance of the notion cof the soul in
Socrates’' philosophical think .ng. It has been shown that it is fundamental to
his principal moral concerns, and may be taken to be a primarily moral-
theological notion. However, it alsc plavs a vital role in his conception of
aeducation, which could also b: construed as religious: functioning o develop

"good”, pious citizens acccrding to some hellenic ideal. But its major
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ated with a conception

importance in the present context is that it is
of knowledge: a conception which has far-reaching and surprising consequences
a conception which is developad and depended upon in the Platonic dialogues.

but the bases and justificaticn of which are never set out or discussed.

While the Socratic view of soul is not historically discortinucus with earlier
views, 1t dees appear to have some new features or emphases. With Socrates,
the soul seams to have become the seat of knowledge [Phaedo, 75d41; it contains
kniowledge from previous exper:ence which we can reccllect [Phaedc., 7Z2e; Meno,
81b-c]. e of the principal featuvres of this new conception of ul is its
division into faculties; of rzason [Eepublic, 435e-436al and sense. It is an
"active” agent which moves itself, and is the source of movement of other
*hings, presumably, including the bcdy. In the Theaetetus [184d], the mind is
either identified with the scul or a part of it: while the "senses are the
instrunents of the soul”; "the mind by a power of her own, contemplates”
universal, non-sensual quali:ies [285d-e]. And in the Pha=drus, Socrates
~efers to the mind as "the pilot of the soul” [247c-d]. Several factors, then,
appear to have been relatively new, and subsequently influential, in Socrates’

view of (the) soul:

(i) The individual sotl was taken to be the seat of intelligence [see
Tavler, 1951, p.145, cited p.44 abovel; it bhecomes or includes

what we might call "mind”.

(i1} Tt was linked to the nction of knowledge in both a cognitive and
moral context. It is l.kened to a threefold unit of charioteer
controlling two s:eeds: one disciplined and one tempestuous: or,

reason and the passions.

(iii) On the cognitive t¢ide, the soul provided individuals (who cared to
exploit it) with a window into a privileged kind of knowledge

superior to sense: a window into the divine order of the universe.

(iv) ©On the moral side., moral responsibility was linked to knowledge
and both were related to the doctrine of the tendance of the soul
which implies it s bhoth possible, and a personal responsibility,

for a human to do sometting about the soul's condition.



(v) It becomes an "active” agent or force which moves itself and is

the source of all movemert.

What is of major significance here is that this view of knowledge, tied to and
arising out of the notion of mind, 1is central to Socratic-Platonic
rationalism, and gives rise tc¢ those distinctively rationalist dichotomies and
doctrines 'especially those of innate knowledge and innate conceptions)
associated with the assumption that there are two wavs of knowing. The noticn

of the scul underpins, and is absolutely indispensible to these views.

Socrates implies there are (at laast) two wavs of knowing when, having
suggested the division of a line into proportions of opinion and knowledgs, he
agrees with Glaucon that therz are cbhijects "of such a kind that they must be
viewed bv the understanding” and camnot be viewed by the senses [Republic,
511c-d]. It is very positively implied in the allegory of the cave. And this

ively promotad when he speaks. as he does frequently, of "tha eve

He says: "the soul is like the eye: when resting upon that on which truth and
being shine. the soul perseives and understands” [Republic 508d; v

emphasis]. In other words, apert fron perceiving by way of the senses, we (our
soul) can perceive some othe:s way. This sort of claim made in relation to

mathamaticians [see p.52 abov:! makzs clear the link between rationalism and

mathamatics. According to this view. mathamatical knowledge is achieved not

m

through the senses -- not by .acking at geometrical diagrams (in the sensibl
world) with our eves -- but by contamplating some kind of transcendental
oljects with the eve of the nind. Socrates admitted "that it iz by no means
easy to believe that in every man there is an eve of the soul ... 7 by which
alone is truth seen” [Republic, 527e]. But there are too many references to
the eye of the soul for thic¢ one qualification to diminish its importance.
[See Phaedo, 99d; Republic, 533c-&, 540a; Phaedrus, 247c-d, 255c; ZLaws,
898d-e.

Socrates presumes a positive distinction between knowledge and cpinion in the
Meno [97a-98al, Republic at 476d-47%c, in the analogy ~f the divided line

epublic, 5093, ff):; and n the Theastetus [200b-201d]. He proposes a

distinction between faculties: of the scul, specifically the faculties of

o+



knowledge and opinion at Repuirlic 477-478. Faculties, he
18
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us ... by which we do as we do. Sight and hearing., for example, I should call
faculties” [477e]l. But faculties do not have characteristics like common
cbjects: "I do not perceive that a faculty has colour or figure, or any of
those marks which enable me, in numerous cases, to differentiate one thing
from another. In speaking of a faculty I think only of its sphere and its
result; and that which has the same sphere and the same result I call the same
faculty, but that which has; ancther sphere and another result I call

different” [Republic, 477c-d1.

Mathematical reasoning is accorded a special place in Socrates' thinking. In
the educational program for tte guardians outlined in the Republic, arithmetic
and geometry are discussed zfter gymastic and music. The two latter are
involved in training the body, and making people harmonious and rhythmical.
But music does not train the intellect [c.f., Republic, 522a). What is
required is a training that will bring the trainee guardians "from darkness to
tight” [Republic, 521cl: "Thz process ... is not the turning over cf an
oyster-shell, but the turnin¢ round of a soul passing from a day which is
little better than night to he trie day; an ascent towards reality,

[Republic, 521c]

The study of arithmetic "has & strony tendency to draw the soul towards being”
[523a]. The study of unity or the cne "has a power of drawing and converting
the mind to the contemplation cf true being” [525al, and the study of
arithmetic and calculation "eppear to lead the mind towards truth” [525b].
These, then, are appropriate studies for the guardians, and they lead the
trained student to “view the nature of numbers with the unaided mind” [525c;
or “thought alone”, Rouse traislation]. Geometry, too, if taught wisely. may
play a vital role in the education of the guardians, and the development of
their soul. There is a questicn whether advanced geometry “"tends in any dagree
to make more easy the vision of the Idea of good; and thither, as T was
saving, all things tend whict compe! the soul to turn her gaze towards that
place where is the full perfection cf being, which she ought, by all means, to

behold” [Republic, 526d-e; my emphasis].

The study of astronomy, too, “compe!s the soul to look upwards and lead

m
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fram this world to another” [Repub/.c 529%9a: my armphasis]. On the Socrat!
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view, education is a kind o7 enlighternment of the soul, and the study of

arithmetic and geometry are vital steps in that process.

The claim that reason is supcrior to sense is an integral part of the wider
Orphic, ascetic view, possibly develcped by Socrates, which is partly outlined
in the Republic, but most clearly in the Phaedo. The philosopher despises the
costly adornments of the body [Phasd>, €64d41; "He would like, as far as he can,
to get away from the body anc to turn to the soul” [Ibid, 64el. The body, in
fact, is a hindrance to the piilosopher: a hindrance to ingquiry, and deceives
the soul [Ibid, 65a-bl; the prilosopher despises the bodyv, and the
philosophical soul desires tc be fres of it [Ibid, 65¢c-d]; he wishes to be
free from eves and ears or th: whecle body [Ibid, 66al)l, and from its evils and
lusts [66b-21. So "even if the body allows us leisure and we betake ocurselves
to some speculation, it is always breaking in upon us., causing turmoil and
confusion in our inguiries, and so amazing us that we are prevented from

seeing the truth. It has been proved to us by experience that if we would have

pure knowledge of anvthing we must be quit of the body -- the soul by herself
must behold things by thamselves: ..." [Phaedo, 66d-e].
And so philosophers are dif:erent from all those sight-loving, art-loving

peoplie of the practical class [Republiic, 476al; they are concerned with what

is divine 'Republic, 517c-d] wichanging and eternal, or a quite different

ot

world from the world of sense. Of the guardians selected for the highas
training, in dialectic, the most capable will be selected on the bas:s of
"which of them is able to give up the use of sight and the other senses, and

in company with truth ... attéin absolute being” [Republic, 537d].

The assumption of a difference between appearance and reality runs through

great deal of pre-Socratic philoscophy, but such a view does not necessarily
imply & division batween two quite distinct realms. It is reasonable to say
that things are not always whit they appear to be without implying that there
is a fundamental difference between how any particular thing, quality or
process appears to us, and hov it "really” is. But with Socrates there is such
a division. There can be n> doubt that the Platonic Socrates implies a
separate realm of forms that humans, by some special kind of discipline, may
aspire to discover and study: and that it is from a contamplation of thes

forms that (true) knowledge ic attained. The weorld of sense, of "hair, wmud and



dirt” [Parmenides, 1320c) is o1 infzricr reality. Socrates made a positive
distinction betwesn "the visilkle and the intelligible” [Republic 524c].

Throughout all this, Socrates implias that there are two ways of discovering
truths: the methods of sense (i.e., ordinary observation), and another
superior wavy -- the contemp ation <f forms or the intelligible world, as
gainst the world of sense. But he nzaver explains what this method is. Rather,
it is alluded to through allecory and metaphor, especially the metaphcr of the
cye of the soul or mind. This sore other method of discovering ftruths is

implied, but never described.

The foregoing account of Socratic rationalism has brought cut a number of

dichotomies; the dichotomies ¢f

(i) two ways of knowirg

(ii} knowledge and opir ion

(iii) two faculties of soul: reason and sense, sense being an inferior
way of knowing to reasor

{iv) the world of sens: and the intelligible world, or "mud, hair and
dirt” and the forrs

(v) two methods of establishing truths.

It is not possible to find i1 the Platonic dialogues any precise account of
how these dichotomies are related (rnor for that matter, any justification of
these postulates and presump:ions) Is the soul divided into two faculties
because it is assumed there a-e two kinds of worlds? Or is it postulated that
there are twe kinds of worlds because there are two faculties of the soul? Is
it claimed that there are twoe facu.ties of soul because it is claimed there
are two ways of knowing? Or 1is it claimed there are two wavs of knowing
because there are two faculti:ss of soul? There is no explanation of how these

conceptions are arrived at; they are simply assumed.

§11 Conclusions

In this chapter evidence has seen provided to show that ancient Greek thought
generally, and that of Socrétes and Plato in particuliar, was infused with
raligious or theological presmptions cof a universe behind or within which
supernatural forces operated. Evidence has also been provided to show that the

notion of soul went back in'c pre-history., infused early Greek philosophy,
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underwent important changes i1 Orphic and Pythagorean thought, was taken over
and developed by Socrates, and was absolutely central tc his views on
knowledge. education and mora.s. Thers can hardly be any serious doubt of the
importance of these theclogicd! views and the notion of the soul in Greek and
Socratic thought. It must be reiterated that Socrates never subjected these
theclogical presumptions or the notion of soul to the sort of critical
examination for which he is rightly famous, nor did he clearly expound any
theory of soul, setting out what propositions he accepted and which he
rejected; so that the noticn of "soul” in the Platonic dialogues is an
uncriticised and vague one. It is clear on any direct reading of the
dialogues, that the Socratic wtion of the soul is inextricably bound up with
theclogical assumptions. It night also be pointed out that although many
claims are made about the soi1l in the dialogues, the characteristics of the
describad. Tc say that the soul is immortal, indisscluble,

le or divine, or that it commands, does nct describe it or say what

cct the Socratic-Platonic view of the soul
he zim is to give a correct empiricist account

t
{description) of Greek ratioralism. However, it is appropriate to reiterate
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Without the notion of soul, 't wou.d be impossible for Socrates or Plato to
intimate that we know or learr: anvthing of a transcendental nature, or know in
two different ways. Without tlte device of the "eye of the scul”, or the soul's
"perceiving”, the claims to ¢ special kind of knowing or knowledge cannot be
made. Without the notion of the soul, it would have been impossible for
Socrates (or Plato) to denigrate the body. downplay the importance of sense in
inquiry, and suggest there wes some other methoed of incuiry, of ascertaining

truths, or studyving things apart from observing.

Without the notion of the sotl it would have been impossible for Socratas to
make out any plausible claims for the dichotomies discussed above. And so it
must be recognised that the notion of the soul is an integral and indis-

pensable component of Greek rationalism.

(D
e

What is of majcr importancs the present ampiricist descripticn of
rationalism, and distinguishes it from now-traditional rationaiist accounts,

iz the claim that, not onl; was the notion of the soul fundamental to
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of rationalism. So the preseit empiricist description cof Greek

emphasises --

-ationalism

e

(i) the importance of both (&) theological, religious or supernatural

presumptions, and (b) the notion of the soul (or mind), and

{ii) *hat the notion of scul is indispensable to *he rationalist
dichotomies of knowledye and opinicn, reason and sense, the

intelligible and censible worlds, etc.

A strong case has therefore >een made out for the view that those features

listed in Table 2, Appendix A, p.266 below are central to Greek rationalism.



