SceptiCism, Illusion and the
Sources of Knowledge

left off dreaming aboutyou. ..

And lf he
arroll, Through the Looking Glass

Lewis C

cer will first confront the problem of scepticism and its role
. our quest for truth. This investigation will cause us to consider
how appearance and reality follow as a consequence and the subse-

quent curning to various sources upon which to ground knowledge.

This chap

SceptiCiSI‘n

T doubt it!Is this really the title of this chapter sub-section? Maybe not?
How can I know — oh, let’s get over it. We've had enough of this. How
many things should we doubt? Is che President of the United States an
honest fellow? (I don't suppose :c matters too much the year that you
ask this question.) Is the British Parliament honest? Should we believe
that we can continue driving Hummer SUVs that get seven miles a
gallon of gas and have 2 BTU construction coefficient that is many
times that of the Toyota Prius or Honda Civic and not turn the world
into an oven of death? In life we are presented with many rather dubi-

ous claims. It seems that a degree of scepticism is in order. But what is
scepticism and how much is too r this question we

much? To answe
must hit the rewind button and review che history of philosophy.

The ancient Greeks coined the cognate for ‘scepticism’ in the
Greek word ‘skepsis’ that means to consider something on the basis of
the senses. The ancient Greeks such as physician Sextus Empiricus
(c. 160210 CE) and the medical ‘empiric’ and ‘methodist’ schools
distrusted rational coherentists.” The reasot for this is that they felt
that the physician could only help his patient if he had so much

BT —
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concrete detail that it defied any general rules. Some Weite..
modern theories of the good (called particularists) echg this C:rs i
They believe that theories of the good ignore particular cirCumstVeat.z
and thus distort any proposed solution. Each case had to be Co?]n'm
ered on its own terms. On this approach, one would resig; (s mucild.
possible) forcing any general accounts upon the phenomep; at hap ;s
I had first-hand experience of proponents of this position When'
used to work at the philosophy registration desk at Marquette Unive:
sity where I once taught.. In. those pre—personal-computer-regisuati()n
days, we handed out a limited number of IBM punch cards for sg,
dents wishing to take a particular class. We also had a NOt-50-secre;
group of cards that we could give that would allow the number of St
dents to exceed the declared class size. The department chair admop,
ished us only to give these out in the direst situations. Thus, the
contest was engaged: students found out about the supplementary
cards and set out their creative skills to get into the classes they wanted
(that were already closed). They would say things like, “I know tha
there is a rule . . .” or ‘If only you knew my circumstances . . . or ‘My
situation is special because . . .” and so forth. The point of these peti-
tioners was to let me know that the general covering rule was designed
to apply to certain situations, e.g. A: {s1, sz, 83, . . . so}. Despite the
intention of the covering rule, the petitioning student wanted to con-
vince me that their situation did not fall into A because it is s, + 1.
Instead, it belongs into the set of anomalies, B, that contain none of
the same members as A. All the rules that apply to A do not apply ©
B. Since the student before me is asserting that she is in B, then |
should not use A-rules to adjudicate her case. In other words, the rules
don't apply to her because her situation is different. She wants me®
give her one of the special cards that the department chair has told us
not to do except in extreme duress. To consider this claim let™*

consider a thought experiment.

THOUGHT EXPERIMENT 5.1

. . . oné
What if everyone were different, and we couldn’t classify any st
. . . izet
because all the rules of class inclusion would fail to recogniz€
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; cepticism:
oerties +hat were different? And what if all general rules were
upon people being included into classes? Wouldn't that
mean that there would be no general rules (except the self-refer-
ntial rule just enumerated)? What would be the consequence?
hought Expel‘.iment 5.1 points us to probl‘ems posed by the ancient
ceptic their mo-dern counterpart, particularism. The ‘anti-class
=> qnti-rule folk believe tha‘t one should somehow immerse himself
o the rich empirical detail, and that this belies all but individual

Now I am a proponent of contextualized individual recognition.

We live in 2 world of particulars so that to ignore this would be
ni-empirical. When it comes to people, we all possess individual
dignity; and individual dignity recognition must always be main-
uined. (Again Truth bumps up against the Good.) But it does seem
rather imp]ausible o me to rid ourselves of rules and set-inclusion
e very formulation of our thoughts through vocabu-
d grammar seems to demand that we bounce back
.nd forth between the general and the particular. Thus, I take the
ancient sceptics to offer a cautionary tale: don’t forget individuals
and particularity in your quest for the truth. These sceptics are
saying that particularity is much more plausible than a rationally
abstract prescription for finding out what 7s.

A more contemporary usage of ‘sceptic’ came about in the
medieval times in the person of the African philosopher, Augustine
Of.HiPPO (354—430 BCE), in his work Against the Academicians”’ In
this work Augustine makes the following two arguments:

procedures. Th
[ary, syntax, an

ARGUMENT 5.1
‘Either p or ~p is true’

1. ¢ 7

, P or ~p’ cannot be denied - Fact®

&which cannot be denied is true - A
- Either p or ~p is true - 1, 2
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ARGUMENT 5.2
‘Senses do not err in what they repory:

1. When you report seeing something yoy either ara (c:
senses or not — F ® Using your
Senses acquire appearances and present them to th
- e i
What appears truly is apprehended - A mind ~A
Senses do not lie-2, 3
Appearances not from senses (like madness or sleep) ¢
be blamed on the senses — F ot
6. The falsity of non-sensed appearances is not the fayjt of th
senses -5 ¢
7. Senses do not err in what theyreport-1,4,6

A wN

These two arguments set a stance against the ancient understandj,
scepticism (based upon skepsis). There is no legitimate reason ¢, dir(:f
argument one. This is often called the law of the excluded midd}ey
When considering mutually exclusive complementary sets, it js aJWay;
the case that if one is a member of one set, then one is NOt a membg
of the other. One cannot be in both at the same time in the sam
respect. An example of this would be pregnancy. At any given tim,
Mary Lou Sue is either pregnant or she isn’t. There is no in-between.
It would be impossible to refute this. This is because the very us
of language requires the acceptance of this law of thought along wit
its sister: the law of non-contradiction that says that we cannot cor
join a proposition and its contradictory opposite: ~ (p + ~p). Alorg
with propositional identity (p = p) these primitive statemens seel
beyond scepticism. To doubt them would be to deny ones eﬂﬂff
rational consciousness. However, by the same measure, V¢ Ti“;
prove them. Once again, we fall prey to the rationality 1nco™? ;
ness conjecture. One must shift to the selective faith m-axu?tiveY
adopt it the most plausible hypothesis.” It seems more m:;ms 5
plausible to accept a principle upon which all rationality gt
depend than to reject it — even if there is nota ¢ |
proof to that effect.’ Given these foundational con

reasonable to accept Argument 5.1.

tiona
onclustve PO

. it
ditions, 5%
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jliusion

m,

¢ controversial premise is number 3:

nt 5.2 the mos
hended. This amounts to an affirmation
ons from the internal perspective of

her through another thought exper-

[ Arguime ’
¢ appeart® cruly Is 3PP
: . of sense 1mpressl

0

yeracity : .

hoerlt Let’s examine this furt
agent:

jment:
THOUGHT EXPERIMENT 5.2

Ered Football is the quarterback of his team. On a crucial play of the
final minute of the game Fred threw an interception (a pass

intended for his own player that was caught by the opposite team).
Let’s assume that Fred Football threw a pass to an individual waving
d appearing to Fred to be his receiver. Let us also assume
t Fred's teammate (he wore a different

cause Fred focused upon the waving hands
yer, who resembled in this way his team-

te. Therefore, Fred threw the

his hands an
that that player was no
coloured jersey), but be

and physiqueé of the pla
mate, he thought it was his teamma
pass that cost his team the game. What happened?

errant
If Argument 5.2, premise 3 is correct, then what appears is truly
apprehended. Yet a mistake was made. How are we to understand
this? There are at least two answers: (a) the judgement made by Fred
(inside his brain) was flawed, or (b) the senses did err and thus
Augustine’s refutation of ancient scepticism is flawed. Under this
first account, one might say that the processing procedure of inter-
preting the sense impression was hurried or otherwise impaired
(perhaps also because a 250-pound linebacker was about to crush
Fred). As a result, a flawed outcome (at the processing end) resulted.
Which hypothesis is correct: (a) or (b)? Thisis a difficult problem
tfz;zﬁi::ljustine chose (a) because he felt .that there‘must be some
e accep}:ance of sensory c.iata input. Wlthout such a
our Personal, muc .of the raw maferlal upon which we construct
! worldview would be in such disarray that a holistic
worldview would be impossible to construct
However, on the other side, René D . 1596-650) ch
)7 1 b;:li y other side, ené Descartes ( '9 chose
timatel thzve that’ sometimes the senses might b.etray us.
, they couldn’t be relied upon for the foundation of all
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knowledge. Only reason could perform such a tagk. Even,
Descartes comes to a provisional acceptance (for the o Ualh,
empirical input on the basis of a rationally based set of argumz ?:t) f
the existence of God and the further assertion that good Go:{s fo
unexamined posit) would not create illusions of whay Seemeg 1(‘a
truly perceived experience when, in fact, it was false, This e tke
amount to a trickster God (and being a trickster is not to be gool;ld
thus God would not make the senses unreliable. Thus, at the e b
the day, Descartes agrees with Augustine, but not for the San(:f
reasons why. In philosophy, the reasons why are very imPOrtan:
Thus, though Descartes ends up agreeing with Augustine, he Canno;
be said to be an advocate of (a). This is because the vertfication of the
senses came through an extended rational defence that began With
the assumption that the senses were faulty.

This discussion initiates the modern understanding of scepticism,
In the modern realm (defined by philosophers as beginning wit,
Descartes in the seventeenth century), scepticism began to be assoc;.
ated with “critical inquiry’. But Descartes, in the first meditation of
his Meditations on First Philosophy, suggests that he will engage in
a radical doubt (not unlike Sextus but without Sextus’ empirical
foundationalism). In practice, Descartes is more reasonable. He
doesn’t (and couldn’t) doubt everyshing— who could doubt the laws of
identity, excluded middle, or non-contradiction? But Descartes does
make a rhetorical point that leads subsequent philosophers to ponder
the place of scepticism in creating a personal theory of knowledge.

The role of scepticism as critical understanding is advanced by

' David Hume (1711-1776) in the following arguments:*®

ARGUMENT 5.3

1. Action requires the mind operate on various principles - F

2. Acting on various principles implies accepting various princi-
ples-F

3. Aradical sceptic cannot accept any principles - F

4. Aradical sceptic cannot act - 1-3

5. Action is necessary for common life - A




2. Sciencé is
3, Mat
about relation of ideas— A

(There is NO proper third form of thinking) - A |

6. Rad
7, Mitigate
8. Getting r
9. Only“mite

of fact - A

. Ther
about relations of ideas, and (b) (synthetic/fempirical) matters

hematical reasoning (quantity and number) is properly

. Science and ma

reasoning — 1-4
metimes people mistake one form of reasoning for the
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llusio
ical scepticism is refuted by action in common life -4, 5
d scepticism eliminates false beliefs — A '
d of false beliefs is good — F

d and mitigated scepticism can be useful - 6-8

ARGUMENT 5.4

e are two types of reasoning: (a) (analytical) arguments

properly about matters of fact- A

ths should be based upon their proper form of

6. S0
other-F !
7. When people mistake one form of reasoning for another, they i
create a new (third) form of reasoning - F ‘
8. Creating a third form of reasoning leads to error — 4, 6,7
_Intellectual belief should not be based upon error — A
10. Intellectual belief that is not based upon reasoning about

In Argument 5.3 Hume argues against radical scep
that Descartes seems to imply in his first medit

Fombines aspects of Augustine’s Arguments of 5.1 and 5.2 as offer-
ing the foundations for knowing as fundamenta
along with empiricism. Let’s look at Hume’s arguments 4

carefully in order.
I FifSt, lec’s examine Argument 5.3. This argument puts forth the
caim that radical scepticism should be abandoned and mitigated

Sce i 1 . ° . .
h Pticism adopted. Radical scepticism 1S
at . o ,
many have attributed to Descartes. In the Meditations o7 First

quantity and number or experim

89

ental fact is not justifiable - 5,

ticism — the kind
ation. Argument 5.4 .
-

| logic and math
little more

che revolutionary position
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Philosophy Descartes employs construction metaphors i, d
how one might build an edifice of knowledge that begin&?scribing
single point of absolute certainty (a sound foundation), Ao s Vs./ith )
the ancient Greek philosopher Archimedes, if one coulq ﬁnzrdlflg n
absolute point, he could use it as a fulcrum to move ¢}, “’“gle
Thus, Descartes gives the impression that he almost doubtsworld;
thing in search of this point. This is the backdrop of hic feyery.
‘cogito ergo sum/je pense donc je suis’ argument.’® Thi ,, sz
(though an imprecise popularization) was extremely inﬂuenia;nem
in the revolutionary era of the seventeenth century, it was bate O%Set
shared community worldview of advancement and progres tf.le
thinking. Imagine the freedom: everything could be doubtegs Ym
could doubt the authority of Charles I of England and chop of Eiu
head. You could imagine challenging the Roman Catholic Churchs

You could imagine many things — but they all equalled freedom,

THOUGHT EXPERIMENT 5.3

Find a safe place. Find a spotter who will protect you in case things
get hairy. Now sit down in a comfortable position, shut your eyes,
and try to doubt everything you ever believed. This is all provi-
sional, but try it. Assume that everything can be doubted. What
happens to you? How did it happen? Were you systematic in your
doubt? Did you begin imagining music? Did you imagine painting?
Poetry? Total blankness? Anxiety? Pain? A swollen scream from the
centre of your being? Stop! It's getting a little dangerous. Write

this all down and talk about it with a friend.
doubt.

Thought Experiment 5.3 is an attempt to experience radical f
unabi€

Many people who have tried this thought experiment end up und
to empty their mind. Others relate an experience of focused.med“a;
tion. Most fall asleep. No one seems to be able to talk about &t .excep
in the most general terms. Virtually everyone ends up disap?o'mte“;
Many contemporaries of Hume attributed radical scepucwmc
Descartes. But careful readers of Descartes know that he dith;O ;‘:ﬂ
t

thing. Descartes knew he couldn’t doubt everything since
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- d certain clear starting points for its very operation."" This is
yire _ . : i _
req e are dlsappomted with Thought Experiment 5.3. It is
why peoP dical scepticism is an impossible project. The reason for
. als,w;:? (like Thought Experiment 5.1) radical scepticism involves
;h;:hlc,referential paradox:
ARGUMENT 5.5
The Impossibility of Radical Scepticism
1. Proposition M: ‘We must doubt everything’ - A
2, proposition M is true — A
3. Radical scepticism is true if and only if proposition M is true - A
4. Radical scepticism is true — 1-3
5. To doubt something is to assume it is false -F
6. Proposition M is something — F
7. We must doubt proposition M - 1,6
8. We must assume proposition M is false-5,7
9. Radical scepticism is true and assumed false - 4, 8
10. Premise 9 states an impossibility — A

11. Radical scepticism is impossible -9, 10

Hume (Argument 5.3) and others properly reject radical scepticism.
form of questioning, mitigated scepticism, is pro-
posed. Mitigated scepticism Is very much like the careful scrutiny
maxim. One ought to be very careful about what she embraces as
true. We do not act unless we have sound, empirically based reasons
to do so.

The grounds overcoming mitigated scepticism are found in Argu-
Zl;;seit SHSCYIC, I‘;ume is a bif: more .speciﬁc than zi‘xugtfstine was i.n
internal crite.ri a? lf L Rlelatlons of ideas are true in virtue of their
tthugh o i: alCO erentism). Matters of fact are ve’rl.ﬁed at once
physica ob'ECthT hcorrespondence between the fubject s idea and the
tally trye, ')l" his. cy are understf)od by the'sub)ectf to be fundamen-
Sensory experiencam-mt be qU€Stlon64. This certainty of our brute
Mpiriey /rectz'mdce Aljsl S? strong that it can be called he dogma of
U8 facts aboyg th: of us assume that our senses prol?erly repott to

world. This means that we assume in a dogmatic

Instead, another
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way that our sense experience is correct unlegs we
strong reasons (rational and empirical) to the contrare givenv ‘
such c.ounter—examples will not work unless a¢ leasta g owe:
operating correctly. This is called a dogma since ther O.He Nge
tendency to disregard counter-examples. It is only Wherel IS 9 natur:
power in the individual is pitted against anothe, (alone |
rational argument) that we will accede to sensory defect ong a
Hume here has it right that though we must disca g r 4
ticism, we should not discard scepticism as an attitudea lca] S
personal worldview. This is because it permits us to exeCu:"lthm 0
ful scrutiny maxim in our daily context thinking. A certaiithe Ca,
of scepticism is essential if we want to fulfil the quest fo; anmOU’“
that requires that we all (a) want to embrace all that i true :ﬁc}b;

reject all that is false. To deviate from thi i
j his quest is to degrade o |

human nature.

g7 Appearance and Reality

The juxtaposition of appearance and reality confronts us all the tin
Fred Football tells Mary Lou Sue that he will be true to her and yg
he is found stepping out with Sally Mae! Or Jamal tells Rashid thy
the thousand-dollar name-brand notebook computer can be his for
only three hundred dollars. It fell off a truck! Who will know? Mar
wants to confide in Mercedes the secrets of her job ambitions on the
understanding that it is confidential. Then Maria finds out th
Mercedes used the information to get herself the job instead. And

there are so many more.

What are we to think about the q
true versus what is actually true? Well, for starters, t
assumes that there is a ‘true’. The discussions in Chapter 4d

or}

three ways to understand this sort of claim: correspondence tg(eiress

coherence theory, and pragmatic theory. But this does notS :ess
the real possibility that lots of people may never really po

true (however it is described). s eI e

To address this possibility, we must turn t Plato’s ncta‘f,oik b ol

allegory, Plato depicts the general populace as ignora

1 ¢
uestion of what appears tonb
he questlon
{scuss
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" f[lusion

scePtids

spondence theory of truth). These cave dwellers use
he corre

07 t e basis for their knowledge claims. What they see against
0" ® 11 are only shadows of puppets. If the puppets have any
e Cavc'w - what 7 (and this need not be the case), then they are
ot ction £ mage third-hand.”? If we assume that each level of

?nfls 2 loss of fidelity, then a third-hand rendition isn’t
. ndm(gf course, it must be remembered that this allegory
0od.

very 8 _orrespondence theory of truth. in ord¢r to WOI’I\S.) N
assumes 2 ment in the cave allegory is when the rare individual

The keyfrr;fn the constrictions of the cave (perhaps because he has
ek f{r ii trhe process of the personal worldview imperative?). This
enrg;grf gi)es outside the cave anc% discovers that th%ngs are really
Jifferent than they appeared to be in the cav.e..Ithhe light of the sun
he newly freed individual sees the world as it is. :

This is heady stuff. What you previously saw third-hand, you now
cee directly as i¢ is. Now what are you going to do? Option (a) would
be 1o lie on your back and just bask in the truth; option (b) would be
t0 go back into the cave and share your insights with others. What
would you do?

Plato suggests that option (b) carries great risks — even death as
per his teacher, Socrates. (We can all think of other victims, such as
Jesus, Gandhi, Malcolm X, Martin Luther King, Jr., Yitzhak Rabin,
and others who presented a vision of truth that so disturbed some in
the populace that they killed these messengers. )

Since the presentation of an alternate worldview is extremely
ﬂl{wtening to those content with the one they already have, it is
j:;i;:j:ol;alr)le from thei.r point of vievs-r to move to the a’z'ss'onance

g OerSl}()ior.lse. This very well m.lght inspire those' with .the
Mider oo Ylevifl to take any action they can — including
ot bus?:ln this alternate vision of Fruth. ‘
o iy, ess is dangerous. It can kill you from without and
iswEQZi?ZIS}:be. Orig'il.l of this disc.:ontent? It implies a seeker who
from, Mary Yhis inability to find his Archimedean point. To quote
W Arnold’s poem ‘Dover Beach’ '

.
*
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The tide is full, the moon lies foir s

Upon the straits; on the French o
Gleams and is gone; the cliffs of Englang
Glimmering and vast, out ip the tranqui] itand;
Come to the window, sweet is the night_air?y'
Only, from the long line of spray '
Where the sea meets the moon-blanchey lang
Listen! you hear the grating roar ’
Of pebbles which the waves draw bac
At their return, up the high strand,
Begin, and cease, and then again begin,
With tremulous cadence slow, and bring
The eternal note of sadness in.

ast the hght

k, and ﬂing,

The poet’s narrator here is indulging in the so-called pathetic fll
as he imputes his own sadness and anxiety about life and love in g
context of ancient history and military warfare, The metaphor of
changeable sea as a touchstone of immutable truth creates a dramy,
tension. Arnold’s narrator is asking what can we really believe in noy
that Victorian modernity has thrown much up in the air.

The stakes are high: death and madness possibly rest in e
balance. So where is the source of this difficulty? It lies in those who
engage the quest. Plato suggests that the number of those who
content in their personal and community worldviews and do |
want to be bothered is rather large. He never tells us how maﬂ)”.bﬁ“ |
it is assumed to be an overwhelming majority of people.” Ift}sliéi
the case, then most people live in a sort of delusion. They areJU:son
up to the task of undergoing the quest demanded by the p¢
worldview imperative. L Niemd

Friedrich Nietzsche concurs with Plato on this Pc’mt'ion of 1
makes Plato’s allegory more concrete with the connec; o e’
journey to the ascension to nobility and power. It b.eCOfSI:3 sled®
ical truism that only a few can be at the top.' In this ca Le her”
. - ility, and thusthe =" g
is equated with power. Power confers nobility, his

it 10
. . use It t
(the excellent achiever) by seeing the truth can
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geept!

m, I
in a noble way." These will be (as a matter of fact) the
£ society. (Thus, there is a pragmatic test dropped in: if you

rulefs 0 Jerot powerful individual, then you aren’t an {iberman.)
arent 3 irnt eresting that both Plato and Nietzsche depict a populace
It-lslargel)’ under a herd mentality. The general populace doesn’
that 18 o tesp ond to Truth (in any of its actual forms). So what do
recognlbo ut chis? In Plato’s case there is recognition of some sort of
ye doa wer on the part of the hoi polloi (ergo, they will put

raphic pO
d;:lszgr t[:) Jeath). In Nietzsche's case the iiberman will triumph. If
t

e doesn then he was never an tiberman.'®

A final note in this section on the nature of the appearance-and-
eality conflict comes from George Berkeley (1685-1753). In his
ceminal work Of the Principles of Human Knowledge, Berkeley
employs 2 style of short sections (generally less than a page) to begin
or to advance arguments. This organizational style is similar to
Marcus Aurelius and Ludwig Wittgenstein. It requires more work on
the part of the interpreter because appearance and reality interact in
the very act of reading. Thus, any reconstruction of these arguments
s more interpretative than is the case among other philosophers

whose arguments progress in a more linear fashion.

jdvantag®

ARGUMENT 5.6
The Ground of Existence!®

—
.

To exist is to be judged to exist by a mind - A

The only way a mind has objects (ideas or sensations) is through
perception - A

The mind is a spirit = A

Ideas and sensations exist in as much as they are presented and

judged by a mind or spirit - 1-3

if no mind is perceiving an object (ideas or sensation), the object
isnot in the state of being judged - F

Zhere are two modes of judging an object: actual or potential -

If . o
no mind is actually or potentially judging an object, it does not

8. Ohi
bjects have their being in a mind that contemplates them-4,7

N

= w

wvi

o

~
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This is perhaps Berkeley’s most famous argumeny, |, Th%
-t

for the distinction between appearance and realiy Cts g sy
the empirical judgement of the observer. Why ;¢ cn?t-ls N
existence is relative to an observer. It is referred 1o , Cla] hEre : &“
since it asserts that to exist is to exist for someone On]i’}"f s XiS[Q:I
empirical experience. For example, consider this pg € bag,
reading right now. The page and the book thyt hOldge- tha y,, ;
real to you as sensory impressions of white and black , rl1t "0 plyc, ar;
of the book cover, the weight and solidity of the |, ol the Oug,
the olfactory experience of the page as it turns, ang - fZSIL g,
you have that book in your hand and are looking at thig pat : Whiltg
to you because it is an object of your immediate seng, ege ey,
Nothing more is known about that book. You don’ knowpxzﬁm'
there really is matter that underlies the sense impressions gng C:ther
your sensations. No, this would be an unfounded assumption,v;;@s
you do know is that your senses (assumed to be reliable) mak:
judgement about this page before you and the book that containg ii
The judgement properly can go no further than the mere catalog
of those sensory reports. This is because it is only these impression
that are presented to you.

Berkeley’s position can be called naive or simple empiricism. Jis
like Sextus Empiricus in the last chapter, the call is to refrain fion
making inferences from the data but to let that data speak for then-
selves. We must resist the urge to create abstract ideas from the du
and to speculate about non-empirical generalities. This is beca
the mode of the object’s existence to us s as it is presented and
more, | .
One might be able to imagine such a worldview via the followi?s

Thought Experiment 5.4:

THOUGHT EXPERIMENT 5.4

You are a devotee of Berkeley (and Sextus Empiricus) and you Wa:
to adopt the worldview of naive empiricism. You are looking f°;t
job that won’t cause you to create unfounded abstractions wh
job possibilities are open to you?

-
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lusion

iment is more open-ended than you might think.

This thot :ob could accommodate you so long as you are allowed to
Almost arlt);Jyour attention upon the realm of the empirical and not
conccntf?i1 - For example, if you were a computer programmer you
0 be)foflrk 4t the machine in front of you and manipulate the sym-
could ;V:;e computer language so long as you didn’t speculate upon
E:Iﬁcodeeper meaning. What you see is all there‘is. When you go
home, YOUI computer may be an object of potenue.d perception (i.e.
e next working day), l?ut to y(?u at that moment it no longer fully
exists 10 yOU- It only exists contingently (based upon your assump-
ton that no one will steal it or that the building will not burn down).
If the ‘gold standard’ test of existence is that someone perceives
something actually or potentially, then your computer’s existence #0
Jou ceases 10 exist fully when you no longer directly sense it.

This can create a situation in which it appears that objects pop in
1nd out of existence to perceivers. To us when we leave an empirical
ubleau the entirety ceases to exist — to us. Such a possibility is both-
ersome.

Furcher, Berkeley’s criteria for ascertaining true existence (as
opposed to illusion) creates a famous paradox: if a tree falls in the
forest (and no one is around) does it make a sound? For Berkeley the
answer must be answered from the pro se stance. To me the tree made
nosound. To you the tree made no sound. This is because neither of
Us was there to hear it. For any individual on earth the tree made no
sound because no actual person was there. Thus, relative to any
actual. person there was no sound.”
im:)tl ;ist‘;fﬁ th?; Berkeley brings. in God to sol\.'e.this non—rc.zalistic
arth 4l att)’- one were to posit (?od as pefcelvmg' everything on
dittence TOOGnCe, then #o qod f)b)ects don’t pop in and out of

' od the tree falling in the forest makes a sound.
%nstre::f:(;ei’nsoz?thing Cf)r‘ls.ister}t with a r.ealism v‘vorldv-iew can be
Yorldyiey thatv'v I(I.Zh empiricism 1s" empha.:;l.zc_d while ma1f1tam1ng a

Stcond o 1s plausible for a naive e1.np1r1c1sm standpoint.
gument of Berkeley examines another challenge to the

Ppe
V. reality question.
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, logical separateness] ~-A ¢
- Both reg things yeplStemo

and i '
; nd mc‘on5|stent act- A AN irregy,
- Real things are outsij ‘

as more steady and orderly and coherent than the less lively
distinct, and weak] - F |
9. Imagination is less strong, lively, and distinct than perceptions

of real things - A
10. Ideas about real things are easily distinguished from imagina-

tion-3, 8,9
11. Real things and imagination (though similar) are epistemolog®

S

cally separate-2, 3,7, 10 ‘
Real things and objects of the imagination are metaphysically

12.
separate—-1, 11
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epticis'“' fllusion and the Sources of Knowledge
¢
. . . 1
ol The eplStGmOlOgICal question decides the ongg 13
that epistem ology becomes the subject area f?
0
. So long as we stay close to the empirical dat
a

fanc That i
2 . at 1S, w i
far, WET© s » we are likely to be embracing truch and
an

gnlikely *© = cmb.racing falsehood (our goal, as per Ch

ut then there is the pesky question of the source fa-ﬁ)ter.zf).

s Berkeley has already asserted that abstract reaszn; 1us;on and

ertof (since I n-qoves away from naive empiricism). But w}?g leaIds ©

abstract reasonmg? at leads to

Sy possibility might be imagination. Now here Berkel

orential problem. If our minds are immaterial and ther e 3’- has a

immaterial and the object of our perception is imrnate:rialmtf1 1u;n is
distinguish a direct encounter (sensation) from a r’nor;r;nto(\)’;

can w¢E
intellectual reverie (imagination)? Obviously, the intent of the argu

ogical question

50
and do not stray

s that if we were to consider our active sensation of an apple
r imaginary vision of the apple, the former is superior because
eat it. The latter is less strong, lively, and distinct. This is
the imagination is a copy of something that is true (cf.
match the originals. On the principle of
at least marginally, fakes (see Chapter 4).
Ise. On the level of correspondence
theory (understood as pattern resemblance), Berkeley's argument

holds. Imagination is a springboard to abstract reasoning and imagi-
ute for sensation ]eads us to error. On this account,
sitions:

ment 1
and ou
we can
because
Plato). Copies don'
verisimilitude they are,
Fakes are (to varying degrees) fa

nation as a substit
imagination is a snare to embracing false propo

ARGUMENT 5.8

A Neo-Berkeley Argument
m and abstract

1. There are two ways to know: naive empiricis

reasoning — A
e of truth—A

foundational sourc

e source of error — A

ce truth and eschew error —A
and eschew ab

Naive empiricism is the

Abstract reasoning is th
All of us want to embra
We should all embrace naive empiricism

I’eas’oning = el

stract

PGPS
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6. Imagination leads to abstract reasoning - A TheTru
7. We should all eschew imagination - 5,6 e
8. Artis driven by imagination - A
9.

We should all eschew art-7, 8 \

Such an argument is reminiscent of one reading of pl,,
plausible extension of Berkeley, then Berkeley’s najye eo_ I_ thisi,
anti-art. When we consider the appearance versus rea]rin sy
from this perspective, only the brute force of sensationg 5
presented to us. Very little interpretation will do, All else \1:, IPI)I'OPQAY
us to error. Since art — especially narrative art such ag ) ol Il
fiction — relies upon abstract reasoning through fictive COetl”y ]
characters and invented plot, it is the perfect model’of Z)POsne
reasoning. Under this scenario, imagination is the bad guy, -
The second way to confront one’s sensory manifold s 1o ¢ |
for regularities in the data and move towards abstract prin;;fe
though the process of inductive logic. Here, Berkeley would demui
and pull the circuit breakers. Abstract reasoning leads to error. Thus,
though it would be impossible to exclude induction entirely, Berke.
ley (like Sextus Empiricus and the ancient medical empirics) believes
that, as much as possible, we should stick to foundational sens
impressions and interpret them as little as possible. When we do fid
inclined to interpret, it must be done in a simple, conventional way |
that shows that we really don’t think such conventional moves ar
really zrue. They may be useful for living, but like the pragmatist, one

may employ various conventional designs without any commitment

to truth.
. . . : 5 . 1ms 10
In this context, imagination is fine so long as it makes no claim

being true. So long as it is mere image arranging in plea.sing way:
that cannot be further analysed, then so be it. The minute It malzfsw
greater claim, then it moves towards falsity. Thus, those dCV(;f;alse‘
imaginatively-driven expressions of beauty are purveyors 0 ol
hood. At best, the artists are like cooks that merely please the p
or not according to our conventional, transitory tast¢. 1o

If this account is correct, then we should cut out the thflrl o
of this book and commit it to the flames of sophistry and illu

cC[ion
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sCepticism.

he SOUICes of Knowledge: Logic, Empiricism,

and Emotions

The answer £0 0 clifthanger about the third section of this book
ljes in the sources of knowing. It is here that the appearance v. reality
| be answered. Like many important questions in philos-

gestion wil . . .
d Aristotle originally surveyed the general topography.

ophys Plato an

Logic: Plato’s Programme
Plato said 1n the Timaeus that there were two sorts of ontological

entities: (a) those that always are and are apprehended by noesis
(rational intellection) or logos (logical argument); and (b) those that
Jre always coming-to-be but never actually get there and are appre-
hended by doxa (opinion) and aesthesis (sense perception).” Because
Plato valued something being long lasting over something being
dhort-lived, noesis and logos won the day. This was as true for the
principles that governed the creation of the universe as it is for day-
to-day cognition. For this latter process, Plato sets out what has been

termed ‘the divided line’.

3!
§ ARGUMENT 5.9 LMMD
The Divided Line®

THE LINE

Level One - The Intelligible:
A: Forms known through dialectical intellection (noesis)

B: Mathematical objects known through hypothetical reflection
(dianoia)

——————

Level Two - The Empirical:
:\2 Empirical objects known through grounded belief or trust
pistis)

B: Empirical facsimiles known through image arranging (e.g- adver-

tising, rhetoric, et al., eikasia)




e

" The True

ument o
TheT:rgsources of knowing are empirical or mental - A
e

Empirical sources aré easy to co.me.b.y -A
[That which is easy tO come by is trivial] - A

Empirical sources aré trivial - 1-3 | |
[Trivial and non-trivial are logical contradictories] -

Mental sources are non-trivial =4, 5 |
Direct propositional knowledge is relat.lvely e;f,sy to come by\A
Direct propositional knowledge is relatively trivial - 7.3

The highest form of knowledge comes from pure (dia|e<-‘tica[
and non-propositional) contemplation -4, 6, 8

NSO swN

The source of knowledge that Plato endorses should begin :
rational intellection. However, this is rarely the case. W Mmug
begin at the bottom of the vertical line. In the cave we are 4 pre
sented with artificial depictions of empirical nature (ingteqq of
direct contact with nature itself) in our early years. Mog; peopl
naively accept the package of conventional presentation given by
the shared community worldview. The only modifications op this
are through other conventional ad hoc agencies. In our moden
world these agencies might be: advertising, media, and common
opinion (largely conditioned by the whole of popular culture). By
far the greatest numbers of people endorse the pop-culture view
empirical reality. If something appears differently, then that exper-
ence is often dismissed as being unrepresentative. Thus, falsificr
tion is impossible. The governing, shared community worldview
(status quo) rests secure from any barbarians at the gate.

On the next level, a small minority wants to critically access th
ex.npirical images that have been arranged for them. The given pa*
dlgfns of the community worldview are called into question al fhc
ba.SIS ?f coherency and Pragmatism. This is the realm of cnfi®
sc‘lentlst.s. They challenge the given theories of the empirical r.eaJm |

popular paradigms in order to € hat®
ing of nature, However, Plato assertst;e /
iduals might appear (especially t©
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i at level II—I?)., {they are constrained by backing th
in the race: empiricism. Empiricism can only takg yozwm? : ho.r °¢
halfway. CTe

The other source of knowledge begins with propositional i
ion. This is the realm of mathematics and prOPOSitioI:laumtgnec-
ohil osophy- I?Iere is the in.terplay between various hypoth:;ez (t;‘Se.d
and antithesw). From this logical interaction, something ak; esis
mathematical or logically based arguments result. These a%' ir;n ©
owe their genesis to intellection and discursive propisitioezz
communication.

Most of Anglo-American philosophy of the last 150 years would
- Categorized at this level. Most of the exposition of his essay exists
4t this level. '

The highest source of knowledge transcends propositional philos-
ophy. It asserts that some sort of intellectual grasping is at stake that

has no discursive account. One achieves it but cannot directly com-

municate what it is. Such discourse is internalist (by definition).
Thus, all externalists will demur at this point.

Philosophers such as Kierkegaard, Camus, Sartre, Heidegger, and
others who use a strategy of indirect discourse might fit at this level.”*
Also, theologians who purport narrative or other indirect strategies
would fit here, t0o.?® Indirect discourse can give expression in play-
fully contradictory philosophy,26 or a philosophy presented in such a
complex fashion that most readers are forced into an interpretative
mode that creates a stratum above the text in which the rendering
exhibits itself, Of course a third alternative is to SOW one’s seeds in
literary gardens and use the narrative format (inherently indirect) to
structure a domain for interpretation (more on chis in Part 3).

So much for Plato’s levels and what they mean The argument for

the same (very enthymernic) bases the levels of how we come tc;
is given in 2 visual metaphor o

know on degrees of difficulty. This 1 ‘
relative clearness of obscurity. What is visually clear is the easiest 10
accept. What is obscure probably seems clear to most, but nOts° hto
the trained eye. Thus, we have the fictional Sherlock Holmes Who

! .. er.
el irical observ
ees’ what others don’t because he P

is a critical, em
: n
For tho h ) . al side; the
se who don’t place all their ¢

hips on the empiric

v
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€T,
side. Some empirical presentatiop,
E}

the obscurity has another
ly it is thought to present a tryg, o :
i

obscure because incorrect

beyond its ken. o
Thus, one might think about achieving true happiness 4y,
have clothing, and shelter. Upg, Ot
0

that it takes money to €ab
inductive operation one might generalize that money confers},,

27 However, the grounds of happiness may have a gig, 1
m the empirical realm. Plato thinks that thjg i::t
¢

derivation than fro
case. People were created to use their sense organs (primarily ;g
o

and hearing) to contemplate nature for the purpose of tTying
apprehend the forms/ideas of what 75,28 4
Because Plato’s ansvaer.t? the ontol?glcal question is that theg i
wo sorts of things (invisible and visible) and that these also
connected to the ways that they are apprehended (intellection and
logic v. sensation and belief), then it is the case that our purpose
humans is to connect to the higher (the invisible via intellection ap
logic) and to see the lower (the visible via sensation and belief) as- 4
best — a springboard to higher realities. Thus, all art and science isin
the deepest sense instrumental to higher and deeper realities and
never true ends in themselves. The Abrahamic religions of the world
(Christianity, Judaism, and Islam) also see things in just this way
Thus, for Plato, if we relegate our sensory experience into the cate-
gory of ‘springboard’ to more serious consideration, which will b
the most effective way to embrace what is true and jettison what §
false. The real mother lode is to be found in pure intellection.
Though there are other advocates of a dominantly rational approac.h
to the sources of knowledge, Plato offers an influential paradign*

the history of philosophy.”’

ness.

Empiricism: Aristotles Programme [
A different approach from Plato’s can be found from his Smdzna
Aristotle. Aristotle was, in his heart of hearts, a biologist- Asou? o
quarter of his extant writings are on biology. He W38 also~keeins;;
interested in other natural phenomena. Thus, from the beglnorie d
Aristotle gives much more credence than Plato does 10 ¢ eofrk i

sensation and status of empirical knowledge. In Aistotles
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i Aristotle begins with actual individuals living in th
i . e
g |d. These individual organisms are the most real for Aristoq
, .

WTto chought that the form/ideas of general classes was the most
(Ej/ just the opposite.) Abstraction from the empirically existinsg
individual isa p art of what we do as humans as we try to understand
actly (scientlﬁcall}’) .
Table 5.1 Aristotle’s Categories™
gubstance  Quantity Quality Relation Place Time et al.
—
Thing Quantification Form  Society Locales 400 BC
Living thing * * Earth  *
Locales Human
Animal * * * measuring of
motion
Human * Husband | Cities
duties
Greek  Solar-based
Male Numbers Colours Social
relation Cities  Time
Sart:  Socrates One White Husband of | Athens 399 BC
o Xantippes

NOW’ Aristotle did not write down and fill out the above chart. This
® My reconstruction after a common interpretation of it.” B.ut
?:;:;tle does give us.the category titles and says Fhat v;e stzft :vtilot};
such t}‘:s and th.en, going upwards, we have. a relation of pre 12 i
a stracf‘t male is predicable of Socrates. This sort of. relation ;)Sstance)
0 the| ion from the most real (often called the primary su s
In thi ©5s real .(the abstractions). By making the abstractions
Way, Aristotle echoes Berkeley and Hume. '
Olng horizontally there is a relation of being present 1o ¢

| B 1ce ]H]sb d ent in
' an i ’ arc all PL'CS
» Wl ,’ ‘ Of Xantlppes , €t al'
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They |
. . e |
Socrates. Notice that the properties present in Socrg T

by themselves. There is no existing ‘white’ aside from ,. S,
white thing, such as Socrates.” These Properties prese, n existing |
have traditionally been called ‘accidents’ because Socfatesln SocratQs
be Socrates if they were altered, e.g. if Socrates’ wife died :rould st
no longer her husband, then Socrates would st]] e SOCrartld he Wy
with one accidental change — from husband to widower, > alhg

Thus, the empirical existence of some individual js Necess
the predicables or accidents to be meaningful. When Soctate.
they all disappear. There is no eternal realm in which they 4] :es -((i;es

This general principle applies to animal kinds as well. For eil 3
ple, though it is useful to classify animals in hierarchica] classes (zmd
Aristotle offers functional principles of systematics that are Iarg;
consistent with modern systematics),” when all the members of sa;§
class cease to exist (like the dodo bird), then the class also disappess
from our biological classification chart. For Aristotle, if you ceasey |
be, then you are history. End of story.

The sorts of questions that Aristotle suggests for the source of
empirical knowledge are given at the beginning of the second book
of Posterior Analytics:** 1) hoti (the verification of the presented sense
perception as an organized something), 2) dioti (the cause or reason
why it is as it is), 3) #7 esti (as a result of questions 1 and 2 an assess
ment of the essential definition of this sort of being), and 4) 7 esti{an
assessment of its mode of existence). Aristotle believes that whf:n.We
ask these four questions of empirical phenomena, that we will gain2
reliable method for embracing what is true and discarding what 8

false.
For example if we observed a rhinoceros,

. . : : iled exple
the animal would satisfy the first question. Say in that del(i;l fom
. ; sO
nation we were to set out its prominent horn that exten

So

i 7 is horn (qu°
its forehead. We might wish to know the reason for this i
make referenc

tion 2). The answer to this might require that we reler® s

ienti i ion. (F ¢ Aristotle this M

accepted scientific theories of causation. (Fo e d i )

theory of the four causes: efficient, material, fol:m "ﬁc eoies”
ti

Today, this would mean reference to accepted scien £

5

unt 0
the projectibility of Goodman (see Chapter 4). The acco

tes dg ng

&ry fOr

' f
our detailed account?
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why in contemporary terms might describe
of this appendage as a weapon withig

sce 12
1

the evolutionary

a giv

yironments: ] 8IVen range of
ird question ollows from th

The third 4 e second. Once we haye found

out the ‘reasons why’ of the prominent physical characterist
on, we may-then formulate a definition forlsltllcs O_f the
based upon observed physical features and their funCtionst ¢ animal

Lastly, we need to speculate upon the modal force. :

fea[quSIfunCtionS‘ Could the rhinoceros exist with a skin ?h these
thicker/thinner? If a mutant had a longer horn, would it at was
repmductive: advantage? Are any of the organs vestigial? The a f:\l’vf; a
o these questions (in the modern context) may give us a bettrs
understanding of the species’ phylogenic history and an opportunier
0 speculate on its relative fitness today. .
The four scientific questions form the basis of a critical empiri-
cism that Aristotle develops in the abstract in The Posterior Analytics,
The Physics, and The Metaphysics. In The Parts of Animals and The
Generation of Animals, Atristotle turns his attention to more concrete
problems in the philosophy of biology such as the nature of repro-
o bees to insects). For the most part, Aristo-
s methodology, but the main point for our
cle (unlike Berkeley) finds a way to merge
irical fieldwork. It is for this reason that
a critical empiricist. Though there are
which have (save Berkeley) been

le’s account of empiricism as
gm in the

taXOn in questl

duction (from humans t
de more or less follows hi
exploration is that Aristo
rational concerns with emp
he can be characterized as
many other prominent empiricists,
characterized here as externalists, Aristot
the source of knowing truth stands as an important paradi

history of philosophy.

} Emotions: A pastiche

One result of contemporary fe

eon;};}:isis upon the emotions as a p

ke ;;e, Aristotle fam?usly dismi
icomachean Ethics:

minist philosophy ha§ been aar;
ossible source of knowing truth.

ssed emotionsasd source of truth
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The T
U
@ ARGUMENT 5.10
Aristotle’s on Emotions and Virtue
1. To have virtueistom ithi
ove within action [voly i
Ntarily, actjy
' ely) -

A (1106a)
2. i .
ln- emotion we are moved [involuntary, passive] - A
3. Virtue cannot be based upon emotion - 1, 2 (EN “0(;106&\ -
’ a 6)

T - | . .
hough this argument is on virtue, for Aristotle virtye d
s

upon practical wisdom. Thus, his argument against epende,
€m

. oti
component for virtue would also hold for practical re e
: | ; aso
certainly, by extension, for theoretical reason). The kng lf g
D

emotion is that it is out of our control. (Though some defeng
. : » enders ;
the Aristotelian tradition suggest that it is a logical conseq e
P s uence
our character that Zs within our control.) Recently, there has b ;
. : . . . €en
resurgent interest in emotion. It is not my intent here to enterj a
. , . o |
that discussion except to explore how emotion can be a source of |
knowledge. 0
In this respect, I will direct my comments on how emotion i
. . ’ .
crucial in one’s understanding of beauty and that beauty (according
to the general premise of this book) links directly to truth and good

ness.
Though Aristotle was a detractor concerning the connection

between emotion and the ground of practical reason, he does pro-

pose that it is one of the principal ways we understand tragic drama
¢ emotional purging that &

The emotion here is kaharsis. This is th
qudience feels when one witnesses the decline of a fairly good ma
through that person’s tragic flaw.”®

A typical member of the audience cre
ment with the protagonist and then iden -
flaw brings him down, the reaction is similar to it happent?s o
d or loved one. In cases of intense identification; the 1reic(the
e directed to the possibility of it happening © ¢

ates a sympathetic attaclr

tifies with him. When ¢

frien
might b
audience member). Lot
: Jeanse
After the performance, the audience membfltl; ﬁfel: zoastﬁf e

result of the emotional reaction. The emotiond
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[llusion and th

ition of what could happen creates a vicarious sense of experi-
16008 s re A Though the drama is artificial, the emotional
ence | the viewer is real. As a result of this real experience the

ough an examination that is filtered b}; the

o ember go¢S thr
.- dividual. For example, if the drama was

rsof) worldview of that1
e . - . ) :
g ve abortionist (in the era before abortionists, such as The

gf;: jqomg Rules or Vera Drfzke), and the audience member was
gainst ,bortion; then the au.dlence member would never engage in
with the protagonlst and thus never experience catharsis.
mber believed in a woman’s right to

at

symP™ 7 ¢ (he audience me€
rself, then a sympathetic reaction would
1d be very

abortion for he
the probability of catharsis wou

have occurred carly on and

be goodness. One’s understanding of the
’s right to choose an abortion would be a

f the emotional catharsis. It is not
recondition. In this

possible emotional

high-
The variable here would

mnoral question of a woman
precondition to the experience O
cufficient for it but certainly it is 2 necessary p

way, goodness (morality) acts as gatekeeper for

involvement.

Another obstacle might b
not executed professionally wit
ingly suspends her disbelief), chen again, em
will be thwarted. This is to speak to the bea

become emotionally involved in a dramatic pres
beautiful. To be beautiful, the movie/play/short story/novel must

(at.a minimum) meet the professional standards that are set by the
aYYIStic cradition and/or current practitioners. This is because it is
this tradition (aka the artistic canon) that conditions che audience in
their expectations of just what such a work of art is supposed t© do.
For example, if one were writing English sonnets for an Elizabethan

al{dience’ then the expectation would be iambic pentameter l

:?tzhoi: ti}rllterlo‘:king rh.yming pattern in the first €

could skilfeﬁ)mblem with a thyming cou.plet re

" ully execute these tech‘mcal c%evxces,

ul) are pr};rengf‘ge- These techmc'al skll'ls (one as
equisites for any emotional interaction:

2 is presented. If it is

b skill (causing the observer to will-
otional involvement

utiful. We will not
entation that is not

o the way the dram

pect of the

H———
s e e dac A

A

g e p—

e TSl e i SR M it J
R

g = o
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“When properly executed, the emotional interactigp .- TheTr%
drama, movie, et al. can inform upon the personal wn \lvlt}‘l the o
qudience member and help them affirm, ch s 0‘11“ dvnewo I}.L
own worldview. For example, I have talked to man;, Ry Ir10di th;
the course of volunteer work who have told me that Kz_ner Ly eop Q;
their view on estate planning. Why is this the case? Bef “rali,
the protagonist makes a grave error in listening to the i n [,
two evil, flattering daughters (Goneril and Regan) get{tlom g
unpleasant truth-telling of Cordelia. The consequencesg(?;nst th
mistake drives Lear to madness. The emotional reactjo Such.a
particular story interacted with the intellectual moral of the szz tffhs
such a way as to validate it. Emotions here act as a COHCUZm
validating condition to the proposition at hand. Because emotizi{
spring from one’s personal worldview holistically, they are often thi
tie-breaking element in our judgments on truth.

This is not to say that sometimes emotions can lead us astray.
the end, rationality must trump emotions. But this is not to sayth
emotions aren’t very important. In the day-to-day operation of or
lives, they are our surest and quickest way to guide action accordiy
| worldview. The process of this interactio
al quest will be the subject matter for the ner 1
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to our persona n in t
context of our person

chapter. Turn the page!




