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ABSTRACTS OF THE PAPERS

DoOING WITHOUT CONCEPTS:

AN INTERPRETATION OF C.|. LEWIS’ ACTION-ORIENTED FOUNDATIONALISM

Robert S. Stufflebeam

C. I. Lewis’ action-oriented notion of cognition is consistent with a minimally representiationa
picture of mind. | aim to show why. Toward this end, | explore some of the tensions hetwee
Lewis’ theory of knowledge and his theory of mind. At face value, the former renders the latte
implausible. Anong other problems, no agent could act if she were required to entertain the myriad
beliefs that Lewis claims figures in the guidance of action. But rather than abandon Lewjs’ story

| attempt to rehabilitate it. Rehabilitation is possible, | argue, because (i) Lewislaming that

his epistemology describestualjustificatory practices, but rather what an agemild do; (i) the

social character of concepts [and meaning] conalgreduces the need for appealingnternal
concepts when explaining why an agent does what she does; and (iii) among his paradigm case
of cognitive behavior are paradigm cases of nonreflective action. Here's the rub: not onli do suc
actions account for most of our behavior [as Lewis himself notes], nonreflective actionsy thoug
cognitive, don't require conceptualization.

L N N X X X

QUANTUM OBJECTS ARE VAGUE OBJECTS

Steven French & Décio Krause

Is there vagueness in the world? This is the central question that we are concerned withg Focusin
on identity statements around which much of the recent debate has centred, we argue that ‘vagu
identity’ arises in quantum mechanics in one of two ways. First, quantum particlesemay b
described as individualsvith ‘entangled’ states understood in terms of non-supervenient relations.
In this case, the vagueness is ontic but exists at the level of these relations which act a6 a kind o
‘veil’. Secondly, the partiels can be regarded as non-individuals, where this is understood as a lack
of self-identity and given formal expression in terms of quasi-set theory. Here we have onti
vagueness at perhaps the most basic metaphysical level. Our conclusion is that thereas genuin
vagueness ‘in the world’ but how it is understood depends on the metaphysical package adopted
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«Doing Without Concepts:

An Interpretation of C. |. Lewis’ Action-Oriented

DoOING WITHOUT CONCEPTS:

AN INTERPRETATION OF C.l. LEWIS’ ACTION-ORIENTED FOUNDATIONALISM
Robert S. Stufflebeam

Concepts play a vital role in the action-oriented foundationalism of C. I. Lewis. As wgll the
should: without concepts to mediate the mind’s interpretation of the sensuously given, egperienc
itself would not be possible; neither would knowledge. Thus explains why he belabkors th
explication of conceptualization in bolind and the World OrdefMWO] and An Analysis b
Knowledge and ValuatiopAKV]. * For Lewis, all experience iadirect or «thick,» since concepts
arealwaysbrought to bear upoihé sensuously given. This suggests that conceptualization causally
figures in the production of all [cognitive] behavior, a view today championed by propoments o
folk psychology; indeed, it's championed by almost everyone currently engaged in explaéning th
mind. After all, conceptualization is explicit representapan excellenceand there can be an

intentional causation without explicit representatiérQr SO We have been conditioned
to believe. Still, the dearth of present-day foundationalist
notwithstanding® Lewis, clearly, is not alone in privileging concepts when
explaining why an agent does what she does.

Herein lies the problem: his action-oriented theory of kndgeeis
consistent with a minimally representational picture of mind; so to®is hi
notion of concepts as social entities. As such, Lewis’ picture of msind i
far from being a species of the cognitivist orthodoxy that now donsnate

1

C. I. Lewis Mind and the World Order: Outline of a Theory of Knowledg
(Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, 1929). All subsequent references to this wor
will be labeled ‘MWOQO'. All reverences to his other major workAn Analysis b
Knowledge and Valuatio(La Salle, IL: Open Court, 1946) — will be labdle
‘AKV’. All of my Lewis material comes from these two sources.

2 Jerry A. FodorPsychosemantics: The Problem of Meaning in the Philosoph
of Mind (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1987), p. 25.

®  Most commentators on Lewis have serious reservations about hig stron
foundationalism. For a recent example, see Susan Haack, «Foundationalis
Undermined,>Evidence and Inquiry: Towards Reconstruction in Epistempolog
(Cambridge, MA: Blackwell, 1995).
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the philosophy of mind [and cognitive scienédihdeed, his accouns i
much less dependent on internal intensional entities than his claints abou
«thick experience» might lead one to believe. Since many cognitiv
scientists [including me] don’t buy the cognitivist story, giver th
minimally representational picture of mind emerging from such fiedds a
dynamic systems theofysituated actiofi,and connectionismall the
more reason to give Lewis’ theory a second look. Moreover, sincesLewi
contends that most of our behavien’'t mediated by conceptla
interpretation — which is another view [the above] opponerits o
cognitivism take seriously — the time is right to reconsider Lewis’ siew
on mind and knowledge. | aim to do just that.

My purpose for this paper is to resolve the apparent contradictio
between Lewis’ claim, on the one hand, that all experience is thidk, an
on the other, his claim that most of our behavsr't mediated g
conceptual interpretation. This is the major tension between Lewis
theories of knowledge and mind respectively. In short, | aim to resolve it
Toward that end, | begin by sketching-out his foundationalism.r the
focus on what Lewis takes to be the nature of experience. Thereirelies th
major tension. Again, he claims that all experience is indirect or «thick
— since concepts [or interpretation] algvaysbrought to bear upon¢h
sensuously given. But fesoidentifies a sort of experience thidesnt
require conceptualization — stimulus-driven experience — the refsult o
which are «unconsidered» responses (MWO, p. 403). At face value
Lewis’ epistemology renders his theory of mind implausible: no agen

4 ‘Cognitivism’ is the view that all mental phenomena fundamentally imvolv

thinking, which itself requires the manipulation of internal symisoli
representations. For a nice introduction to the ddbsti®een cognitivists and their
opponents, se8peaking Minds: Interviews with Twenty Eminent Cogaitiv
ScientistsPeter Baumgartner and Sabine Payr (Eds.) (Canghrdg: MIT Press,
1995).

> For instance, see Timothy van Gelder, «What might cognition be if no
computation?xjournal of Philosophy92 (7) (1995): 345-381.

¢ ‘Situated action’ names a research program [especially in artificial life] tha
views agents as closely coupled with their environment. This arrandemen
minimizes [if not eliminates] the role of representation [explicit, symbolic, o
otherwise] in the production of behavior. For a proponent’s view, see Rodne
Brooks, «Intelligence Without RepresentatioArtificial Intelligence, 47 (1991):
139-159; cf. David Kirsh, «Today the Earwig, Tomorrow Mar@tificial
Intelligence 47 (1991): 161-184.

" For an antirepresentationalist gloss on connectionism, especially onlparalle
distributed processing [PDP], see niyepresentations, explanations, and PDP: Is
representation-talk really necessaryf¥ormatica 19 (4) (1995): 599-613.
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could act if she were required to entertain the myriad beliefs thatsLewi
claims figures in the guidance of action. But rather than abandon’Lewis
philosophy, | attempt to rehabilitate it. Rehabilitation is possible, | argue
for the fdlowing reasons. First, Lewis isn’t claiming that his epistemology
describesactualjustificatory practices; rather, it describes what an agen
coulddo. This renders his theory of mind more plausible. Secoerd, th
social character of concegtsd meaning] minimizes the need foternal
concepts as causes for why an agent does what she does. And third
among his paradigm cases of cognitive behavior are paradigm dases o
nonreflective action. Here’s the rub: not only do such actions accaunt fo
most of our behavior [as Lewis himself notes], nonreflective actions
though cognitive, don’t require conceptualization.

Here come the qualifications. First, although | must summarize
great deal of material, | endeavor not to overlook any essentialfpart o
Lewis’ views about empirical knowledge. So be warned: while m
analysis is not exhaustive, an evaantied approach requires that | provide
quite a bit of detail.

Second, most of my labor is directed toward explicating Lewis
theory [or rathertheoried. My analysis and conclusions, whil
controversial, pale in comparison to the controversial natdire o
antirepresentationalism. As such, this is not the place to evaluate' Lewis
views from the standpoint of recent cognitive science. And though | a
familiar with the controversies in cognitive science regagdin
representation[s],explicating themand doing justice to Lewis wodl
entail making this paper far too technical and intolerably long.

Last, | assume that the story Lewis tells in AKV is an extansio
and refinement of the story he tells in MWO. To be sure, inconsisgencie
between the two accounts can be found. But bear this in mind: mg aim i
to rehabilitate Lewis, not to bury him.

1.THE BIG PICTURE

8 For more on the general nature of the controversy, see my «Repreaspiati

in William Bechtel and George Graham (Edé. );ompanion to cognitive scieanc
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, forthcoming). For an antirepresentational defeihse o
computation, see my «Representations, explanations, and PDP: Is representation
talk really necessary?mformatica 19 (4) (1995): 599-613.; also se
«Computation matters: An analog viewmdion,»Proceedings of the 18th Annual
Conference of the Cognitive Science Sodqig®®6): 851. For a brief responge t
Andy Clark and Chris Thronton’s defense of representationalism, see my «Wh
computation need not be traded only for internal representaBamavioral ail

Brain Sciencegin press).



«Doing Without Concepts» by Robert S. Stufflebeam 7

«[W]ithout concepts, there is no knowledge.» (MWO, p
121)

«The primary and pervasive significance of knowlkedg
lies in its guidance of action: knowing is for the sake o
doing.» (AKV, p. 3)

The action-dependent nature of knowledge is one of the hallmarks of Lewis’ epistemolagy. Thi
is both a boon and a bane. The boon is that it makes Lewis’ philosophy relevant td curren
cognitive science, much of which is concerned with modeling mamu$ ognitive processing] in

an action-dependent way. The bane is that in cashing-out all that is involved when a knowing agent
to acts, minds would be too occupied with conceptualizing ever to do anything: concepys simpl
get in the way. First things first.

1.1 Lewis’ Methodology

Before sketching-out Lewis’ theory of knowledge, it will be worthwhile to say just a bit al®ut hi
methodology.

First, Lewis considers his theory to baflectiverather tharspeculative Reflective
philosophizing — an activity not limited to philosophers alone (see MWO, p. 2) — inwvolve
reflecting on and clarifying what is already given in commonsense. In short, it is the bu§iness o
philosophy «to investigate what we already know» (MWO, p. 2). Notwithstanding his reference
to Socrates (see MWO, p. 19), he doesn't have Platordmneisn mind. Rather, he means tha
«it is the business of philosophy to grza and interpret our common experience, and by reflection,
to bring toclear and cogent expression those principles which are implicit because they are brought
to experience by the mind itself» (MWO, p. 36). Above all, the reflective method is empirical
analytic [i.e., critical], and pragmatic.

Second, although Lewis is willing to defer to the special sciences regarding rcertai
guestions of phenomenal fact» (MWO, p. 4), he maintains that epistemology «is a subject to
fundamental to rest upon distinctions drawn from the particular sciences» (MWO, p. 56):

It is not the business of philosophy, as it is in the natura
sciences, to add to the sum total of phenomenh wit
which men are acquainted. Philosophy is concerndd wit
what is already familiar. (MWO, pp. 2-3)

The delineation of the fundamental concepts ‘mindi an
‘mental’ is a truly philosophic enterprise. (MWO, p. 6)

Such passages strongly suggest that Lewis accepts a strict demarcation between thé realms o
philosophy and science. As such, he is clearly not a naturalist in the Quineian sense. Neaither doe
he think that philosophers caortribute much to empirical model building [even when the special
sciences haven't yet determined what the facts are]. Of course, there is no reason vghy Lewi
should have been less dichotomous. Still, given that much philosophy today is offere@in clos
partnership wh the special sciences, the sharp division between philosophy and science that Lewis
defends is worth noting.

The task now is to sketch-out his theory. I'll save most of my analysis of it far late
[Section 3].

1.2 Lewis’ theory of knowledge: Part | ['Action’]
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As noted above, Lewis claims that «knowing is for the sake of doing.» Only «active beings» ca
have knowledgefor knowledge is necessary if a creature isualuatewhich course of action will

best achieve its ends. After all, «[flor a being which did not assign comparative values, deliberat
action would be pointless» (AKV, p. 3)hus, knowledge involves two general species of activity:
action[which is the output of comparative evaluation] awaluation[which is the processyb
which a purposive action is selected and justified].

The sort of ‘acts’ [or behavior] that depend on knowledge are all and only those &cts tha
involve the anticipation of consequences — actions that may be called ‘deliberate’, ‘intentional’
or ‘purposiwe’. Such acts arise only in creatures capable of exercising «explicit foresight» — going
beyond what is immediately present to the senses and anticipating possible experiences (AKV, p
5). «To know,» Lewis says, «is to apprehend the future as qualified by values which agtion ma
realize» (AKV, p. 4). But while all knowledge-dependent action depends on evaluation, not al
actions are knowledge-dependent. On this, Lewis is quite explicit:

[M]uch of our own behavior for which weataken to be
responsible is hardly such as is instigated by explici
foresight and assignment of valué€3eliberate actio
shades off, in one direction, into that which represent
instinctive tendencies and automatic responses,rand i
another, into that which has become habitual anais n
longer attended by any definite prevision or assignment of
consequences. Somewhere here a line must be drawn
or more than one. Our own deliberately judged cohduc
belongs on one side, and those psses called actions or
doings of inanimate objects and unconscious orgasism
plainly belong to the other. But between these twoether
remains an indeterminate middle ground — e.gatwe

do habitually and without consideration — often codere
by the broad term ‘behavior’. (AKV, p. 5; my emphasis

Thus, Lewis’ theory isn’t intended to capture the process by whiehyaction is selected, Ibu
rather capture only those acts that are @edite or purposive — the sort of acts requiring «explicit
prevision of consequences and evaluation of these» (AKV, pp. 6-7). For now, | shall leave it a
open aiestion as to which of the following labels best describes most of our behavior: ‘knowledge-
mediated’ or ‘unconsidered responses’?

1.3 Lewis’ theory of knowledge: Part Il ['Evaluation’]

Appropriately enough, Lewis directs most of his energy toward explicating the ‘evaluation
component of empirical knowledge, which breaks down into ‘transcen-dence’ and ‘justification’
Justification in turn, breaks down into ‘verification’ and ‘conceptualizatiddonceptualizatio
breaks down into ‘interpretation’ and ‘the given’. There endeth the reduction. This descriptio
suggests that evaluation is rather convoluted. It is. Still, the basics are straightfasesatiti;ing
them will serve to summarize his theory.

All knowledge, empirical or otherwise, «has an eventual empiricafisigmce.» What this
means is that everything that is knowable or thinkable must ultimately refer to meaninge that ar
«sense-representable» (AKV, p. 171). Why this is so, and how it works, will becomer cleare
presently. What | wish to emphasize here is that Lewis is wholly wedded to there being tw
general types of statementmnalytic statementandnonanalytic statement{®r synthetc
statements]. The former «assert some relation of meanings amongst themselves.» kheglaitter
relation of a meaning to what is found on particulezasions of experience.» «lt is the latter class
alone,» Lewis says, «which may express empirical knowledge» (AKV, p. 171).

For a synthetic statement to count as an expression of knowledge, it must go-beyond
«transcend» — the mere reporting of what is immediately given in experience (MWO, p. 132). Not
all synthetic statements have this feature, but all judgments do. Here’s why: Judgrakeas
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predictionabout future possible experience, so theysatgect to error Such isn’t the case it
EXPRESSIVE STATEMENTYAKY, p. 184) — direct reports of the «momentarily given» (MWO, p
275). These statements express only the content of one’s subjective experience. They make n
prediction. They are not subject to any possible error. For example, ‘The thing in froat of m
seems furryand ‘I see what seems to be a white object’ are reports of the content of m
immediate experience. Because mere reports of one’s «apprehensions of the givens make n
prediction, don’t need to be verified, and are immune from error, they are not judgments (AKV
p. 183). As such, Lewis denies the possibility of direct knowledge by perception alone: there i
no knowledge by acquaintance; ... knowledge alviegysscendshe immediately given» (MWO

p. 118).

What Lewis is trying to capture bgXPRESSIVE STATEMENTSIS the awareness oneda
about the content of one’s immediate experience. Reports of such content don’t gount a
expressions of knowledge because empirical knowledge is never certaipraivdple. Since one
is always certain about the content of one’s experience, these reports cannot be expifessions o
knowledge. The difficulty here is in grasping the distinction betvaggmehensions of the give
versusreportsof apprehensions. Without language, however, it is impossible to talk alout th
former, much less express the latter (see AKV, p. 183). As such, there is no way of talking abou
the content bone’s experience without employing concepts. Therein lies the problem, for concepts
arenot supposed to figure in direct experience. What is, rather, is only one’s awareness of wha
is immediately given:

[T]here is such a thing as experience, the contdnt o
which we do not invent and cannot have as we will bu
merely find ... [The] given is an element in perceptio
but not the whole of perceptual cognition. Subtratt, i
what we say that we see, or hear, or otherwise leamm fro
direct experience, all that conceivably could be mistaken
the remainder is the given content of the expergenc
inducing this belief. If there were no such hard kernel i
experience — e.g., what veeewhen we think we seg
deer but there is no deer — then the word ‘experience
would have nothing to refer to. (AKV, pp. 182-183y m
emphasis)

In the next section, | shall say quite a bit about the contributions made to experience byrthe give
and conceptuéation. For now, again, the main pointksiowledge requires judgments, judgments
require conceptualization, and conceptualization involves predictiogoing beyond whasi
immediately given to the senses. Ultimately, all empirical knowledge will reduce to the gdven an
its interpretation. At this stage, the given is all there is. Thus, direct repOESPRESSIE
STATEMENTS— constitute elements «in» knowledge rather than expressions «of» knowledge.

To be an expression «pknowledge, the empirical statement must be a judgement. There
are two sorts of judgments. The more general [and common] of the tWDBRTERMINATING
JUDGMENTS— «sStatements of oléve fact.» Judgments of the other sort are calfEMINATING
JUDGMENTS— «predicative and verifiable statements» (AKV, p. 185). BeCaBRBINATING
JUDGMENTSare composed afXPRESSIVE STATEMENTSSIince | have already explained wha
EXPRESSIVE STATEMENTSre, let me turn now ttERMINATING JUDGMENTS

TERMINATING JUDGMENTS, obviously enough, are judgments, so they can espres
knowledge. Such isn’t the case, recall, WitkPRESSIVE STATEMENTS But like EXPRESSI\E
STATEMENTS TERMINATING JUDGMENTSare formulated iexpressive languag&xpressive languag
is used to convey the content of one’s immediate presentation or subjective experience.Example
include ‘...seems like...", ‘...looks like...", etc. Expressive languagedsused to make gn
assertion about objective reality. To do that, one abgsctive languageThe principal difference
betweernmERMINATING JUDGMENTS andNONTERMINATING ones lies in the fact that the lattee ar
formulated in objective language. | shall have more to say about this presently.
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Here’sthe rub:TERMINATING JUDGMENTSmake a predictiorEXPRESSIVE STATEMENTSIO
not. For example, the expressive statement ‘| see what seems to be a white cat’ «neither asserts any
objective reality of what appears nor denies any. It is confined to description of the cdntent o
presentation itself» (AKV, p. 179). Though direct awareness or perception of the given heed no
involve conceptual interpretatiothe expressioof such awareness clearly does. Such statement
involve not merely the «conceptual interpretation» of the given, they imply «much whidh is no
given» (MWO, p. 275). Therein lies the cognitive significance of direct perceptioexaréssIve
STATEMENTS they function as «cues» for predictions; and predictions gmessed in judgments.

There are three «elements» to any cognitive situation that engenders a judgenhent [an
judgments precede knowledge]. First, there is the presentation of the given, followed by it
interpretation. This is how experience is made. While percepti@xperience— is sufficient d
serve as a cue for prediction, let's suppBtage 1in the production of empirical knvledge ends
with anEXPRESSIVE STATEMENT The second and third elements — respectivelygranisagd
actionand arexpected consequenee are the two aspects of the prediction [which is implied b
the interpretaon]. Thus,Stage 2in the production of empirical knowledge ends with a judgement.
Cognitive judgments all have the following form: ‘Givénif | act in manne#A, thenE’, where
‘S’ is the sensory cue, ‘A’ is some possible mode of action, and ‘E’ represents an eventuality o
experience. FOTERMINATING JUDGMENTS both the actiomand the empirical eventuality should be
formulated in expressive language; e.g., ‘Given that there appears to be a cat on my degk, if | pul

its tail, then I should aurally experience what would seem to be a meow senSaFran’.
NONTERMINATING JUDGMENTS both the action and the empirica
eventuality must be formulated in objective language; e.g., ‘Givan tha
there appears to be a cat on my desk, if | pull its tail, then it dhoul
produce a meow'Stage 3in the production of empirical knowledgedie

in testing the prediction — i.e., performing the requisite action needed t
verify [or falsify] the predictionTERMINATING JUDGMENTS «admit d
decisive and complete verification or falsificatiomM®NTERMINATING
JUDGMENTSadmit of only «partial» verification or falsification (AKV, p
181). Thus, only if after pulling the cat’s tail, | hear what soundsdike
meow, does ‘There appears to be a cat on my desk’ count as anenstanc
of knowledge: this statement, having been verified [let us suppase], i
what the abov@ERMINATING JUDGMENT expressesAnd only if afte
pulling the cat’s tail, | hear what sounds like a meow, does ‘There is a ca
on my desk’ count as an instance of empirical knowledge: this statement
having been partially verified [let us suppose], is what the abov
NONTERMINATING JUDGMENT expresses [all things being equal].

Believe it or not, the above sketch of the evaluatidn o
NONTERMINATING JUDGMENTSwas grossly oversimplified. Let me add
few wrinkles.

First, «an objective and nonterminating judgement mest b
translatable into judgments of the terminating kind. Only sodaoul
confirmation of it in experience comeabout» (AKV, p. 181). Thus, th
verification of NONTERMINATING JUDGMENTSMust ultimately hinge upo
the verification of SOM@ERMINATING JUDGMENTS, which in tun

®  Lewis fails to give any examples of possible modes of action formulated i

expressive language. Frankly, | don’t see how it is possible. I'll return to this point
a bit later.
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ultimately reduces to experience, which in turn reduces to the given an
its interpretation. So, let ‘P’ stand for what is expressed [or inferned] b
a verifiedNONTERMINATING JUDGMENT. An expression of empiri¢a
knowledge of this sort is probable only; its probability dependsson it
«grounds,» which are some given data of sense — ‘D’. The data ar
certain. Thusp probilifies P [together with «principles of probability o
rules of induction» (AKV, p. 321)]. «Such,» says Lewis, «is the génera
character of my cognition at each successive instant» (AKV, p. B21).
shall have more to say about this below [in Section 3]. I've sumntarize
the bottom-up version of his storykigure 1.
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Second, with every interpretation of any external object, the min
«implicitly predicts»a hostof further experiences. Hence, ooeaction
will ever verify any judgment about objective reality (MWO, p. 277)
Indeed, «[f]lor the object presented to be real, there must be mdre to i
thancouldbe given in any single experience» (MWO, p. 135). Thisis s
because external objects, for Lewis, are conjunctions of a vast set o
possible experiences: That is &= [(If | should doA,, thenE,; will
result) & (if | should doA,, thenE, will result) & (if | should doA,;, then
E; will result) & ... (if I should doA,, thenE, will result)]. Lewis hang
his existential hat upon such conjunctions of possible verifications:

The whole content of our kmgedge of reality is the truth
of such ‘If-then’ propositions, in which the hypothess i
something we conceive could be made true by ouremod
of acting and the consequent presents a contént o
experience which, though not actual now and perhaps n
to become actual, is a possible experiecam@nected with
the present. (MWO, p. 142)

And knowing the «empirical eventualities» of a given presentation constituteprtioei @ ement
to empirical knowledge (MWO, p. 29219.

In all this talk Of TERMINATING JUDGMENTS, NONTERMINATING
JUDGMENTS evaluation, verification, and the like, it is easy to loose sit
of what motivates this paper: resolving some of the tensions betwee
Lewis’ theory of knowledge and his theory of mind. Detailing hi
epistemology was therefore crucial. It's take-home messagé is:

10 «lIf there is to be any knowledge at abmeknowledge must be a priori

(MWO, p. 196). For instance, consider the empirical statement ‘This penny i
round’, for example: «[W]hat is implicit in the concept [‘penny’] sets the caiteri
by which further experience will verify (or falsify) the present judgement.t Suc
criteria are a priori; as such, they «are incapable of being overturnea by th
eventualities of experience» (MWO, p. 284).
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knowledge ultimately reduces to the content of direct experi€nce
Cashing-out the nature of experience [and his too activeepbion of the
mind] is the task to which | now turn.

2. EXPERIENCE =THE GIVEN + CONCEPTUALIZATION

«Experience does not categorize itself. The critefia o
interpretation are of the mind; they are imposed upen th
given by our active attitude.» (MWO, p. 14)

Experience does not spring fully formed from sense presentations alone. Rather, expgrience i
constructed by the mind via interpretation of the data of sense. Thus, experience compoises «tw
elements»THE GIVENandTHE CONCEPTUAL INTERPRETATIONpuUt upon the given (MWO, p. 48)
Although each element can be disassociatatteptuallyin experience they are inseparabld. Al
experience is a continuous train of the sensuously given, which the mind then actively interprets

Both the given and the interpretation are each sacgsand neither by itself is sufficient
to engender cognitive experience [and hence knowledge]. If there were no given, then kmowledg
would be «contentless and arbitrary; there would be nothing which it must be true to» (MWO, p
39). Should one’s theory deny this, Lewis says, one has placed itnebieopale of plausibility»
(MWO, p. 48). And if there were no interpretation, then thought would be «rendered superfluous
the possibility of error becomes inexplicable, and the distinction of true and false [woufd be] i
danger of becoming meaningless» (MWO, p. 39). Knowledge, recall, arises only where error i
possible. So, if knowledge were based on the given alone, then all content must be veridical. Bu
since we are creatures prone to illusion, hallucination, etc., castenalways veridical. Thus
knowledge can't be based on the given alone (MWO, p. 43). Moreover, where error dccurs, i
arises «directly» from the conceptual interpretation put upon the given (MWO, p. 158). &ince th
possibility of error is one of the defining features of judgments, and judgments are necassary fo
knowledge, all knowledge involvesnceptualizatior— the taking of some attitude that «sexve
practical action and relates it to what is niveg.» Interpretation serves as@mrceptual go-cast
to get one over the interval between the presentations of the given, and the end projectesl by one
purpose (MWO, p. 119).

Since it is ‘concepts’ that are doing the work when the mind interprets or categoeizes th
given, at last we come to the nature of concepts.

2.1 Concepts

Lewis appeals to tavsenses of ‘concept’, one is public, objective, and external; the other is private,
subjective, and internal. The former he calls the ‘pure concept'. It is «that megricigmust be
common to two minds when they understand each other by the use of a substanve or it
equivalent» (MWO, p. 70). Let’s call the latter the ‘private concept'. Its meaning is idiosgncrati
and subjective. Both types of concepts can undergo evolution or a «succession of differen
meanings» (MWO, p. 68).

Lewis, however, is not primarily interested in private concepts. Instead, ancdefor th
following reasons, he focuses on pure concepts.

1 «[A]ll empirical knowledge is vested, ultimately, in the awareness of wha

is given and the prediction of certain passages of further experience as sgmethin
which will be given or could be given. It is such predictions of possibletdirec
experience which we have called terminating judgments; and the tentra
importance of these for all empirical knowledge will be obvious» (AKV, p..202)
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First, pure concepts figuie communication as well as in the transmission of knowledge;
private concepts do not. The reason, of course, is that the individuation of pure concemds depen
on «common,» «sharable,» and «expressible» meanings serthef meanings that are necessary
for communication (MWO, p. 80):

[11t is obvious that common meanings do transcendh suc
individual differences of perception as imagery. We us
language to convey thought. If language really cosvey
anything, then there must be something Wwhgcidentical

in your mindand in mine when we understand each other.
(MWO, p. 73; cf. AKV, p. 143)

Theindividuation of private concepts, however, dependd@syncratic meaningsSuch meanings
are «direct,» «nonsharable,» and purely individualistic (MWO, p. 81); i.e., they are relation
between one’s given and one’s unique learning history, feelings, sensations, or ihagery.
Second, and relatedly, there are objective standards éor th
ascription of pure concepts; there aren’t such standards for the ascriptio
of private ones. As it would happen, these standards are also tlye «onl
practical and applicable criteria of common knowledge»: (1) we dhoul
share common definitions of the terms we use; and (2) «we shouid appl
these terms identically to what is presented» (MWO, p. 76; also.see p
84). «Congruity of behavior,» Lewis says, «is the ultimate practidal tes
of common understanding.» «Speech,» he continues, «is only that part o
behavior which is most significant of meanings and the most useful fo
securing human cooperation» (MWO, p. 90). Therefore, it shouldn’'t b
surprising that we share pure concepts. Aside from the fact thatewe ar
«confronted bya common reality,» we are «creatures fundamentally alike,
having in the large the same needs and interests and powers o
discrimination and relation» (MWO, p. 91; also see p. 110).

Third, although knowledge is relative to minds, pure corsept
extend knowledge outside of minds:

Relativity is not incompatible with, butquires an
independent character in what is thus relativedAn
second, though what is thus relative cannot be know
apart from such relation, still the other term or terrhs o
the relation being given, all such relative knowledge i
true knowledge of that independent character, togethe
with the other term or terms of this relationship
determines this content of our relative knowledfiee
concept, or conceptual interpretation, transcends thi
relativity precisely because whie concept comprises is
this relational pattern in which the independent natéire o

12 sitill, our private concepts aren’t entirely idiosyncratic: «[O]ur categorges ar

almost as much a social product as is language. ... The ‘human miad’ is
coincidence of individual mindshich partly, no doubt, must be native, but partly
is itself created by the social process» (MWO, p. 21; also see p. 25).
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what is apprehended is exhibited in experience. (MWO
pp. 172-173; final emphasis is mine)

Such is the story Lewis tells in MWO. The story he tells in AKV is slightly diffierSo,
before | begin my analysis, let me conclude this section with a brief comment or twb abou
‘meaning’.

2.1.1 Meaningsin AKV, Lewis says «[m]eanings are not ... creatures of language.» Rather, the
are «antecedent,» and sometimes even «independent» of language (AKV, p. 131). He& makes
distinction between two general types of meaning [or intenslimgjuistic meaningandseng
meaning The former, which roughly corresponds to the ‘pure concept’, includes «the pdttern o
definitive and analytic relationships of the word or expression in question to other wadrds an
expressions.» The latter, which corresponds [more or less] to the ‘private concept’, is the «criterion
in mind» by which the application of a word or expression is determined (AKV, p. 131):

What we indicate by this phraseense meanings
intenson as a criterion of mind, by reference to which one
is able to apply or refuse to apply the expression i
question in the case of presented, or imagined, things o
situations. (AKV, p. 133)

It is worth noting that linguistic meaning and sense meaning are «supplemaotalyernative.»
They are separable only by «abstraction» (AKV, p. 133).

Still, of the two, sense meaning is more important. Here’'s why. «[C]onditians fo
determining applicability ... do n@lways exist ready-made.» Rather, such conditions need «to be
sought out or created» (AKV, p. 136). The making — and application — of the rexjuisit
connections is the mind’s contribution to experience. Hence, although we use languageyto conve
thought, and pure concepts and linguistic meanings often constrain private ones, it is the privat
onesthat ultimately must do the work when an agent cognizes. For example, though you and | may
correctly use the term ‘cat’, and my cat-labeling behavior is sufficient for you tibeaszme the
concept ‘CAT’, in the end, there must be something about my cats-presentations that permits m
to pick-out cats when the need arises. But while our expressions may be the same — @0, a cat
— the subjective, private, and idiosyncratic conditions for determining the applicability 'of ‘cat
need not. While the given remains [more or less] constant across each presentation, it
interpretation, its «character as sign, its classification, and its relation to other things amhto act
are differently taken» by different people (MWO, p. 50). Thus, sense meanings ariseafrom a
interpretation of the the given via some activity of the mind. Such meanings aren’t only alterable
they are relative to one’s interest, action, or will (MWO, p. 51).

Contrary to apparances, | don't think Lewis is being inconsistent when he privilpges
conceptdn MWO andsense meaninga AKV. My reasons for thinking this are offered belo
[Section 3.3]. And having belabored the explication of Lewis’ theory — which, at times, kquire
quite a bit of interpretation — my analysis can therefore be much more concise.

3. RESOLVING THE TENSIONS

My aim for this section is to identify a few of the tensions that have emerged from the pgecedin
analysis. The task then will be to resolve them. I'lisdofor the most part, by turning Lewis upon
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himself. Still, given the nature of some of his commitmehthere are limits as to ko
far his theory can be rehabilitated.

3.1 Is Lewis’ theory of mind plausible?

Lewis is an epistemologist, not a philosopher of mind. Epistemologists are
concerned primarily with issues of justification. Philosophers of miad ar
concerned primarily with how minds work. Since ‘the minddan
‘cognition’ are among the notions shared by both disciplines, given tha
epistemology is a normative discipline, it is hardly surprising that Lewis
theory makes claims about how minds ought to work. After all,

[kKlnowledge is not descriptive but a normative category
it claims correctness; mental states are classifeed a
genuine knowing only on assytion of such correctness.
Epistemology is not psychological description oftsuc
mental statesbut is critique of their cognitive claim;eh
assessment of their veracity and validity, andefieting

of those criteria by which such claim may be attested
(AKV, pp. 10-11; my emphasis)

The problem isn’t merely that Lewdoesdescribe psychological states, some &f hi
descriptions of cognitive [or mental] activity are wildly implausible. For example,

| see something in the distance moving toward md, an
believe it is my dog. This object moves closer and cjoser
I have more and more corroborating evidence; my belie
becomes stronger and stronger. knéwthis is my dog

. There has been here a series of cognativ
apprehensions, differing from one another in degrée, al
the way from doubt to practical certainty. But evemfro
the start there has been something entirely certain
namely, some visually apprehended content of sdnse.
could not well express these visually given data with an
accuracy, but such relatively inexpressible contdnt o
experience was indubitable fact. From momemt t
moment, these visual data were increasingly cledr an
detailed; and increasingly adequate grounds fer th
judgment, «This is my dog.» Correspondingly, thers wa
a growing conviction, from initial doubt to finall
complete — or nearly complete — assuraricleave
made successive inferencgso it would appear if
should analyze my successive apprehensions frem th

13 What | have in mind here are his commitments to foundationalism, the give

[or sense-data], and intentional entities. Such commitments aren’t heldyin ver
high regard today.
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point of view of their cognitive validityf' based @
these successively given and successyel
more adequate data The validity of tke
inference, in each case, is attested b
certain rules, called the principles$ o
probability or rules of induction. The dat
areempirical and certain, and the principles
assure that the conclusion validly follows
If D, then probably,; so application of th
principles tells me. And ‘D’ is given
Therefore, probably. Such is the gneral
character of my cognition at eaf
successive instat. (AKV, pp. 320-321; my
emphasis in bold)

At each perceiving instant, do agemggally make the sort of inferense
that Lewis describes? Of course not. Do they make such inferenaes eve
for rather ordinary empirical beliefs such as ‘That’'s my dog’? Agam, th
answer is no. As such, the above pasS&dgat odds with hiseflective
methodologywhich is supposed to be an extension of commonsense]; i
also stands in tension to the business of epistemology [which tsn’t t
provide «psychological descriptions» of mental states]. Thus, if Lewis i
claiming that cognizers actually go through the various stafes o
interpretation, prediction, test, and the like, then ftisgheory that, as i
were, goes beyond the pale of plausibility.

How might his tension be resolved? The answer, | think, is implicit
in his qualification above. Namely, if epistemology isn’t in the busines
of explainingactua mental processes [which would be a causal story], but
it is rather in the business pfescribingjustificatory practice, then &i
psychological descriptions aretrmeant to be accounts of actual cognitive
processing. Lewis seems to agree. Following the above passage Lewi
writes: «Both verbal and mental economy, and the necessity of decision
require us to think and act in terms of what approximates to coenplet
assurance, omitting the strictly called-for qualification» (AKV, p. 321)
Moreover, this very issue arose early in AKV: «The question ismot s
much ... whether the behavior was deliberately initiated through etxplici
appraisal and decision afhetherit could have beeand would have been
if question of consequences and their desirability had lmseds (AKV,

p. 8; my emphasis). As such, what really matters for Lewis is wheather a
agentcould produce and justify empirical beliefs in the probabitsti

4 This qualification is crucial. | shall return to it in a moment.

15

For a similar passage, see AKV, pp. 172-174.
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manner he defends. The issue isn’t whether they do so actually an
continuously. His kews on the mind, therefore, have been rendered all the
more plausible.

3.2 Is all experience thick?

If Lewis’ descriptions of psycholagal processing do not imply that minds
are continuously cognizing, and if his theory is meant to prescriwe ho
empirical statements could be justified [when queried or when tlek nee
otherwise arises], then there is no reason for him to maintain tha
conscious minds are constantly interpreting an ever-changing given.

While all knowledge-dependent action depends on evaluation, no
all actions are knowledge-dependent. As notelileeakewis’ theory isn’t
meant to capture the process by whaeleryaction is selected. Instead, i
IS meant capture only those acts that are deliberate or purposive — th
sort of acts requiringexplicit prevision of consequences and evalumatio
of these (AKV, pp. 6-7; my emphasis). Note the emphasis upon ‘explici
prevision’, for kmuch of our own behavior,» as Lewis recognizes, ar
unconsideredesponses — actions for which we aesponsible, yet which
are «hardly ... instigated by explicit foresight and assignment of values
(AKV, p. 5). Thus, there is no need to claim that minds are continpiousl|
interpreting [and hence forming judgments about] the given.

Moreover, «esthetic apprehension» in particular, and ‘direc
perception’ in general, do not involve conceptualizatfoRather, thg
occur when one apprehends the given, but makes no judgments about it
Though such ‘experience’ functions as cues [and ultimatelgghmuinds»|
for empirical judgments, ‘direct apprehension’ per se, ghaufficient to
trigger habitual, unconsidered behavior, doesn’t always ineolv
interpretation. As such, not all experience is thick. And giverreiance
upon habits and unconsidered responses, it doesn’'t need to be.

3.3 Concepts and meaning revisited

| left ‘meaning’ [Section 2.3] having identified another tension in Lewis
philosophy;

viz., he privilegegure conceptsn MWO, though he privilegesen®
meaningdn AKV. Thus, which type of concept is doing the work whe

16 «There is such a thing as direct appreciation of the given, aid suc

immediate apprehension of the quality of what is presented must figure in al
empirical cognition» (MWO, p. 402). «[T]here is such a thing as experieree, th
content of which we do not invent and cannot have as we will but mereby find
(AKV, p. 182).



«Doing Without Concepts» by Robert S. Stufflebeam 21

one conceptualizes, ‘purermmepts’ or ‘private ones’? They both are: each
fulfills a different, though essential, function. Still, it's pure concepts tha
are doing most of the work.

Pure concepts, recall, figure in communication as well asan th
transmission of knowledge. They do so because the individuationef pur
concepts depends on «common,» «sharable,» andessitge» meanings
— the sort of meanings that are necessary for communication (MWO, p
80). The individuation of private concepts dependsdimsyncratic
meanings meanings that «direct,» «nonsharable,» and purel
individualistic (MWO, p. 81). And while there are objective standards fo
the ascription of pure concepts [above all, «congruity of behavior»g ther
aren’t such standards for the ascription of private ones. Thus sinc
«speech is that part of behavior whicimsst significant of meanings and
the most useful for securing human cooperation» (MWO, p. 9@), an
linguistic meaning and sense meaning are «supplementary» rather tha
«alternative» (AKV, p. 133), pure concepts [and hence ‘lingaisti
meaning’] are doing most of the work in Lewis’ system. They ewen d
someof the work when an agenbgnizes. The remainder, as noted above,
depends on ‘private concepts’.

Here’s the rub: If what matters most in questions of knowleslge i
thejustification of empirical statements — but not their actual chusa
history — then given the role of pure concepts in language-mediate
thought, communication, and knowledge [common or otherwisey), the
there are reasons for de-emphasizing internal, subjective intengsions i
favor of external, objective ones. In fact, simplicity and commoresens
dictate that we do so.

4. CONCLUSION

My purpose has been to explore and resolveesof the tensions between
Lewis’ theory of knowledge and his theory of mind. Doing so reguire
that | sketch-outis foundationalist epistemology. Particular attention was
directed toward the role of conceptualization [or interpretation]en th
production of experience, action, and knowledge. | have shownfthat i
Lewis isn’t claiming that his epistemology descrilaetual psycho
epistemic processes, but rather what an ageutd do to justify he
empirical beliefs, then his theory of mind is rendered all theemor
plausible. Moreover, the social character of concepts [and melaning
considerably reduces the need for appealingternal concepts whe
explaining why an agent does what she does. And finally, amang hi
paradigm cases of cognitive behavior include paradigm cafses o
nonreflective action; not only do such actions account for mostrof ou
behavior [as Lewis himself notes], they don’t require conceptualization.
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Insofar & knowledge is wedded to languagenceptsalbeit public
ones, will remain a feature of any plausible epistemic story. Neversheles
[and possibly quite despite himself] Lewis has shown somethingtabou
cognition that isn’t often raised in polite philosophical circles. Nagmely
though concepts are important, we damuite a bit without out theri.
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Washington University
Department of Philosophy, Campus Box 1073
One Brookings Dr., St. Louis, MO 63130-4899
Dept: (314) 935-6670
Fax: (314) 935-7349

e-mail: rob@twinearth.wustl.edu

7] am indebted to Robert Barrett and the anonymous reviewer for thei

comments and suggestions.



SORITES (2 QPITHY), ISSN 1135-1349
Issue #06. August 1996. Pp. 21-33.
Quantum Objects are Vague Objects
Copyright © by SORITES and Steven French &

Quantum Obijects are Vague Objects
Steven French & Décio Krause

Introduction

Is vagueness a feature of therld or merely of our representations
of the world? Of course, one might respond to this question by agsertin
that insofar as our knowledge of the world is mediated by ou
representations of it, any attribution of vagass must attach to the latter.
However, this is to trivialize the issue: even granted the point that al
knowledge is representational, the question can be re-posed byg askin
whether vague features of our representations are ultineieiyable or
not. It is the answer to this question which distinguishes those who believe
that vagueness is essentially epistemic from those who believe that it is
equally essentially, ontic. The elinability of vague features according to
the epistemic view can be expressed in terms of the supervenience o
‘vaguely described facts’ on ‘precisely describable facts’

If two possible situations are alike as precisely described in tefms o
physical measurements, for example, then they are alike as yaguel
described with words like ‘thin’. It may therefdoe concluded that the facts

themselves are not vague, for all the facts supervene on prgcisel

describable facts{Williamson 1994, p. 248; see also pp. 201
204)

It is the putative vagueness of certain identity statemants i
particular that has been the central focus of claims that there is vaguenes
‘in’ the world (Parfit 1984, pp. 238-241; Kripke 1972, p. 345 n. 18). Thus,
it may be vague as to who is identical to whom after a brain-swapseo
a much discussed example. Such claims have been dealt a forceful blo
by the famous EvarSalmon argument which runs as follows: suppose for
reductio that it is ideterminate whether=b. Thenb definitely possesses
the property that it is indeterminate whether it is identical wjthuta
definitely does not possess this property since it is surety no
indeterminate whethe=a. Therefore, by Leibniz’s Law, it cannot beeth
case thabd=b and so the identity cannot be indeterminate (Evans;1978
Salmon 1982).
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However, the claims for ontic vagueness have been reasserted i
precisely this context by drawing on the famous indistinguishabifity o
particles in quantum mechanics (Lowe 1994). Such particles ar
indistinguishable in a much stronger sense than mere possession of al
intrinsic, or state independent, properties in common, as in classica
mechanics, and this is expressed by the Indistinguishability Postfilate o
guantum statistics which asserts that permutationamicfes of the same
kind are not observable, unlike the case in classical statistics. The clai
then is that given this latter indistinguishably, there is simply no fact o
the matter as to whether two particles, two electrons say, are idemtical o
not. The vagueness here is truly ontic (Lowe ibid.).

The force of such claims hinges on how we understaed th
Indistinguishability Postulate (French and Krause 1995; French, &raus
and Maidens forthcoming). One possibility is to regard it in termes of
restriction on the sets of states the particles can occupy (French 1989a)
Thus the particles are ‘assigned’ (perhaps at the moment of creation!) t
bosonic or fermionic states and once in such states the dynamics, a
represented by Schrédinger’s equation, ensureghbg remain there. On
this interpretation the particles are distinct, albeit indistinguishable
individuals, like their classical counterparts, the difference being tha
unlike the latter they are constrained as to the kinds of states they ca
occupy.

Where does vagueness arise on this account? Consider anrelectro
a, say, captured by an atom to form a negative ion which thersemit
electronb (Lowe op. cit.). Quantum mechanics, as standardly undelstoo
ascribes ‘entangled’ states to the systanpsus atom and atom plus
such that it is not possible to say whetleb or not. The central issua |
the philosophy of quantum mig&nics is precisely how to understand such
states. Teller understands them in terms of a failure of ‘superveniaence’ i
the sense that they represent relational properties which do not superven
on the non-relational properties of tparticles (if they did there would be
a violation of Bell’'s Theorem; Teller 1986, 1989; French 1989bg Th
indeterminacy of identity arises, therefore, because of this ‘veil’ of non
supervenient relations: there simply is no way of piercing the geil t
determine which particle is which (French and Krause op. cit.; French
Krause and Maidens forthcoming).

What about the Evans-Salmon argument in this case? An e$sentia
step in the argument is the move from the determinacy of the self-ydentit
of a, say, to the claim the definitely lacks the property that i$ i
indeterminate whether it is identical wigh(which is possessed ly.
However, the latter property cannot be determinately distinct frem th
property of being indeterminate whether the object is identical byith
since the two properties differ only by a permutatioa ahdb and it 5
indeterminate whethea=b by assumption (Lowe op. cit.). Henceeth
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possession by eitharor b of an identity involving property such as thes
cannot serve to determinately differentiate the two. Recasting the-Evans
Salmon argument in terms identity-free properties (Noonan 1998) the
‘forces’ the defender of ontic vagueness to accept that vague objectts mus
be strongly indistinguishable in the sense that any identity-free pyopert
determinately possessed by either must be determinately possgssed b
both, but that is precisely what quantum mechanics tells us is the case!

This has obvious implications for the epistemic view. If facés ar
plausibly taken to involve properties, then the supervenience of yaguel
described facts on precisely described facts must be understood $n term
of the supervenience of the relevant properties. But as we have just seen
this is denied in the quantum context. Inasmuch as the ‘facts’ ingplvin
entangled states do not supervene on any facts involving the intrinsi
properties of the particles or hidden variables (this being ruledyout b
Bell's Theorem) there is genuine ontic vagueness here.

This latter point needs further emphasis. Qfrse, our grasp (such
as it is) of the quantum domain is mediated via a representation,ynamel
guantum theory itself, but if this is counted as enough to rule eut th
vagueness involved as ‘truly’ ontic, then the epistemic complersent i
utterly trvialised. Indeed, the force of Bell's Theorem lies in its generality
and it is this which renders the vagueness ontic in the sense thattit is no
dependent upon particular representation. Quantum particleg ar
therefore vague irrespective of whether owtlibey are represented, if the
issue of representation is understood in this non-trivial sense.

Returning to the Indtinguishability Postulate, it can be understood
alternatively as leading to a kind of non-individuality for quantu
particles. The argument goes roughly as follows: In both classidal an
guantum mechanics particles of the same kind are regardged a
indistinguishable in the sense of possessing all ‘intrinsic’ properties i
common. Yet in classical statistical mechanics a particle permutation i
counted as observable, whereas in the quantum theory it is not. &nce th
former result is typically accounted for by appealing to the particles
individuality which goes beyond or ‘transcends’ their intrinsic propertie
(Post 1963), the latter is taken to suggest that the particles have dost thi
individuality and that they are, indeed, ‘non-individuals’ in some esens
(Schrddinger 1952, 1957; Born 1943; Weyl 1949; Post 1963).

Explicating this sense is, of course, metaphysically problenfatic.
possible ontological ‘attractor’ for one’s spiraling ruminations as o ho
an entity could be a ‘non-individual’ is the notion of ‘identity’
Inextricably linked with individuality through the history of philosophy
it is precisely a failure of (self-)identity that is attributed to quamtu
particles by Schrodinger and Hesse, for example, the latter reménking
‘Iw]e are unable to identify individual electrons, hence it is meanisgles
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to speak of the self-identity of electrons ...” (1970, p. 50). Degyin
identity is a formally tractable way of representing this notion ofnon
individuality and indeed interesting formalstgms can be constructed for
doing so. Before we outline these, however, two further points need to b
emphasised.

The first is that the above metaphysical package which denie
‘transcendental’ individuality is typically taken torde support from the
manner in which it meshes with the ontology of quantum field theory
where particle labels are simply not assigned right form the word g
(Redhead and Teller 1991, 1992; Teller 1995). There are problems wit
such claims but insofar as the ‘quanta’ of this view are non-individua
objects, they too can be represented by these non-standard forma
frameworks (French and Krause forthcoming). Secondly, here again w
have vagueness of an ultimately ontic form — the quanta themsetves ar
vague not in the respect that their intrinsic properties are someho
‘blurred’ or ‘fuzzy’ but in that as non-individuals, their very identisy i
vague. It is to the formal representation of this kind of vagueness ¢hat w
now turn.

Vague Predicates, Opaque Predicates and their Extensions

Following Terricabras and Trillas (1989), we may charactexize
predicate of a (say) first-order logic @agueon the following grounds
Standard (‘Fregean’) predicates are such that their denotation pravides
bipartition in the domai into two disjoint subsets, trextensiorof D,
denotedExt(P) and its complement relative i®. The objects of th
domain which belong t&xt(P) are said to have the property ascribgd b
P, while those that belong to the complementodon’t have tle
property. Vagie predicates are those predicates which do not provide such
a bipartion in the domain. That is, there remai®isome objects whic
neither belong t&xt(P) nor to its complement. For such objectssit i
asserted that it is vague whether they have the considered property or not

Vagueness in this sense is characterized as a feature onhcertai
linguistic expressions, such as the property ascribed by the predicate
the above example, and not as concerning the objects of the domain
which are supposed to be well-defined. In other words, in considering
vague predicate like ‘to be a profound thinker’, it may be vague if Ms. X
a philosopher, is a profound thinker or not, but it is generally agdeede
that she is a well known person, sincekmewwho we are talking about
This way of interpreting vagueness bears a realist view of sgiahteast
according to Putnam, who said that ‘On the metaphysical realist vie
there are vage conceptions, vague ways of talking, but not vaxnjects
(Putnam 1983). But in the real sciences there is vagueness in a traly onti
sense and our discussion above pulls the rug out from under claims suc
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as Putnam’s.Let us describe the underlying intuitions concegnin
semantics in this case.

The predicates to be considered here, which we referdpaapie
resemble the above case but are distinct in the following sense: th
‘vagueness’ lies in the objects of the domain, and not in the predicat
itself. To exemplify this idea, let us consider the prop&otyave spin up
in the directionx’, which can be meaningfully ascribed to a cemtai
collection of (say) electrons. Note that the predicate is well-defined sinc
physicists know perfectly well the requirements an electron mustysatisf
on order to have spin up in tRealirection (such details are not importan
here). So, by making use of an adequate intrumental apparatus, they ca
find a certain number, sayof electrons which satisfy the propertydan
the same number is obtained if the experiment is repeated. Howeer ther
IS no way to assert eitharhich are the electrons of the collection tha
have such a property or if timelectrons of the first measuremané the
sameas those of the second experiment. This, of course, isnot
distinctive feature of the-direction or of the electrons, but constitutes one
of the fundamental pressupositions of quantum mechanics.

The underlying idea is that, roughly speaking, the electrams ar
absolutely indistinguishable in the ‘strong’ sense indicated aboveg so w
cannot pick out one of them from the collection in order to verify ifst ha
spin up in thex-direction or not. Electrons, like the other elementar
particles, have no names, have no identity, and cannot be distindjuishe
from one anothef.In other words, the ‘vagueness’ now concerres th
objectsof the domain.

The reason we call these predicat@aqueis that the part of #h
domain to which they should be related (by the usual semadntica
techniques) is seen to be concealed by a kind of veil, which prevents u
from seeing its elements clearly. So, in order to provide an adequat
semantical analysis of a logic involving opaque predicates in this,sense
there is the necessity of not only characterizing the predicates as ppaque
but also of explaining what kind of entity is to be considered as th
domain. A standardet(as in standard semantics), does not serve éor th
purposes, since a g8t according to Cantor’s well known ‘definition’ «...

a gathering into a whole of dajts which are quitdistinctin our intuition
or our thought» (cf. Bourbaki 1993, p. 25, our emphasis). In other words

! Indeed we have suggested that one way to maintain a form of realisen in th

quantum context is to take this vagueness seriously (French, Krause andsviaiden
forthcoming).

2 It should be recalled that it is consistent with the formalism of quantu
mechanics to treat elementary particles as ‘individuals’ subjected torcertai
restrictions in their possible states (French and Redhead 1988).
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in considering the domain asatas described by the theories of sets, w
cannot approach the idea @pacityin the sense just mentioned.€éh
guestion then is: what is to be considered as the extension of areopaqu
predicate?

Before considering a possible answer to this question,det u
comment in brief on standard set theories. It is important to note tha
although no axiomatic systedefinesits primitive concepts, in the sens
observed by Skolem, and this is so in particular with respecteto th
concept ofset. Thus, standard set theories like Zermelo-Fraenkel, vo
Neumann-Bernays-Godel, Kell-Morse or others, do not modify Cantor’s
intuition as expressed in his ‘definition’. This point is clear in Zernselo’
paper from 1908, in which he introduces the first axiomatic set theory
Zermelo acknowledgethat Cantor’s definition may be restricted, but even
so applies the axiomatic method to a «historically exgstimeory of sets’

‘ (Zermelo 1908), that is, in preserving Cantor’s intuitiérdl other sé
theories derive from Zermelo’s, and so they also maintain the iidea o
collections ofdistinguishable objectsand this is so also with regaml t
intensional set theories, which emphasise the manner in whéch th
mathematical objects are given to us (cf. Feferman 1985), buttdo no
question the underlying ontology.

Concerning the question mentioned above, it is important ® not
that we are not trying to provide a mathematical trick by means ohwhic
opacity in our sense could be semantically characterized. Whatewe ar
trying to explain here is a much more profound insight intrinsically related
with the very nature ajuantg to use a word which does not compraenis
us with the intuitive idea of ‘particle’ or an object with individuality.
Following Schrédinger’s suggestion of regarding them as entities to which
the concept of identity cannot be applied (cf. Schrodinger op. cit.;asee d
Costa and Krause 1994), we have devetblogico-mathematical systems
in which this intuition can be formally developed (da Costa and kraus
1994; da Costa and Krause forthcoming a, b; Krause 1992; Kraus
forthcoming; French and Krause op. cit.; Dalla Chiara, Giuntigi an
Krause forthcoming. ).

We should acknowledge that the idea that the ontology of gmantu
mechanics does not reduce to that of sets was anticipated by Dalla Chiar
and Toraldo di Francia in several works (Dalla Chiara and Toradldo d
Francia 1993, 1995, forthcoming; Dalla Chiara 1987, 1987a. ). As the

¥ Wang has also noted that in Cantor’s writings there are implicit axiams fo

sets, such as those concerning extensionality, power-segtsudrsl others, which
were not explicated by Cantor since, according to Wang, they were ‘too dbvious
(see Wang 1991).

4 As did Paul Teller in his 1995.
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have shown, in order to obtain a adequate semantical analysisfor th
languages of microphysics, a more suitable (meta)matheahapiparatus
should be erected, and they have proposed a theaqyasetdor this
purpose. Having noted that standard sets are not adequate for expressin
the extensions of opaque predicates, we may ask: could we use gsasets a
extensions of opaque predicates? In order to answer this questian, let u
first of all mention in brief the nature of these mathematical entities.

Roughly speaking, a quaset is a collection of objects whichdave
well-defined cardinal, but there is no way to tell (with certainty) which are
the elements that belong to the quaset. A suitable distinction between tw
primitive predicates [ and { (which is not the negation of the former)
meaning ‘certainly belongs to’ and ‘certainly does not belorig to
respectively, is provided by the axiomatics, and so the theory sallow
situations in whichz [ y entails ~¢ { y), but not the converse
Consequently, it may be the case that it is falsezbattainly does no
belong toy, but this does not entail tha{certainly) belongs tg. The
elements to which it may be said that ‘it is false that they certairdy d
not belong toy’ are ‘potential members’ of. Furthermore, since ¢
cardinal of the quaset fxed, there is a kind of ‘epistemic’ indeterminacy
with respect to its elements in the sense thadevet know exactly which
objects belong to a quaset.

We could use quasets as the extensions of opaque predicdtes, bu
this does not constitute a ‘legitimate’ solution for the problem we hav
proposed. In fact, it should be noted that a theory of identity contioues t
hold in the underlying logic of quaset theory (which should be redarde
as being the first-order predicate calculus with identity), and so th
elements of a quaset are stlktinct objectsto use Cantor’s words
despitethe epistemic indeterminacy that exists in regarding their elements.
In other words, they remaindividuals®

Let us emphasise this point. Quaset theory is a beautifulytheor
founded on original insights. But in regarding its use for prowydin
mathematical constructs wah can conveniently be used as the extensions
of opague predicates, it provides no advantagesiir set theories, since
none of them achieve any better solution than Weyl’'s way of trgatin
aggregates of individuals. In his 1949 work, Weyl simply takest&
(whose cardinal is, for example), together with an equivalence refatio
R onSand considers the egalence classes of the quotient SR Then,
by ‘forgetting’ the ‘nature’ of the elements 8fand paying attentio

> This is of course another source of philosophical controversy, bug let u

regard an ‘individual’ as an entity for which there exists a reasonable thieory o
identity which applies to it, and this is the case with the elements of a guaset, a
we have remarked.
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exclusively to the cardinalitg(i) (i=1, ..., k) of the equivalence classes
he obt@ns the ‘ordered decomposition(1) + ... + n(k)=n which, as Weyl
emphasises, is precisely what is considered in quantum mechanies (thes
numbers resemble the occupation numbers of quantum field theory)
However, this is a trick, since the elements «feastill remain &
individuals in our sense, and to ‘forget’ their individuality may prowade
mathematical way of justifying the intuitions here, but of course isdoe
not solve the philosophical problem regarding indistinguishabilityh Wit
guasets something similar occurs, since it was by modifying the ngeanin
of the membership relation that we arrived at the ‘epistémic
indeterminacy of their elements, which despite this can still be redjarde
as individuals. A more adequate way of providing extensions of @paqu
predicates is, according to us, by usiugsi-sets

In quasi-set theory,the presence of two sorts of atem
(Urelementg, termedm-atoms andvi-atoms is allowed, but the condep
of identity (on the standard grounds) is restricted toMh&oms only
Concerning them-atoms, there is a weaker ‘relatiorf o
indistinguishability’, which is postulated to have the propertiesnof a
equivalence relation, and this relation is used amongiatms instec
of identity. Since the latter (that is, the predicate of equality) caraot b
applied to them-atoms, there is a precise sense in saying that theyecan b
indistinguishable without being identical. So, contrary to the cése o
guasets, the lack of sense in applying the concept of identity to-the
atoms produces in quasi-set theory a kind of ‘ontic’ indeterminacyt. Tha
Is, themratoms have their individuality intrinsically undermined.

Although we shall not provide all thechnical details here (but see
Krause forthcoming), we may justify the claim that there is a aertai
guantity of elements in a quasi-set whose elements are al
indistinguishable from one another. The theory encompasses a peimitiv
concept ofquasi-cardina) which reduces to the concept of cardinal i th
standard sense when there arerratoms involved (this is due to the fac
that when we restrict the axioms to exclud@toms, they turn out toeb
exactly the axioms of Zermelo-Fraenkel witlhelementeand in ths
‘copy’ of Zermelo-Fraenkel we can define the standard conceptg of se
theory ). Furthermore, the concept of subquasi-set is like the classecal on
and the quasi-cardinal of the power quasi-set of a certain quasitbat
is, the collection of its subquasi-sets) is greater that the quasi-carflinal o
x (let us suppose that it i$°¥). So the theorys compatible witrthe
existence of ‘singleton’ subquasi-setsxpalthough we cannot prove tha
these ‘singletons’ are distinct from each other as in the usual extdnsiona

®  We will make reference to the quasi-set theory presented in Kraus

forthcoming.
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contexts, since this would entail a distinction between their elements
which is precisely what the theory tries to avoid. These ‘singletors’ ar
merelyindistinguishablen the sense that they have the same quantit
(ascribed by their quasi-cardinal) of elements of the ‘same sort’ (that is
they belong to the same equivalence class of indistinguishable objects)
The concept of indistinguishability between quasi-sets is captureckby th
weakaxiom of extensionality, used instead of the standard axiom o
extensionality, and which precisely asserts that quasi-sets with tlee sam
guantity of elements of the same sort share the primitive relafion o
indistinguishability.

This departure from classical set theories with regard t
extensionality is necessary in this context, as also remarked by Dall
Chiara and Toraldo di Francia, whmposed aintensionalsemantics for
the languages of microphysics (see their papers mentioned abovsi}. Qua
sets of indistinguishable objects of course cannot be extengional
comparable on standard grounds, but this is not sufficient: we raust g
further in departing from the classical ontology pressuposed by classica
set theories, and the possibility of considering the lack of identrty fo
certain ekments seems to enable us to consider a completely new situation
concerning collections of objects.

Collections of absolutely indistinguishabteatoms were ternte
veiled setdn Krause and French forthcoming, and such entities ar
‘natural’ objects to be used as the extensions of opaque predicates. In thi
latter paper, we presented a logic encompassing such predicates, whos
semantics is founded in quasi-set theories. In this way, we think vee hav
approached in a more adequate manner the semantics of certain,entities
namely the opaque predicates, which are inherent to quantum mechanics
In a certain sense, Bohr was completely right when hetlsaidve cannot
approach this subject without the help of a cluster of completely ne
concepts, including at the logical level, we might add.

Conclusion

We have suggested here that quantum objects are vaguesobject
and, further, that how that vagueness is understood depend on th
metaphysical package adopted with regard to their individuality. |
guantum objects are takémbe individuals, as Lowe considers them, then
the vagueness arises because of the existence of relations which do no
supervene on monadic properties of the relata; it is because lof suc
relations that we cannot tell which particle is which in an entangled state
How one represents such relations, both metaphysically and fornsally, i
an interesting question and one possibility, with regard to the ldtter a
least, is to emploguasettheory; we leave this as a suggestion for fitur
elaboration.
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The alternative package characterises quanta as non-individuals
where this is understood in terms of a lack of identity. The apprepriat
formal framework is then that afuasi-settheory, which providea
semantics for ‘opaque’ predicates as indicated above. There are séll som
interesting questions to be addressed here, such as how it is thahone ca
refer to objects for which one cannot even say that identity holds. ©n thi
point we take our lead from Barcan Marcus who, in discussion wit
Kripke and Quine, distinguished ‘object-reference’ from ‘thing-reference’,
where the former is given in terms of quantification, and the laster i
bound up with identity (BarcalMlarcus 1993, p. 25)We may thus ‘refer’
to objects for which identity cannot be said to hold, although howowe d
this in the quantum context is again an issue which requires furthe
discussion (see French and Krause forthcoming).
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CRITICAL NOTICE OF

| NDIVIDUATION AND IDENTITY IN EARLY
MODERN PHILOSOPHY

John D. Kronen

This book is, in a way, part of a series of books, under the denera
editorship of Jorge J.E. Gracia and published by SUNY press,eon th
history of the problem ahdividuation in western philosopHyGracia has
spent much of his career researching this, and has produced aenotabl
book on it which gives his own original, but historically informed
solution to the problefn(or, rather, cluster of problems, as Gracia wloul
insist).

The first book in the series was wholly written by Gracia, th
second was edited by him and was also graced with two subdtantia
articles by him as well as with a long introduction and appendix. $n thi
work, as it deals with a period that is not his speciality, Gracia isonot s
prominent, and it is Kenneth Barber, a scholar of the modern peribd an
of Hume in particular, who is the chief editor and the autifithe book’s
interesting introduction. In it Barber notes that certain problemsateo
particular paradigms become peripheral when other paradigms take thei
place. He gives as anample of this phemonemon the fact that a problem
central to logical positivism, namely, «wheth&ptpersons can experience
the same sense datum,» is no longer much discust@d post-positivist

age®

! The other two deal, respectively, with individuation in the earler and late

middle ages.
2 Individuality; An Essay on the Foundations of Metaphy<igtate Universit
of New York Press: Albany, 1988).

® Individuation and Indentity in Early Modern Philosophy; Descartes to Kant
ed. Kenneth Barber and Jorge J.E. Gracia, (State University of New York Press
Albany, 1994), p. 1.
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Barber argues that the problem of individuation, whioh s
concerned the medievals, was nenauch discussed in the modern period
due to another paradigm shift. According to Barber this shift wasd&rom
«weak model» of the relationship between epistemology and ontology
characterigc of the middle ages, to a «strong model» of their relationship,
characteristic of the modern peritd.

Barber believes that the medievals were not concerndd wit
whether or not their metaphysical entities pass muster on the emstemi
front: «The existents, beginning with God, are given as are the cagegorie
avdlable for their analysis. The task of the epistemologist is to support not
to challenge the schema.2.All this changed with the moderns who
following the strong model, allowed entries on their list of entitieg onl
after they passed «a test for knowability.» Barber goes on te tak
Descartes’ philosophy as representative of both the strong mode of th
relationship between epistemology and ontology and of the spirit o
modern philosophy: «In the opening paragraphs ofMleditatiors
Descartes announces that he will suspend belief in the existénce o
anything not known with certainty. Ontological claims concernirgg th
existence of material objects, of God, and even of the self, neust b
subjected to a most rigorous epistemological scrutiny before ane...i
entitled to accept those claim&.»

This way of characterizing the distinction between moderh an
medieval philosophy seems wrong to me. It is not that the mediedals di
not look to see whether or not entries on their lists of entities passed test
of knowalbility, its just that they used different tests. As Plantinga ha
noted, Aquinas held that one is rationally justified in claiming tokno
something (as opposed to merely claiming to believ# ithe knowledg
of it is 1) self evident, or 2) evident to the senses, or 3) follows, b
deductively valid argments, from something self-evident or evident to the
senses.What distinguishes the modern philosophers from the mddieva
philosophers, is not their rejection of foundationalism (with resmect t
philosophy), but rather their rejection of the traditional categories df wha

4

Ibidem, pp. 4-5.

5

Ibidem, p. 5.

6 Ibidem.

" «Religious Belief without Evidence,» Bhilosophy of Religioned. Lous

Pojman, (Wadsworth Publishing: Belmont, 1994), pp. 491-492.
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is properly basic. Thus, they rejected (2) and in its place proposdd wha
is incorrigible for the sensés.

Of course, one might hold that theoderns were morgitical than
the medievals, that they did not accept in so dogmatic a mannez as th
medievals that our senses can be trusted or that we know that (fo
example) «everything that comes to be must have a cause.» In this sense
then, | think that the modermgereconcerned wit epistemology in a way
the medievals were not; or, perhaps, | would simply say that the
guestioned certain sources of knowledge the medievals did not. And fo
this reason, also, | think that their ontological concerns did shiftein th
way Barber notes that they did. After all, if | accept gshasic epistemic
criteria those of Hume, | cannot very easily appeal to form and matte
respectively as the principles of the individuation and identity of empirical
objects since | have no impressions of either of these entities.

| agree with Barber, therefore, that the problems of individnatio
and identity shifted for the moderns and that this shift was rooted i
epistemological concerns. But | don’t agree that this is a matteeof th
moderns’ having a ging notion of the relationship between epistemology
and ontology and the medievals’ having a weak one. It is rather that th
moderns, for various reasons, did not accept (or did not accept withou
argument) the samaiteria for knowledge as the medievals did.dAn
since they did not, they ended up not only proposing different sogution
to some of the problems of the medievals, but also being concerred wit
differentproblems than the medievals were. One of the problems #hat th
moderns were concerned with that the medievals were less s® is th
problem, not of what individuates a given thing, but of how wekoaw
that a given thing is an individual distinct from other things. Thusyman
(but not all) of the articles in this book are concerned primarily, ana eve
exclusively, with this problem, and not the ontological one.fireebach
of articles in the book deal with Descartes and the Cartestians, thel secon
with Locke and the empiricists, and the third with Leibniz ang hi
philosophicaheirs, Wolf and Kant. Sandwiched in between the Cartesians
and the empiricists is an article on Spinoza.

I: The Cartestians

The first article on the Cartesians, by Thomas Lennon, gines a
excellent overview of the problems facing a Cartesian accouneof th
principle of individuation for finite substances. The article shows tha
when the Cartesians followed the principles of their master thew had
devil of a time defending the proposition that there are any individua
minds or souls at all, and that they tended to drift into the Spinozisti

& |bidem
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position that individual minds are so many modes (or bundles of modes
of a single universal mind.

Lennon gives two basic reasons for the pervasiveness of thi
problem among the Cartesians. The first, also emphasized by Emil
Grosholz in her article on Descartes, is that Descartes’ desimeunified
grand philosophy of everything lead him to deny the distinctioas th
medievals drew between various d¢&nof bodies.Descartes, in short, saw
the whole physical universe as consisting of only one sort of esserice, tha
of theres exstensarhis alone would not have caused individuationgo b
a difficulty for Cartesianism, however, had not Descartes also cahfuse
primary with secondary substance; had he not, thaaqaatedthe
essences of things with the universal attribute that he held coedtihat
essencé’ This, along with the reduction of the universal essence of al
finite things to two kinds only (viz. extended and thinking) lead
inexorably, to seeing all individual instances of such kinds as butanode
or parts of the universal substanea$ensiomandthought | think tha
Lennon’s account of the origin of tipeoblems facing a Cartesian account
of individual substances is fine as far as it goes, but | think he @ails t
understand the reasobghindDescartes’ confusion of the primar
substance of the Aristotelians with their secondary substance. henno
thinks this confusion was a mere corollary of Descartes’ mechanisti
reductionism. The truth is that it was more a corollary of his obsgssio
with epistemic problems. Gracia has shown, in his book on individyation
that those philosophers who tend not to clearly grasp the differenc
between ontological and epistemic problems conceive of the prindiple o
individuation as that whicHistinguishes thing from other things in ¢h
same class as it. The reason for this is that the chief problefn o
individuation from the epistemologist’s point of view is pseaty how we
can distinguish one thing from another. So it is only natural that th
epistemologist turned ontologist should think that the principle o
individuation in things is just what makes them really distinct from other
otherwise similar, things.

In the later middle ages, when epistemological and ontolbgica
problems were carefully and systematically distinguisheslptinciple of
individuation was not so conceived. According to Suarez, for example, i
is perfectly possible to have a class consisting of only one membe
(indeed, he thought the class of things that are ii&agssarilyhas ony
one member), which member is hence not distinguished from any othe

° 1&l, pp. 14-15.
10 |bidem.

1 Gracia)ndividuality, pp. 144-150.
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member of the clas$.For Suarez, the principle of individuation isth
principle that makes a thingcommunicabléo another thing ofhe sare
sort*® So Bob, for example, cannot be divided into other complete men
he can only be divided into his soul and body, or into his various physica
parts (head, hands, feet, etc.). Bob is thus an individual, and would be a
individual even if he were the only human being in existence
«Humanity,» on the other hand,communicable to a potentially infieit
number of individuals (Bob, Bill, Sally, etc.) each of which are coreplet
human beings. So «humanity,» for Suarez, is a universal and it weuld b
distinct from any actual instance of it, even if that instance were tlye onl
such instance. To put all this in more contemporary parlance, forSuare
individuals aremembersf classes, while universals are the mind
dependent propertign virtue of whichindividuals are grouped iat
classes. No universals do or can actually exist; they are simply the wa
the mind conceives of the essences of things in abstraction from thos
things!* However, this does not mean that all our categories are arbitrary
The category of all things that are human, for example, is not agbitrar
because there is a real (i.e. mind independantjarity between all th
individual things we place in the category of «human being.»

Now, if Lennon is to be believed, Descartes did not concefive o
individuals in the way in which Suarez did at all. For Descartes
apparently, that is in individual which is distinct from other membeérs o
its class; Descartes, sure to his epistemic concerns, conceiveel of th
principle ofindividuation as that which distinguishes a thing. One can find
the root of this shift from the ontic to the epistemic in the way Descarte
laid down the conditions for the real distinction between thing and.thing
Suarez had said, in effect, that for an entity x to be distinct from ag entit
y, it is sufficient (I say sufficient but not necessary because of God) tha
X be able texistapart from y and y apart from'xDescartes, in layn
down this distinction, echoed Suarez nearly word for word, the imgortan
difference being that x must be able tochaceivedapartfrom y and vice
versat® From this it will follow for Descartes that x can exist apartrfro
y (or, as he put it, that God could conserve them in separation frdm eac

12

Cf.Suarez on Individuation; Metaphyscal Disputationt\ans. by Jorg
Gracia, (Marquette University Press: Milwaukee, 1982), I, 7, p. 34.

13 Ibidem, Il, 8, p. 45.
1 Ibidem, Il, 16, p. 52.
1> SeaMletaphysical Disputationd/Il, sect. 2.

6 Principles of Philosophy, 60.
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other). Descartes also gave conceptual re-readings of Suarez’s nohdal an
conceptual distinctions.

Applying his epistemically grounded distinctions to bodies
Descartes argued, notoriously, that the essenak wiaterial things is the
same, namely extension, and so, not only is there only one nlateria
substancéor Descartes, but this substance jaghe universal essences
extensaThis conclusion did not worry Descar{es the Cartesians) much;
what was more problematic for them was the seemingly equallg vali
conclusion that, as the essence of all minds is the same (viz. to,think)
there is only ae created thinking substance, of which all individual minds
are but nodes. Such a conclusion was problematic for the Cartesians since
it seemed to them to contradict the theological doctrirteeoimmortality
of the soul (indeed it raised the ghost of the medieval heresyeof th
«common intellect.»)

Perhaps for this reason, not only Descartes, but his more Oxthodo
follows, Arnauld and Malebranche, though they all resolutely hetd to
plurality of finite intellectual substances, nowhere discussedsudh
substancesould beindividual on Cartesian groundslt was only tke
more radical (but perhaps also m@onsistent) Cartesians, Desgabets and
Regis, wio drew the conclusion that individual minds, no less than bodies,
are modes of the one created thinking substahte Desgabets #
implications of this conclusion for the immortality of the soul are no
clearly or explicitly drawn (indeed, Desgabets, fallaciously, seemed t
draw the conclusion that souls are immortdlRegis, ever thenfart
terrible of Cartesianism, however, did draw the appropriate conclusion
«as extension, which is the essential attribute of body is never corrupted
and it is only the modes making it this or that body that perish, e ar
forced also to recognize that thought, which is the essential attribute o
mind, cannot be corrupted. And it is only the modes determining & to b
this or that soul, for example to be the soul of Peter, Paul, John, etc.
which are destroyed3

Regis knew such a conclusion would get him in trouble wig¢h th
theologians, and he tried unsuccessfully to avoid such trouble byghavin
recourse to a fideistic argument for the immortality of the $bAk |

7 1&l, pp. 16-17.
8 |bidem, pp. 22, 25.
9 |bidem, pp. 23-24.
2 |bidem, p. 28.

2L |bidem, pp. 28-29.
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said, this attempt to avoid trouble was unsuccessful; at that tinme bot
Catholics and Protestants saw the philosophical argumentsdor th
immortality of the soul as important underpinnings of both religiah an
public morality?? Be that as it may, Regis is important for us today fo
having the courage to draw many of the inferences that seem imiplicit i
Descartes’ philosophy, which Descartes himself, whether for religious o
political reasons, refused to dratv.

Two articles conclude the book’s treatmef Cartesianism proper.
The frst, «Descartes and the Individuation of Physical Objects,» by Emily
Grosholz, supports Lennon’s more general pronouncements. Gzoshol
concludes her article by asserting that «becausedites understands the
unification [of mathematics and physics] in too emphatic a wage..th
integrity and individuality of his physical objects are finall
unconvincing.$!

The second, «Malebranche an the Individuation of Percéptua
Objects,» by Daisie Radner, gives a clear and informed solutiom to th
problem of how we can perceive particular bodies accordong t
Malebranche’s general principles. Thasasa real problem fo

22 The so called natural theology, which imt#d knowledge of the immortality

of the soul, was used by 17th century scholastics, both Protestant and Catholic, t
underpin the need for revelation and to combat atheism and public immorality
Thus the Lutheran Chemnitz wrote: «The reasons why God imparted thd natura
knowledge of Himself to the minds of all men are: (1) For the sake of ekterna
discipline, which Gopd wished to be exercised by all men, even theamerage;

(2) That God might be sought after...; (3) That He might renden me
inexcusable.» (Quoted by Schmithe Doctrinal Theology of the Evangelica
Lutheran Churchtrans. by Charles Hay and Henry Jacobs, (Augusbrug
Minneapolis, 1961), p. 110). Those who denied divine providenceeor th
immortality of the soul were typically styled «Epicurs» by 16th and early 17t
century thinkers. This was, no doubt, due to the great popularity of Cid2eo’s
deorum naturaamong the Renaissance humanists and Protestant scholastic
(particularly the Lutherans, to whom Melanchthon bequethed his lovee of th
ancient Roman). Later the favorite term of abuse for those who denie@ divin
providence or immortality was «Spinoziste€S_ewis White BeckEarly German
Philosophy pp. 352-360).

23 Another example of Regis’ boldness is his assertion that on the Cartesia
system bdy and soul form only an accidental unity. This seems more in harmonly
with Descartes’ own principles than Descartes’ insistence that body and soul
though distinct substances, come together to form one substanceeOn th
disagreement between Regis and DescarteBaseartes: Philosophical Letters
trans. by Anthony Kenny, (University of Minniesota Press: Minneaplois, 1970)
Letter to Regis, Jan. 1642, pp. 126-130.

24181, p. 56.
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Malebranche because he thought that both our acts of perceiving bodie
and our acts of contemplating their nature take as itnenediateobjed

the universal essence of intelligible extension, which is in the nfind o
God?® Radner’s article should be profitable to anyone interested i
Malebranche’s rather bizarre, but brilliant, epistemology.

Il: Spinoza

Sandwiched between the section of the book dealing weh th
Cartesians and the section dealing with the empiricists is an article by Don
Garrett on «Spinoza'’s Theory of Metaphysical Individuation.» Garret
notes that this theory is often accused of being 1) incoherent, 2) unclea
and 3) incompleté’ It is accused of being incoherent because it Iecate
the principle of individuation in the a certain «proportion» or «ratio» o
motion and rest; but motion and rest, being accidents of individungs,
seem to presuppose individual beings and so cammstitute such beings.

It is accused of being unclear because it does not lay out any very clea
account of viaat is meant by the phrase «ratio» of motion and rest. Finally,
it is accused of being incomplete since it would seem to apply only t
bodies.

Garret does a good job of responding to these objections t
Spinoza’s theory, but | don’t think he has shown it to be tennable l@ecaus
he has not shown that Spinoza’s account of extension as a simpleg infinit
mode of God is tennable. Be that as it may, Garret does convigcingl
argue that Spinoza’s theory is coherent because by motion and res
Spinoza did not mean to refer so much to the phypleakesof bodies a
to theforcesthat keep them in place or cause them to nib¥dthough
one might argue that force, like motion itself, is a propeftyodies, i
is certainly not as clear that this is the case as that motion and rest are
and many prominant philosophers from Platd\bithead have located the
very being of bodies in their power. So it would seem that if Spinaka di
mean by motion an rest the inner principles of such, his theory tanno
easilybe accused of making the principle of individuation reside in a mere
accident of bodies.

Garret further convincinglyrgues against the charge that Spinoza’s
theory is unclear by giving very good reasons for holding that byo«rati
of motion to rest» Spinoza meant to referfiwed patternsof

% |bidem, pp. 60-61.
% |bidem, p. 73.

2’ |bidem, pp. 79-82.
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communicated motion and rest among the parts of a fiiRgally,
Garret argues against the charge that Spinoza’s theory is incomyplete b
showing that 1) for Spinoza the only beings which need a principle o
individuation are finite modés(i.e. modes of infinite modes) and 2)ttha
Spinoza’s theory applies to the only finite modes we are awrévif.
extention and thought.) The reason why the only beings thataeed
principle of individuation are finitenodes for Spinoza is that there is only
one possible substance (namely God) and only one possible instance o
each of his infinite modes (of course, | have argued above that one migh
guestion the ontological assumptions unlerlying such a view, but grante
Spinoza’s Cartesian presuppositions, the defense Garrett gives of hi
makes sense). The reason why Spinoza’s theory is complete for bot
extension and thought, the only modes we know of, is that thoaght i
essentially thoughof or abouta certain extension, so if one accept
Spinoza’s mind-matter parallelism his theory of individuation will kvor
for both spirits and their bodies.

As | have said, this is a persuasive defense of Spinoza,sut it
persuasive force will ultimately depend on accepting that every Isody i
but a mode of the infinite mode of extension. | find this hard to swallow
Perhaps | am simply too biased in favor of atomism, but it does not see
to me that the parts making me up are modes of me--rather they ar
partial substances. Furthermore, | cannot understand how infinitesexte
can be simpleproperty or mode of amcompoundoeing. If anythig
seems evident to me it is Leibniz’s assertian that everything charadterize
by extension is compodnOf course, one cannot so quickly dispatch with
Spinoza since he gives arguments inEki@csfor hisview that extension
is one simple, ifinite attribute of Goéf and, therefore, any final judgment
concerning his theory of inidividuation would have to carefully examin
the cogency of these arguments.

lll: The Empiricists

The first essay on the empiricists, by Martha Brandt Boltonnis o
Locke’s theories of individuation and identity. Bolton begins heryessa
with a history lesson. She notes that Locke was familiar with certai
Protestant scholastic textbooks in use in his time at Oxford, aad sh
asserts that a friend of Locke’s had pleaded with him to treat ceftain o

%8 |bidem, pp. 82-87.
2 |bidem, p. 88.
% Ibidem, p. 89.

Ethics I, prop. XV, note.
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the «metaphysical subjects of the schoolm@Belton claims that the part

of the new edition of th&ssayswhich treats of individuation ah
(especially) identity, is Locke’s answer to his friend’s request
Nevertheless, Badin believes that the background of Locke’s treatment of
these problems is significantlyfi@rent from that of even those scholastics
who were his contemporaries. Attributing a quasi-Platonic realism to al
scholastics, Bolton holds that, whereas for the scholastics it is ufiversa
essences which are primitive and individual instances of those essence
which need to be accounted for, for Locke the notion of an individua
substance is primitive and «what needs explanation is generality,specie
or kinds.»® She goes on further taigte a passage from Locke supporting
her nominalistic interpretation of his ontology, in which Locke says tha
«General and Universabelong not to the real existence of Thingst bu
are the Inventions and Creatures of the Understandintj

Bolton’s contrast here between Locke and the later scholastics i
confused. Specifically, Bolton confuses the ontology of earlie
scholasticism, which was more realistic and Platonic, with that af late
scholasticism, which was nominalistic and Aristoteffamdeed, | knav
that one of the scholastic authors Bolton says Locke was familiay with
Christof Scheibler, was an ardent supporfehe nominalistic notion that
everything is neessarily singular and individual and hence that everything
is individual by its own entity® Scheibler wouldurther have agreed with
Locke that there are no universalge and that universals are creature
of theunderstanding, ans rationis as Scheibler would have called them.

2 |l p. 103.
3 |bidem.

% |bidem, p. 104.
% On this shift see Gracia, «Epilogue: Individuation in Scholasticism,» i
Individuation in Scholsticism in the Later Middle Ages and Counter Reformation
ed. Gracia, (SUNY Press: Albany 1994).

3 Schiebler is unambiguous on this point: «Whatever exéstisi re is
singular.» He goes on to argue that it is logically necessary that every exéstent b
singular: «Whatever exists has a certain and determinate entity. But eviery suc
entity necessarily has jointed to it the negation of division. Thereforesit ha
singular and individual being. The minor is clear since no being, that is n
determinate entity, can be divided from itself. Therefore, no entity can bedlivide
into many which are of the same sort as itself. Oherwise, the whole entitgt woul
be in each one as in the other and consequently it would be divided fro
itself...which is manifestly contradictorygpugnantianm» Opus metaphysicum
Book I, cap. VI.
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Where Scheibler and the other later Scholastiddiffer from
Locke, was in theiriew that the entity which makes everything individual
also makes it distinct from other thinffsand in there view that ewer
entity which is truly and substantialbne must be unified by a substantial
form.® The first of these views would have made it difficult for Scheible
to understand why Locke, having in effect accepted the nominalist vie
that everything is individual and is so in virtue of its very being, fe&t th
need to give a theory of what distinguishes ordividual of a certain sort
from another. The second of these views would have made hint rejec
Locke’s own notion of what unifies and identifies composite subssance
over time.

With respect to the question why Locke, accepting the nominalis
view that everything is an individual by its entity, felt the need to give
theory accounting for the distinction of one sort of entity from another,
can only theorize that he, like Leibniz, must have held the strongnnotio
of the principle of the identity of indescernibles. According t® thi
principel, for any x and any vy, y is really distinct from x iff x has eom
guality or qualities y lacks and vice versa. Furthermore, this stromg vie
will not accept jusainy property as being a quality in the relevant sense
For example, properties like «being identical with x» will not workd An
for Leibniz, neither will relations like «being to the left of» or «beimg t
the right of» or «being above» or «being the fatife>** Locke, however,
gives a theory of what distinguishes different substances of the same sor
which seems to evoke exactly the kind of «extrinsic denominations
Leibniz so thoroughly rejected. Locke argues that what individuaies an
finite being is its position in space. This follows from the principlé tha
for Locke no two things of the same sort can occupy the same ¥pace.
Since Locke believed that the place of a thing was relational (that is, t
say X is in place p is just to say it has a certain relation to other tlyings,
and z, which relation could be had by some other entity e), his iew o
what distinguishes one thing from another is accidental; that is, it i
certain spatial relations a thing has to other things which distinguishes i
from those things. The strengths and weakness of this view are lkely t

Cf.Opus metaphysicurbook I, cap. VIII.
% |bidem, book I, cap. XXII, Article 2, 2.
¥ 1&l, p. 109.

40 On this see Gracimdividuality, pp. 150-155.
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be about the same as those of any accidental view of individ/atidore
interesting and original is Locke’s theory of identity.

Locke’s theory of what identifies a thing over time was a redult o
his acceptance of late scholasticism’s notion that it is the completg entit
of any thing that individuates and it#ies it,** coupled with his rejection
of its view that matter and form constitute the entity of materia
substances. In place of matter and form Locke posited a duafism o
corporeal body and spiritual substance, with corporeal bodygbein
understood atomistically. This left Locke with thblem, pointed out to
him by traditionalists who attacked this doctrine, of how to account for the
unity of compound material substances such as trees, granted that they 1
are made up of an aggregate of atoms and 2) lack any substantiabform t
give substantial unity to such atoffidt further left him with the probla
of how to account for the identity of such substances over time grante
that the atoms that make them up continually change.

In originating a solution to these problems Locke first of al
insisted, in line with the late scholastics, that the principles individgatin
and identifying a thing over time are dependent upon the ontologica
constitution of that thing® Thus, in accordance with this both Suared an
Scheibler say that what individuates an angel is a pure form, sinces angel
are made up of only form, while what individuates a cat, for exangle, i
its matter and form, since that is what makes it’wpowever, gen in the
cat what is essential for identity at is the form, since the matter of the ca
will change over time while its form will not. Indeed, for the schoolmen
as Bolton points out, the cat’'s body can be the same body over time eve

“1 On the prevalence of this view in later Scholasticism see Ignancio Angelelli

«The Scholastic Background of Modern Philosophy,$nidgividuation n
Scholasticism: The Later Middle Ages and Counter-Reformatmrb35-540.

2 |&l, pp. 105-107.

3 Ibidem, pp. 112-114.
4 Cf.Suarez on Individuatigrsect. VI. Bolton is wrong to think that Sshler
locates the individuation oéll entities in mattecumform. This is true ofmaterial
substances, but not of spiritual substances or of accidents. For Schiebler, as fo
Suarez, everything is individuated by its entBp(s metaphysicunBook I, cap.

VI, art. 1-6). Scheibler even follows Suarez in holding that accidemts ar
individuated by their own accidental entibt by the subjects they inhere irs(a

the Thomist tradition holds).

181, p. 105.
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if the matter changes since what makes a kbdyody of a certain sbr
of thingis exactly the form which actualize<'it.

In place of the late scholastiglomorphic theory, Locke supported
a dualistic atomism. For Locke the most basic ontological distinabion t
be made in the realm of finite substances is between simmle an
compound entities. A simple entity is any entity which cannot surveve th
change of its constituent parts (whether those parts are one or many);
compound entity is any entity which can survive the changesof it
constituent part&’ This leads to the rather odd notion that an aggregate
such as a pile of rocks, is a simple entity since it cannot survere th
change of its parts. It should also be noted that Locke’s distimctio
between simple and compound entittess across the distinction between
material and spiritual entities; Locke thinks there can be instanceshof bot
simple material entities (such as atoms) and simple spiritual entitids (suc
as angels), as will as instances of compound material entities (such a
animals) and compound spiritual entities (such as per&bns).

Locke noted that the reason that compound entities can sureive th
change of the parts which constitute them at any given time is #at th
essence of such entities is to be made of partseftain sort structure
in a certain way Thus animals, according to Locke, are compound entities
since any given individual animal can, and does, survive the foss o
particular atoms and molecules making it up, just so long as nevsatom
and molecules come to replace the old ones the animal loosesaThus
given animal (a) remains the same individual for Locke trough a gertai
time period t—t, just so long as (a) conties to exist uninterruptedlysa
thesame sort of thinfrom t—t .*°

Now, in addition to holding to the above mentioned differsnce
between simple and compound things, Locke also, notoriously, held tha
persons, like animals, are compound entities. This is because pensons ca
survive the loss of the physical parts that make them up. For L.ocke
personal identity is not dependent upon the continued survival of any par
or set of parts that constitutes a person at any given time. Whatsit doe
depend upon is the continence of a certaental structurginvolving,
among other things, the memory of past mental®acts.

6 |bidem, pp. 114-115.
4" lbidem, pp. 114-116.
“8  |bidem, p. 115.
49 lbidem, p. 116.

0 |bidem, p. 120.
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In some ways Locke’s theory onigtpoint echoes the tradition. For
the tradition also held that persons could survive the loss of ang of th
parts constituting thelvodiesat any particular time. But, accorditmthe
tradition, this is possible because one part constituting tlseperiz. her
soul, does remain numerically the same over time. Locke démigde
conceives of théogical possibility that distinct immaterial substasce
could share in the same personal identity. In this respect Lockeis vie
adumbrates Hume's; it differs from Hume’s however, in that Lockesheld
that for any mental act (m) existing at any time (t) there is someaimpl
substance (s) (whether spiritual or material) wipenforms(m).>* In
short, though Locke thought that personal identity can pass frem on
substance to another, he did not allow that mental acts or other p$ychica
properties could exist independently of a sustaining substance. Though
person (p) could be constituted over time by distinct substancss, it i
nevertheless a necessary truth for Locke that (p), at any time (t), perform
any mental act (min virtue ofsome simple substance (s), that pasiall
constitutes (p) at (t).

Bolton lays all of this out with great clarity and further shows tha
Locke’s argument against istually being the case that any persen i
constituted by different substances over time, takes as its foundationa
principle God’s benevolence, not His justiéén the course of clarifyim
Locke’s views Bolton shows that it is free of the internal inconsistencie
it has been accused of harboring from Butler and Reid on uril th
present. Nevertheless, in my opinion, Locke’s theovglires some absurd
notions, such as the notion that «different substances may be the agent
of acts that are correctly ascribed to a single persbn.»

The next article on the empiricist traditionlimdividuation arul
Identity, by Daniel Flage, is on Berkeley’s view of the individuatiod an
identity of physical objects. Flage makes it clear that Berkeley dhare
Locke’s disinction between simple and compound objects, as well a
Locke’s insistence that the principle of individuation and identdy b
different for such different sorts of thingfsBerkeley differed from Locke,
however, concerning the specific classes of objects to be placed unde
these two heads. Simple objects for Berkely consist of souls arrd thei

> |bidem, pp. 121-122.
2 |bidem, p. 120.
> |bidem, pp. 135-136.

> |bidem, pp. 134,137.
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simple ideas? complex objects, on the other hardnsist of the complex
notions thasouls construct out of their simple ideas. The classes of simple
objects are similar in that they are maximally individual; every ssmpl
object is individuated necessarily in virte of its very befghey differ

in that ideas have only momentary existence while souls perdure ove
time. Furthermore, Berkeley seems to disagree with Locke’s notibn tha
a single person could be consistued over time by different substance
Whether or not the concept of «person» is identical with the contept o
«soul» for Berkely is unclear; what is clear is that no person cauld b
consititued by different substance over time. Thus for any person ¢p) it i
necessary the case the there is only one spiritual substance (€ whos
mental acts or ideas constiute {p).

The individuation and identity of complex objects is much loose
than that of simple objects according to Berkely. Flage well describe
Berkley’s notion that complex objects are constructs that minds make ou
of their simple impressions. A tree, for example, is a mental construct
made out of the simple impressions of the colors of the three, its textures
etc. These constructs, however, are adtitrary. Real objects &
constituted by minds according to certain pscyological laws or prigciple
which bear on real similarities among the simple ideas comprisirig suc
objects?® This notion allows Berekely to account for the fact that
botonist, for example, has a clearer and more detailed idea of a rose tha
the average person does. This is because the botonist is more attentiv
than the average person to the real similaries that obtain among the idea
which make up the rose.

As for the idatity over time of physical objects, Berkely accounted
for it in terms of similaries of consturcted ideas. That is, the tree | $ee ou
of my window today, can be properly identified with the tree | saw but o
it yesterday, because 1) the simple impressions making up the three ar
similar to those making up the tree | saw yesterday, 2) they are radated t
each other in a way similar to the way the simplie ideas makingeup th
tree | saw yesterday were, and, finally 3) they are related to corsstruct

> |bidem, pp. 135-136.
% |bidem, p. 135.
> |bidem, p. 135.
% |bidem, pp. 138-140.

> |bidem, p. 149.
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spacially near them in a similar way to the way the tree | saw yetgterda
was related to the spacial constructs aratiffd

Flage finally takes up the question of whether or not two person
can have the same ideas according to Berkely. He thought that if th
guestion concerns the ideas of two finite spirits, that the answer rests o
how rigorous one wants to be about the concept of «<sameness» invovled
In the most rigorous sense of the word, my idea of the white wall it fron
of me is distinct from that of my neighbor. However, in a looseresens
they are the same in that they are qualitatively siritl#frthe questin
concerns the ideas of any finite spirit and God, however, then a gase ca
be made for the view that Berkely thought that the set of ideas that an
finite spirit has at any time is a sub-set of the ideas Gaosl ha
simultaneousl§ (although, God, of course, has a more perfect, detailed
and clearer knowledge of any ideas which he shares at any given tim
with a finite spirit).

The final article in this collection on the empiricists is byd-re
Wilson. It deals with Hume’s account of the identity of physical object
over time as well as of the self. Wilson’s article is one of the longeést an
most detailed in the collection; it is also one of the most philosopyicall
interesting since Wilson takes as his goal ttigget ofdefendingHume’s
views of physical objects and of the self against the charge that #hey ar
inconsistent. Wilson does a good job of this, but | am not sure he quit
succeeds in his assinged task. | am quite sure, however, that he come
nowhere near to making Hume’s view of the nature and identity o
phyiscal objects or of the self tenable.

Wilson’s account of Hume’s own views is rooted in an accotint o
the scholastic tradition as well as of Locke’s spin on that traditisn. A
Wilson sees it, Locke hanged on to the traditional ontology conggernin
substance and causal power. What Locke gives up is the epestemi
doctrine that we can know anything about $pecificnature of physida
or spiritual substances or tfe way in whichthe causal powers af
substance flow from { This means that the emphasis in Locke shift
from substances and their powers to the empirically accessible prepertie
of substances, and to the regular links between events that we ar@ able t
observe. Locke’s philosophy, then, represents an uneasy half-wag hous
between the tradtion and Hume.

% |bidem, pp. 145-146.
. |bidem, pp. 148-146.
2 |bidem, p. 150.

5 |bidem, pp. 158-159.
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Accordng to Wilson, Hume gave up the traditional ontology Locke
clung to. For Hume, the empiricist account of knowledge leaves mo roo
for the concepts of substance or causal pdfveume reconstructed ¢h
concepts of physical objects and seslvarguing that both are constructions
arising out of simple impressions. To say of a given entity that itis th
same physical object as an entity one observed yesterday, is to say that i
is amember of a set of perceptiofisked together by the mth
accourding to relations of similarity and spacio-temporal continuitys Thi
is all very similar to Berkely’s account of the nature of physical object
and their identity over time. What is famously different in Hume ss hi
account of the self. Hume gave up, as Berkely did not, the traditiona
notion of the self as a simple substance that perdures uncahnged in it
essence over time. For Hume the self, no less than physical gbjects
consists of a number of really disinct individual impressions and ideas (i
is, in Hume’s own famous phrase, a «bundle of impressions»).

Hume’s account of the self made him uneasy. In particular,che di
not seem to think that account could explain the origin of our ordinar
notion of the self> Wilson argues that Hume’s philosophy does imtdee
provide the materials for a consistent notion of the self which is capabl
of explaining the origin of our common sense notion of it. The argumen
Wilson gives for this is quite complex and | shall not summarize it i
detail here. | shall note, however, that Wilson shows that Hume doe
include amoung the entities that constitue theldalisof impressios
which he does not include among the entities that constitue mlateria
objects. These kinds of impressions include impressions that impession
areoccuring (Hume’s odd verson of self-conciousnes) as well as féélings
(e.g. pride, anger, hope, love). This is all well and good, and it shotvs tha
Hume’s account of the mind is more sophsticated than is conymonl
thought, but | am still not sure it does away with all intdrna
inconsistencies in Hume. In particular, | am not sure that Hume ca
account for the origin of our ideas of the self or of causal powers withou
invoking habits (as he indeelbesand as Wilson himself notes that h
does), and it does not seem that «habits» are the sorts of mentas entitie
one can have an impressiort’dfvhich must be possible if Hume’sais

®  |bidem, pp. 159-160.
®  |bidem, pp. 180-181.

% Ibidem, pp. 184-185.
®7  Wilson tries to square Hume’s use of the category of «habit» wdth hi
epistemology by interprigtg habits as patterns of ideas caused by convention. For
a different view of the matter see R.P. Wolff, «Hume’s Theory of Menta
Activity,» in Hume; A collection of Critical Essaysd. by V.C. Chappel
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of the idea of «habit» is to square with his account of the nature of al
ideas as decayed impressioffsfurthermore, | am not at all clear vtha

it means to say that there are impressions that impressions are gaing one
| think one can percieve that an impression is going on, but gauch
perception seems to require at leastitithrect awarnes®f the vey
subject of impressions which Hume banished from his ontology.

IV: Leibniz and the German Tradition

The last section d&I| deals with the German tradition of moder
philosophy.The philosophers treated in this section are distinguished from
their British and French counterparts in part due to the greater influenc
of scholasticism on their thought. This was due to the fact et th
universities in 17th century Germany, like those in 17th Century Spain
were far more beholden to the State and the Church than wasitrue i
Britian, or even in Franc®. The reasons for this are many, bué th
religious diversity that came about in Germany as a resultef th
Reformation is probably the cheif. Germany was divided betwesn th
Lutheran, Reformed and Catholic traditions. This led to a kiihd o
tolerance, but it also led to a great concern with theological doctrthe an
with apologetics. For these purposes the theologians of the Germa
universities found the ontological categories of the Aristotelian/scholasti
tradition most servicable and they thus kept it alive even as it wag dyin
in France and Britair?.

There is no doubt that Leibniz was weaned on the tradtion o
Lutheran scholasticicisii.This is apparent from the number of thirker
of that tradition Leibniz referes to in his philosophical and theoldgica
works, as well as from the number of notions he professly took frem th
scholastics. For though Leibniz, like all of his most farsou
contemporaries, criticized the scholastics, he did not do so withouw at th

(University of Notre Dame Press: Notre Dame, London, 1968) pp. 99-128.
%8 On this see Lewis White BecEarly German Philosophy(Harvad
Universiy Press: Cambridge, 1969), pp. 5-12.

% See the above mentioned article of Angelelli.

®  These include his own notion of individuality, the idea that all real being
are either substances or accidents, that God isgutil@nd creatures are a mixture
of act and potency, that evil is not a positive reality but a privation, etc. &mon
the 17th century Protestant schalestvhom Leibniz refers to in thEneodicyare
Calixtus, Calov, Chemnitz, Grotius, Keckexm Museaus, Pufendorf, Gerhard and
Sherzer.

71

Cf.Discourse on MetaphysicX-XI.
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same time protesting both the great worth of many of their centra idea
and the honorableness of their charat@ihe influence of scholasticis
shows in the work Laurence McCullough examinekin the youthfi
Disputatio metapysica de principio individuiWritten under the direction

of one of the most famous of Lutheran scholastics, Scherzer, McGlllou
notes that the influence of scholasticism can be found in the exclusivel
ontological concern of the worR.Leibniz isnot concerned with howe

can distinguish individuals, but with the feature or featuresrttzde
things to be individual.

In harmonywith other recent work on Leibniz, McCullough argues,
| think correctly, that Leibniz came down squarely on the side of the lat
scholastic nominalist tradition in his treatment of the princidle o
individuation/* For Leibniz all real beings are individualvirtue of their
complete entityThere are no universals existimgres for universals a
but constructions of reasdnMcCullough further argues that Leilni
never abandoned his early nominalistic views and that even his late
monadism is informed by his early nominalsithis may come aa
surprise to some who have been accustomned to seeing Leibnizithroug
the lens of Russel’s classic work. The cheif reason for doubting the late
Leibniz was a nominalist is that Leibniz apparently thought that th
essence of each thing is unique; this might lead one to suppdse eac
monad is literally an existing univesral species. Furthermore, Lzibni
sometimes speaks as if the essence of a monad is literally the sum of al
of its predicates, which predicates themselves might be thouglet to b
universals” Thus one might suppose that for Leibniz monadsandles
of universals.

| think both of these reasons for supposing Leibniz abandosed hi
early nominalism are based upon minunderstandings of his doctrine. Fo
in the first place, the fact that Leibniz thought every monad uniqus in it
specific essence does not in itself show he thought of them as gxistin

2 1&l, pp. 202-204.

®  For a detailed discussion of Leibniz’s nominalism see Benson Mdies,

Philosophy of LeibnizZOxford University Press: New York, 1986), chap. X.
" 1&l, pp. 205-206.

> Ibidem, pp. 211-212.
®  This is the way he spoke, in his correspondence with Arnauldgof th
complete concepts of the various possible Adams God might have created.

" Discourse on MetaphysicX, trans. by George R. Montgomery, (Ope
Court: LaSalle, 1980).
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universals. Acording to the scholastic tradition Leibniz was familiar with,

it is quite possible for there to be individuals who are the sole pessibl
instances of their specific essences. This was the common vesw th
scholastics took with respect to the divine essence, and it was also
famously, the view the entire school of St. Thomas took with respect t
the angels. Leinbiz was aware of this, andlime Discourse 0
Metaphysicanakes explicit reference to the doctrine of St. Thomas i
explaning his own theory of individuation:

From this [i.e. the predicate-in-notion principle], several netabl
paradoxes follow. One of these is that it is not true that two substance
resemble each other entirely and are different in number akwi@ (
numerqg, and that what St. Thomas asserts in¢bisnection about angels
or intelligences, namely, that in these cases every individualirdiara
speciess true of all substances’®.

With respect to the second point, namelat theibniz’s notion that
every substance is constituted by a complete concept which inclliides al
of its predicates, it should be notét Leibniz was often guilty of failing
to distinguish mention from uséThus he would say that the individua
consistsof its complete concept; nevertheless, when he was careful, h
was clear that the complete notion of the individual is merelythein
which the individual is known to God. The individual itself is reot
concatenation of predicates; it is rather a certain limited actyality
consisting of a primate active force, or form, and a primitive passiv
force, or prime mattéf. Further, these forces abet conceptually distinct
aspects of one simple being. The active force is the degree of claaity of
substance’s perceptions, while the passive force is its dedree o

8 Cf. Mates. pp. 50,210.

79

Monodology p. 42.

8 This squares with Leibniz's assertion that a perfeet jriori definition
shows the possibility of a thing through its «generation or cause.» Of cousse, thi
would seem to make araypriori definition of God impossible, since He has n
cause. But the scholastics felt thagquasidefinition of God could be give
showing how His attributes all follow from his very essencacigs purusAnd

this is the case even though in God Himself essence and attributes are identical
«We understand, however, by the «Divine Essence» that wHicst isonceivel

in God, through which God is adequately distinguished from all other thingjs, an
which, according to our mode of conceiving, is the root and principle ofell th
other perfections of God which are attributed to Him as properties.» (J.G, Baier
Compendium theologiae positiygd685) Pars Prima, c. |, «De Deo,» 5,A).
similar maneuver on the part of Suarez and other metaphysicians of theé perio
allowedthem to make metaphysics an Aristotelian science, even though its object,
Being, is not really distinct from its «passions.»
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imperfection. God, in knowing the essences of substances, knows thei
exact degree of perfection and imperfection; He knows, as it were th
innerlaw of their being Hence, far from knowing them as but a
aggregate of predicates, He knows theepriori and thus He knowsow

all their accidents are a result of the degree of perfection of thei
essencé.

Sandwidied between the essay on Leibniz and the concluding essay
on Kant, there is one by Jorge Gracia on Christian Wolf. This is fjtting
for though Wolf is not much read today, he had great influnece nyt onl
in Lutheran Germany but also in Cathdliaiversities of Spaiin, Italy and
the new world. Indeed, Wolf's conception of the nature of metapfiysic
was determinative of the way in which 19th and early 20th Century neo
scholastics treated metaphysics. Not until the so called «existentialis
Thomism» of Maritain and Gilson, did Wolf’s influence on neo
scholasticism waif But in addition to influencing later scholastics sit i
very clear that Wolf had a great influence on Kant, who always sgdoke o
the older philosopher with respect.

Gracia’s essay on Wolf is one of the clearest and best arguedl in th
collection. In part this is because Gracia’s own extensive reaseaoch int
the topic of individuation has caused him to have a very clear ndtion o
all of the various problems it contains. Indekedm afraid he has a clearer
notion of the topic than the subject of his essay did. For, as Gracia notes
in spite of his great attempt to be clear, Wolf is very unclear about man
central issues of his view of individuation. His unclarity has lead @raci
to construct what he takes to be Wolf’s notion of individuatiort; bu
though Gracia mounts an impressive case for the conclustion that Wol
espoused a bundle theory of the nature of the individual, | remai
unconvinced.

According to Gracia, Wolf took thessencesf individuals (orthat
which makes them to be beings of a cerson) to be bundles of thei
generic and specific features, while thitiisnesqor that which make
them to be particular instances of beings of a certain sort) he toek to b
bundles of accidents (i.e. non-necessary featfit&acia’s case for thi
conclusion is based, essentially, on the following pointthe first place,

8 This is shown in the order of 19th century scholastic treatises whictv follo

the general Wolffian order of the disagips, beginning with Ontology, proceeding
to Cosmology, then Rational Psychology and ending with Rational Theolsgy. A
Maritain never tired of pointing out, this order of the disciplines is not thatwhic
St. Thomas espoused in i@demmentary on the De trinitate of Boethius

52 1&l, pp.230-236.

8 |bidem, p. 227.
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Wolf refered to universals as what individuals «have in comrfbfikis,
Gracia notes, is a favorite expression of medieval realists, such as,Scotus
who took a bundle view of the nature of the specific essences of things
In the second place, Wolf refered to individuals as being «completel
determined» in their being, and further went on to suggest that svhat i
detemined in them is exaclty their generic and specific properties. Indeed,
Gracia points to one text in the Logic where Wolf refers to the specifi
essence of things as «bundles» of their egddaatures® Finally, Gracia
notes that Wolf spoke of the thisness of a thing determining its specifi
essence in a way analogous to the way the specific difference itsel
determines the thing’s generic esseficEhough Gracia notes that Wol
nowhere asserted that the «thisness» of a thing is constituted by the set o
its non-necessary accidents, he thinks that it is the mostylikel
interpretation of Wolf's thought in light of 1) the inherent weakndss o
views, such as that of Scotus,ialntake «thisness» to be a primative, and
in light of 2) the facthat Wolf retains the traditional scholastic distinction
between necessary accidents (called atriduge&/olf) and non-necessary
accidents (called modes by Waif)This isall very convincing and would
convince me were it not for the following fact: If Walid expounda
bundle view of the nature of individuals, then he expounded a View o
such which idogically incompatiblewith fundamental tenets of ¢h
monodism that he took over from Leibniz. Let me explain.

One of the foundational principles of Leibniz’s philosophy is th
view that no accidental unity, i.e. no union of really disinct substances
features or essences, can constitute a single substance rigorously speaking.
It is for this reason that Leibniz held that there are no composit
substances since the only substantial being composites hawe is th
substantial being of their parts; in truth, composites have n@ mor
substantial unity than the East India Comp&nyis also for this reaso
that Leibniz held that all true substances are simple, lacking part
entirely®® Finally, it is for this reason that Leibniz held that the forrd an

8  |bidem, p. 231.
8 |bidem, pp.231-234.
8 Ibdem, pp. 232-234.

87 See Leibniz’s letter to Arnauld dated April 30, 1687 (pp. 180-099 i
Montgomery).

88

Monodology

89

Monodology
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matter «constituing» such substances are not really disinct princigles bu
are simply conceptually distinct aspects of a single limited actdality.

Now Wolf ertirely agreed with the main outlines of Leinbiz’s view.
In his Ontologia he said that all composites are, rigorously speakirtg, bu
accidental unities, being constituted by relational mdtel® wrote tha
the ultimate constituents of composites are simple substances, wich ar
substances in the full and rigorous seffcEhese substances lack parts
are not in space, are neither generatadcorrupted, etc. Furthermore, the
features characteristic of such substances are primitive passive force (o
their passivdaculties), primitive active force (or their active faculties) and
conatus, othe continual striving for further perfectihThough Wolf did
not say so, it seems reasonable to suppose that he agreed with Lreibniz i
holding that these features of simp@ubstances are only conceptually, not
really, distinct.

Having layed out the chief tenets of the monadism characteristic o
both Leibniz and Wolf, it should be clear that Wolf could not have
consistent with that monadism, espoused a boundle view of essence. Fo
if the essences of things consist of bundles of their generic, spedfic an
accidental features, then they simply cannot have the true and rsgorou
unity that both Leibniz and Wolf ascribed to what is really real, vie., th
monads. Since this is so, it seems one should not ascribe a bundle vie
to Wolf unless the texts aebsolutely cleathat he held such a view; tu
even Gracia admits they are not absolutely clear. For these relasons
cannot agree with Gracia that Wolf held a bundle view of the nafure o
individual substances.

But, if Wolf did not hold such a view, how does one explam hi
repeated insistence that the essence of things consists in the concatinatio
of their essential and primary features (what Wolf called «essenfials»)
And, if he did not hold a bundle view, how can one interpret his yheor
that what makes things individual is that they are «compyetel
determinate?» A full answer to these questions would constitue a paper i
itself, but let me sketch a possible line of thought in answer to them here

With respect to the question of how to interpret those passage
wherein Wolf does seem to equate the essences of things with the bundl

% Wolf, Philosophia prima sive ontologi&d. by Joannes Ecole, (Georg ®Im
Hidesheim: Amsterdam, 1962), Part Il, sect. Il, cap. |, # 686.

1 |bidem.
% |bidem, # 721-22.

% AquinasPe ente et essentid,9.
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of their essential features, it should be noted that both the scholastics an
Leibniz often confused mention and use in their more careless mgments
predicating of the essence of a thing its definition. Thus Aquinaa ofte
said that the essence of man is «rational animal.» When he was mor
careful, however, he was clear that, since there are no actually gxistin
universals, «rational animal» meredyxpresseshe essence of man i
logical terms, it does nabonstituteit. What constitues it is prime matte
and a rational sodf.In a similar way, it may be that when Wolf saidttha
the essence of a thing is all of its necessary and prime featues, heé shoul
be interpreted as predicating of the essence its definition. Some suppor
for this can be found in a passage where Wolf compared his ndtion o
essence with that of the tradition. He noted that in this regard Suadez sai
that the essence of a thing is «that which is expressed in the defintion,
and went on to say that his own view, which holds that the esseiace of
thing is its prime, necessary attributes, «agrees» with Suarez’sView.
Since this consturction of Wolf is plausible based upon the tradigon h
allied himself with, and since there are texts to support it, and dince i
better harmonizes with Wolf’'s monadism than the bundle view, | gubmi
that it is a better interpretation of his doctrine of essence than Gracia’s is

With respect to the question of what Wolf meargen he says that
the individual is that which is «fully determined,» | must confesslthat
find this an example of the a confusion between the epistemic and th
ontic which Gracia timks runs throughout Wolf (indeed, | agree in general
with Gracia’s view that Wolf's philosophy is vitiated by this yer
confusion; | just don’t think the extent of the disease is a bad asaGraci
thinks it is). What Wolf may have had in mind is that universals,gein
constructions of the mind, are never as rich as the individuals the
confusedly represent. No matter how far you determine them, tleey ar
never as determinate as individuals, and can hence always apply to a
infinite number of them. Individus, however, beingompletebeings, not
characterized by the abstractness of concepts, will always be full
determinaté® Thus Wolf focused on this determinateness of indilgics
the feature or property disinguishing them from universals. All of ¢his i
perfectly consistent with holding that universls are merely qusad the
mind and that they do not actually make up the essence of individua
subsances. Where Wolf was confused was in thinking that determinatenes
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Wolf, Ontologia Pars I, sect. Il, cap. Ill, # 169.

% On this see Leibniz’s letter to Arnauld, May, 1686, (pp. 106-107 i
Montgomery)

% On the scholastic background of Kant’s thought see Ermano Bencjvenga
Kant's Copernican RevolutigrfOxford University Press: New York, Oxfqrd
1987), chapter 2.
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is the veryfeaturemaking individuals individual; it seems rather toabe
property by which we can distinguish individuals from our abgtrac
concepts of them. It is precicely here, I think, that Gracia is correfct tha
Wolf’s concern with epistmology led him to confuse a featufre o
individuals with their very «thisness.»

The final article in the book, by Michael Radner, concerns lsant’
theory of the individuation of phenomena and things in themselves. Thi
article is valuable for the light it sheds on the continuing influerice o
German scholasticism on Kant’s thought. Too often Kant is apprdache
only via Hume and Descartes; but while it is true that the views of thes
great foriegn philosophers greatly influenced Kant, he responded to th
challenges they posed from within his own peculiar tradition, a traditio
heavily influenced by scholasticisth.

Radner’s article highlights the influence of the tradition by amguin
for both the importance of the concept of substance in Kant’s philgsoph
and for the largely traditional defiron Kant gave of that substance. With
regard to the first point Radner emphasizes that Kant concefves o
phenomenal «thingsas substanc&and he seems even to argue that Kant
conceives of things-in-themselves as substances. | say Resbrago
argue that Kant regaed things-in-themselves as substances because at the
beginning of his article he points to passages the upshot of whiclt is tha
things-in-themselves are substances. Some of these passages cash out th
real nature of substance in very Wolfian terms: «As objects of thee pur
understanding every substance must have innter determinations and power
which pertain to its inner causality;» and, «Causality leads to the doncep
of action, this in turn to the concept of force, and thereby to the cbncep
of substance® In this regard Radner further points out that the Kantia
notion of substance is in itself so tradtional that Kant «refers reaflers o
the Critique to the ‘ontological manuals’ for the tast of adding th
‘derivitive and supplementary’ pure concepts of the understandihg.»

More convincing, however, than the implicit and explicit tiés o
Kant's notion of substance to the Wolfian tradtion (and via that traditio
to the older German scholasticism) is one of Kant's argumentsdor th
ideality of space which Radner draws attention to. According ® thi
argument space cannot be real because it is neither an accident nor
substance. This assumes that, in Radners words, all the slots that rea

% 1&l, pp. 246-247.
% |bidem, p. 248.
% |bidem, p. 248.

100 |pidem.
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things could be in are taken up by substances and accitfeBis.if tha
is the case then it seems things in themselves must be substance
characterized by accidental determinations.

Though Radner gives a number of arguments, then, for sugposin
that Kant regarded things-in-themselves as substances, he ultinsately i
afraid to positively assert this. And there are good reasons far thi
hesitation. In the first place as Radner himself points out Kant’'s ndtion o
substance is not wholly the same as Wolf's since for Kant the nation i
taylored for possible experience, and since we have no experiénce o
things in themselves, it does not seem that the notion of substanoe can b
applied to things-in-themselvé¥ Furthermore, in some places Kan
asserts that na priori knowledge can give knowledge of the thing-in
itself;*°* but the concept of substanceaigriori. | am afraid, in light 6
all this, that Radner’s article, thought it sheds some light on featéires o
Kant’'s philosophy often overlooked by Anglo-American commentators
exposes as well a deep tension in that philosophy which | cannotwee ho
Kant ever overcame.

After addressing the importance of the concept of substance i
Kant’'s philosophy, Radner goes on to show how Kant accountedefor th
individuation of phemonenal and noumenal substatféézhenomenria
substances for Kant are indiviated by their position in space. This makes
emminent sense because space is, according to Kaat pti@ri form o
all external intuitions. It also makes sense because the position of thing
in space is one of the most important (if tioe most important) mean
we use to disinguish things. Since phemonal entities are creatureas of ou
cognitive faculties it is fitting that their individuation should take it
principle from an epistemic rather than an ontic structure.

As for things-in-thenselves, Radner shows again Kant’'s debt to the
older tradition.According to Kant the thing-in-itself is individuated by the
totality of its inner determination$> Though this is in complete accbr
with Wolf as far as it goes, Radner argues that it is not present insKant’
philosophy only because Kant was influencedNwlf; rather it is present
because Kant really thouglhtat is was entailed by principles innate in the

101 Ibidem.

102 Cf.Prologomena to any Future Metaphysitrsns. by Carus and Ellington

(Hackett: Indaianapolis, 1977), p. 26.
103 1&lI, pp. 260-261.
194 |bidem, pp. 262-263.

105 Ipidem.
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human mind. In short, there is a Wolfian element that is logically edtaile
by first principles of Kant’'s philosophy.

John D. Kronen
St. Thomas University
Department of Philosophy
2115 Summit Ave.
St. Paul MN 55105-1096
USA
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GODEL, Kurt: Ensayos inéditogEd. Francisco Rodriguez Consuegra
Prélogo de W. V. Quine). Barcelona: Mondadori, 199%)pp. + 8 Fotos.

GODEL, Kurt: Unpublished Philosophical Essay@Vith a historice
philosophical introduction by Francisco A. Rodriguez-Consuegrd dad
Foreword by W. V. Quine). Basel; Boston; Berlin: Birkhauser, 1995
235pp. + 8 Fotos.

The publication of essays by Godel edited by Francisco A
Rodriguez-Consuegra comprises three very distinct sections. The firs
section containts a succint introduction by W. V. Quine (1994, 9-10
1995, 7-8) and the acknowledgements of the editor (1994, 11-14/ 1995
9). In the second section (part I) one finds the introduction in whieh th
editor writes onKurt Godel and the philosophy of mathemdt{d9£94,
21-126 / 1995, 15-106). The third section (part Il) is the mos
comprehensive one (1994, 127-240 / 1995, 107-235) consisting of th
following five parts: 1. the character and origin of the manuscripts (1994
129-144 (+ 4) / 1995, 109-123 (+ 4)),; 2. the téSome basic theorems o
the foundations of mathematics and their philosophical implications
(1994, 129-147 / 1995, 149-169%06del’s footnoteg(1994, 171-178
1995, 149-157) and thé&ppendix (1994, 179-187 (+ 3) / 1995, 159-16
(+ 3)); 3. the textls mathematics syntaf language?Il’ (1994, 191-207
/ 1995, 171-189) ands0del’'s footnoteq1994, 209-228 / 1995, 191-211);

4. the textfs mathematics syntax of languag®? (1994, (+ 1) 231-28

/ 1995, (+ 1) 23-218) andEditorial footnotes of comparison with version
V' (1994, 237-240/ 1995, 219-222); 5. aimdiex of themes and auth®r
(1995, 223-235).

W. v. O. Quine presents the main objectives of Gddel's proposals
the theorem of incompleteness which shows that it is not possible t
construct any formal method which it would be possible to prolve al
mathematical truths. He underlines the effort made in locatieg th
mantscripts on philosophy of mathematics in state and their processing by
Rodriguez-Consuegra. In the acknowledgements, the editos cite
innumerable persons to whom he is indebted. In the introducten th
reader finds a survey of the topics addressed in the texts.
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F. Rodriguez-Consuegra analyzes the motivesraodions that led
Godel to the results of the completeness theorem for basic logiceand hi
incompleteness theorem for arithmetic. G6del’'s mathematical reaism i
considered to be a philosophical consequence of these resulta. It is
heuristic principle that leads to them and a philosophical hypothesis which
is verified by them. He them turns to an analysis of the ontological
semantic and epistemological components of mathematical realign. Th
autor believes that Godel defendbd analytical character apriori, but not
in a tautological sense of the mathematical propositions founded on a
obscure notion of meaning. He distinguishes four forms of understandin
the term «analytical» with regard to mathematical statements, i) e., (i
logico-syntactical analytical; (ii) logico-semantical analytical;)(iii
epistemological analytical; and (iv) theoreticahbtical. G. Frege opts for
(i) and (iii), that is, for what can be proven, what is logically trué an
knowna priori, directly and ingitively. L. Wittgenstein is associated with
(i) even if it is not stated whether this is the early or late Wittgenstein. R
Carnap is considered to accept (i) and (ii), that is what is true is cahsider
according to synonym and meaning. W. v. O. Quine accepts (iv) and thu
what is not empical, not observable without theory, that is, what receives
the objective status of a theory or of language. Finally, K. G6del accept
elements (i), (iii) and (iv). Gédel's and Quine’s critique against Carnap
Is interpreted in a similar way. Whith regard to these critical remageks w
will deal with some specific points in the published book.

In the article titled Some basic theorems on the foundatiohs o
mathematics and their philosophical implicatiotise key intuitions ad
motivations of Gddel’'s metamathematical results are addressednlt is o
them that higealist position is based. In a neutral way, we abul
understand realism to be the postulation of a model that applias, in
speculative way, the relation between a singular term and an individua
object, which can be demonstrated empirically in generic terms.dn thi
sense general terms are postulated to be universals, which in turh canno
be empirically demonstrated. In this connection Gédel formulates hi
convention that mathematical objects exist and that their reality i
analogous to that of physical objects.

In this article the author argues by reference to the impossikility o
developing a reductionist program founded on mathematics ane to th
shortcomings of a mechanist and algorithmic vision of the human. mind
This position is, above all, based on its platonicfoundation which i
defined in the sense that «...mathematics describes a non-sensugl reality
which exists independently both of the acts and the dispositiong of th
human mind and is only perceived, and probably perceivayd ver
incompletely, by the human mind.» (1994, 169 / 1995, 147.)

Another important topic revolves around the thesis that theenatur
of philosophy of logic and mathematicsaisalytic even if tautological
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Thus the propositions and mathematical axioms refer to the mathdmatica
objects that are analyti but not tautological, that is, their truth depends o
the meanings of the concepts thiay include but not on their definitions.
This thesis is buttressed by a specific epistemological conceptien. Th
intuition of the objects and mathematical axioms can lead tb rea
knowledge. According to the author, th@matical intuition contributes to
guaranteeing the truth of mathematical axioms. The axioms and th
mathematical objeci@re necessary to systematize mathematics and to thus
make it possible to explain propositions. Godel declares the thess to b
refutable according to which mathematical intuition can be replaged b
conventions. The argument goes as follows: if we accept, in a given case
that certairsyntactical conventions can replace mathematical intuition, we
are obliged to prove the consistency of such conventions, enabling us t
deduceany proposition from them. A similar proof of consistency is based
on the mathematical intuition by virtue of which it remains withou
validity. (see: 1994, 231-236 / 1995, 213-218).

In ‘Is mathematics syntax of languagé?the autor presents H
Hahn’s and R. Carnap’s position as a combination of nominaligm an
conventionalism. Nominalism is supposed to deal with the univdrse o
discoursan moderation. Regarding this positions, Godel attacks the thesis
according to which mathematics is reduced to a formal syntax o
language, by virtue of which is nature would be tautological and void o
meaning. Here the reader is confronted with a purely polemical text.

The third chapter presents the context and the arguments agcordin
to which mathematics is similar to physics, both in terms of goals an
methods. The analogy with physics is based on sensual percepgon. W
were able to show above that one of the realist conclusions wias tha
objects and mathematical axioms alloved us to systematize math&matic
and to thereby explain the propositions. Such propositions canalso b
understood as «sense data» whose generalizations require transcenden
assumptions. In this way, one can understand that the effectivite of th
propositions is relevant. Its relevance is equally based on the panallelis
that is created with the physical objects.

In ‘Is mathematics syntax of languag&?’ Godel declares th
thesis that mathematical facts and objects do not exist to be refutable. T
this end he develops the following five arguments: (a) if it is mairdaine
that mathematics and logics do not have empirical consequences,eghen th
same holds in a similar way for laws of nature, given the fact that to infe
such consequences frahem already requires mathematics and logic with
an objective content not expressed in terms of laws. (b) Matherhatica
axioms are just as refutable as laws of nature: it suffices to darive a
inconsistency from them. Consequently, they have content and thei
objects existence. (c) The vacuity oatnematics could not be maintained
even if we were to admit that it could be based on symbolic conventions
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Consequently, we would have to show that such conventions dodot ad
anything to the theory in which they are formulated. (d) If mathematic
were to be constructed on the base of syntactic rules this would net mak
it more conventional since if we admit that the definition of meaning o
a concept consists in its rules of use, then different rules would ineroduc
distinct concepts, and such liberty in the selection of concepts dbes no
obtain only in mathematics. (e) Empirical perception and matherhatica
intuition areforms of experience whose difference only consists in the fact
that the former relates concept and object and the latter only concepts
Both, however, have the same function of unifying the multiplicfty o
independent impressions. Godel state that the thesis that convemntionalis
in mathematics would be compatible with empiricism is refutable. Th
counter-argument goes as follows: if the consistency of conventioes wer
based on empirical induction, then mathematics could not be coneeived
priori, however, to prove this consistency by means of mathenhatica
intuitions is incompatible with empiricism.

Jesus Padilla-Galvez

Johannes Kepler Universitat
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CIRERA DUOCASTELLA Ramén,Carnap i el Cercle de Viena. Empirism
| sintaxis logica Barcelona: Anthropos 1990, p. 406.

CIRERA Ramén,Carnap and the Vienna Circle (Empiricism and Logjica
Syntax) Rodopi: Amsterdam, 1994, p. 398 + xvi.

Ramén Cirera Duocastella’s book (1990) is the author’s ddctora
thesis and was first published in Catalan @arwap i el Cercle de Viena
Empirisme i sintaxis l6gica Later he overworked it, and it appeared i
1994 with a number of minor alterations &atnap and the Vierm
Circle (Empiricism and Logical Syntax)The autor believes thateh
standar history and philosophy of science textbooks used for teanhing i
Spain should be rewritten to avoid historical imprecisions and simece th
doctrines discussed in the Circle are more interesting that what is deferre
to asofficial history. The author proceeds to describe tha arguments which
he tries to refute and which we will now summarized: 1) the efforemad
to present the Circle not as a group of individual thinkers (chapte) 1). 2
The author insist that verificationism had little importance for Camap’
wirk and that it was not at all present in Neurath’s work. 38 Th
integration of the Circle’s work in its historical context. The authot firs
focuses on the tudbent life of the protagonists in the socio-political world
of Vienna in the thirties. The book criticizes the distorting imafye o
present-day historiography, first pointing to the discrepant influerices o
Schlick through L. Wittgenstein (chapter 2), of Neurath from a socio
political perspective (chapter 3) and of Popper by way &f hi
methodological approach.

The author clearly develops his arguments in chapters four throug
six, analyzing how Carnap breaks with the epistemological staince o
Aufbau before reaching the central argumenLogische Syntax de
Sprachen 1934. He cites the mostiegant arguments on epistemological
neutrality. The author also presents the ideas which buttressed th
construction of models of physicalism, conventionalism, etc.

Jesus Padilla-Galvez

Johannes Kepler Universitat
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CIRERA, Ramon, 1BARRA, Andoni /MORMANN, ThomasEl programa
de Carnap. Ciencia, lenguaje, filosofidarcelona: Textos del bronce
1996.

The authors under review here understand that Carnap’s work ca
be interpreted from different angles. Either, they seek to reconsteict th
place which the author himself ascribes to it or they view it takimg int
account its philosophical descendence. The former approach is taken
among others, by R.Cirera Duocastella, Reiner Hegselmann und $homa
Uebel who go to gregitains to explain that Carnap’s project is interesting,
that one should adhere more to history and understand why Carsap wa
influstered by his critics. The second approach does not have anyahing t
do with the proposal sketched by Carnap himself. It is one taken by mos
of the authors of the volume published this year. Generally speaksg it i
argued that Carnap is the most important representative of the si-calle
received view and that this approach was overcome by the appsoache
which preceded it. For somewhat sinister reasons this gives the impression
that it is interesting to unearth the dead from time to time to malee sur
that they are still lifeles. Some were to engage themselves in the dialogue
with the deaf from which we would like to draw some conclusions.

Another group of works mentioned at the beginning of this vevie
are related to a survey of Carnap’s thought as something at bit @bsolet
and worthy of being placed in the annals of the history of philosophy. |
his artcle, Carlos Ulises Moulines suggests a computational interpnetatio
of Aufbau. For him the epistemological notion of the ideal observe
becanes formally elucidated, i.e., that the observer capable of proving any
statement of empirical science. His second article, Las rgice
epistemologicas del Aufbau de Carnap, seeks to show the influeinces o
Neokantianism on empiricism, logical constructionism and scientifi
naturalism in Carnap‘s work.

In ‘Teoria de los signos en Carnap’ Javier Echeverria argues tha
Aufbaureveals the only semiotic idea which Carnap himself did no
develop. The later development of Carnapian philosophy shows a Qradua
disinterest in semiology (p. 99 ff.). In his early work, he makes certai
corrections of Frege’s theory with respect to extensionality an
intersubjectivity (p. 107). The author believes that Carnap’s thefory o
signs vanished from thghilosophical scene and that it could be recovered
through reinterpretation.

Reiner Hegselmann gives an account of the ideological position o
the Vienna Circle in his article titled ‘The Scientific Conception @& th
World’. Theexploration of similarities and differences between R. Carnap
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and other authors allows analogies and distinctions to be drawn shich i
why this is a very common method for delimiting an argument. All @f th
following approaches are based on this position. Through the diskinctio
between R. Carnap and L. Wittgenstein suggested by J. M. Terricabras i
his ‘The Logic of Tractatus and the logical Construction of Carnap
different approaches are thus revealed. To this end he analyzes the thesi
of extensionality (p. 152 ff) and the conceptions of method aad th
objective of philosophy (p. 160 ff).

The article by Thomas Uebel is titled ‘Physicalism in Wittgestei
and Carnap’. The author tries to show that the controversy batwee
Wittgenstein and Carnap over the priority of physicalism could irelarg
measure be resolved by pursuing Hector Neri Castaneda’s idea that, wit
regard to the problent private language, Wittgenstein’s analysis was not
the only one that it evolved within the context of analytical philosophy i
the thirties and fourties. He believes that the ideas of Carndp an
Wittgenstein were quite different from those of physicalism. Wherea
Wittgenstein rejects a phenomenon-based language while maintamning a
interest phenomenology, Carnap retains a primitive protocol language fo
epistemological reasons. According to the author, J.Hintikka’s idéa tha
Wittgenstein had reasons right in becoming angry over Casnap’
physialism because it incorporated his idea of 1929 is wrong. Carnap was
considerably less radical than Wittgenstein in his physicalism. Morgover
what Carnap elaborates was not what spurred on Wittgensgtgiade
McGuinnes). His doctrines on physicalism were not identical because i
the early thirties, their respective physicalism were based on differen
versions of private language.

Thomas Mormann takes it upon himself to analyze language i
Neurath and Carnap. He uses an inconsistent and vapid acdount o
analytical philosophy as a framework for examining both philosophers
Accordingly, the former views language as a universal meanshwhic
suggests that he followehe same line of argumentation as Heidegger and
Hintikka (p. 216). The second considered language as a calculus which i
whyhis thought bore resemblance with the project of Husserl amd va
Heijenoort. With his poin¢i) uniformity of logical empiricism and (ii) that
which impliesan «antiphilosophy» as opposed to the western tradition i
called into question.

Dirk Koppelber deals with empiricism and pragmatism in Carna
and Quine. The author focuses on a study that elaborates on the distinction
between analytcal and synthetic statements and the distinction betwee
internal and external questions. By means of such distinctions, the autho
delimits Quine’s positiowvis-a-visCarnap’s ideas. According to Cama
both resolve central difficulties which are encountered in all ef th
conceptions of classical empiricism. They permit an epistemologicall
satisfactory exg@nation of the xistence of logical and mathematical truths,
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while also furnishing a theetical clarification of the interrelation between
philosophy and science. By contrast, Quine believes that it is not @ossibl
to obtain anysatisfactory form of empiricism by means of the tw
distinctions.

Andres Rivadulla analyzes Bayesian probability, frequéntia
probability and the Carnapian theory of statistical inference. Thermautho
gives a number of reasons why the viability of Carnap’s attempt t
convert theoreticaltatistics into part of inductive logics can be called into
qguestion. The first is the obscurity of the concept of induction, the decon
the equivocity in the use of the concept of estimation. Third, the limite
applicability of the explicatune* of probability, restricted to a ver
simple artifial language, and finally the opacity of the interpretatfon o
logical concept of probability as a degree of confirmation. Accoraing t
the author, identifying Carnap with logical probability with a degree o
confirmation means transforming the theory of probability into a
inductive logic. This is hardly able to offer a logical foundatidn o
theoretical statistics, but it does constitute a serious attempt to lggicall
reconstruct existing statistical methods.

The book closes with a bibliography of works on Carnap, wisich i
aleatorical and lacks all criteria of selection. There are too manyswork
published in Castilian which are not listed for obgcawasons. The works
in German are not listed according to their importance and reference i
only made to books of certain authors which were published or camplet
in the years these volumes appeared, while essential works in Eaglish
Italian are completely missing. There also remain some overly suplerficia
works. Bibliographical references could have also been made to Austria
philosophy published in Graz and other related works.

Jesus Padilla-Galvez

Johannes Kepler Universitat
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NOTES TO POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTORS

All submitted manuscripts will be refereed either by members of the Bdard o
Advisors or by other specialists; as far as possible, each manuscript will be refereed b
philosophers not unsympathetic to the paper’s philosophical outlook or orientation.

No manuscript may be submitted if it is being considered for publicatio
elsewhere.

Once accepted, papers may not be printed or displayedhadse or incorporated
into a book, an anthagy or any other publication of any sort, unless and G@@QIRITES
has accorded the author(s) permission to that effect — which in normal cases will be done
routinely, providedSORITES is duly &knowledged as the primary source. By submitting
a paper, the author agrees to the points, terms and conditions contained in the Copyrigh
Notice included in each issue 8ORITES.

All submitted papers must be written in English. The author’s local varfety o
English (including the spelling) will be respected — be it Indian, Filipino, Australian
American, Western-African, British, Southern-African, Easisfrican, Jamaican, etc. All
editorial materialvill be written in BBC English, which is the journal’s «official» dialect.

There is no settled length limit fpapers, but we expect our contributors to stand
by usual editorial limitations. The editors may reject unreasonably long contributions.

We expect any submitted paper to be accompanied by a short abstract.
We welcome submissions of in-depth articles as well as discussion notes.

Ours is a journal granting broad freedom of style to its contributors. Many ways
of listing bibliographical items and referring to them seem to us acceptable,such a
‘[Moore, 1940]", or ‘[M:5] or ‘[OQR]. What alone we demand is clarity. (Thusr fo
instance, do not refer to ‘[SWT] in the body of the article if no item in the bibliograph
collected at the end has a clear ‘[SWT] in front of it, with the items sortedein th
alphabetic order of the referring acronyms.) We prefer our contributors to refer to ‘Alvi
Goldman’ rather than ‘Goldman, A.’, which is obviously ambiguous. We dislike iohplie
anachronisms like [Hegel, 1989] or ‘[Plato, 1861] — but you are entitled to ignare ou
advice.

How to submit?

(1) We will be thankful to all contributors who submit their papers in the form o
[I.B.M.-PC] WordPerfect 5.1 files. There are several convertors which can be used to turn
docs from other word processor formats into WRéttnat. (Notice that with WP5.1 you

can write not only almost all diacritically marked characters of any language which use
theLatin script, but moreover all of Greek and virtually all symbols of mathematical logic
and set theory.)

(2.1) In @se a contributor can neither use WP5.1 nor have their doc converted into WP5.1
format, they can send us their file in its original format (be it a different vergion o
WordPerfect or another sort of word-processor, such as MS-Word, MS-Wiord fo
Windows, WordStar, AmiPro, XyWrite, DisplayWrite, .rtf, etc)eWtry (and hopefully
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in most cases we’ll manage) to convert those files from other formats into WordPerfec
5.11

(2.2) When WP5.1 format is not available and we have been unable to use thd origina
file, a good ideal is for the authtr have their doc converted to a .html file (there are lots
of HTML editors and document-to-HTML converters from a great many formats — PC
Write, [La]TeX, MS-Word and Windows-Word etc). We expect HTML files to bear th
extension ‘.htm?

(2.3) Another solution is to use [stripped and extended] ASClldgrwhich means: text
files (not binary ones) written using any printable ASCII characters of Code-p@ge 43
(USA or default), i.e. any character except ASCII_00 through ASCII_31; with CR
(carriage returns) only between paragraphs — not as end-lines. Such files wilehere b
called ‘ASCII files’. We expect them to bear the extension ‘. ASC'.

(2.4) Another alternative (which is in itself worse, but which nevertheless may lge mor
practical in certain cases) is to use the DOS text format, with no character ou¢side th
range from ASCII_32 through ASCII_126, no hyphenation, a CR at the end of each lin
and two CRs separating paragraphs. Such files will be here called ‘text files’; wé expec
them to bear a ‘.txt" extension.

(3) In cases (2.2) and (2.4) the contributor extude their paper into an e_mail message
sent to our editorial inbox ( <sorites@fresno.csic.es>)

(4) Before sending us their file the contributor is advised to compres&icept in case

they are sending us a text file through procedure (3) above. Compression reduces disk
storage and shortens transmission time. We can extract and expand files archived o
compressed with Diet, ARb¢th warmly recommended), Tar, Arc, Zip (or PKZip), GZip,
Compress (i.e. .Zlfs), LHA, Zoo, RaR, and some versions of the MAC archivers PacklT
and StufflT.

(5) The most expedient way for contributors to send us their submitted paper idthroug
anonymous FTP. At your host’s prompt, you enter ‘ftp ftp.csic.es’; when y®u ar
prompted for your username, you answer ‘ftp’ or ‘anonymous’; when you ate nex
prompted for your password, you answer with your e_mail address; once connegted, yo
enter ‘cd pub/sorites/incoming’, then ‘binary’,cathen ‘put xxx’ — where xxx is the file
containing your submitted paper and a covering letter. (If the file is an archéve, th
extension must reveal the archiving utility employed: ‘.gz’, ‘. Arj’, *.RAR’, etc. (DIHTe
files needn’t bear any special denomination or mark; they will always be autonyaticall
recognized by our reading software.)

(6) Whenever a paper is submitted, its author must send us a covering letter as hn e_mai
message addressed to one of our editorial inboxes.

(7) If a contributor cannot upload their file through anonymous FTP, they cain avai
themselves of one of the following alternatives.

(7.1) If the file is a ‘.htm’ or a “.txt’ file (i.e. in cases (2.2) and (2.4)), simply incltde i
into an e_mail message.

! Unfortunately we cannot yet handle TeX or LaTeX files. The comrtor

we’ve tried have proved useless.
2 At our home siteftp.csic.es there is — hanging from our main direagtor
/pub/sorites— a subdirectory WWW , which, among other files, containseon
called ‘HTML.howto’, wherein the interested reader can find some lisefu
information on HTML editors and convertors.



SORITES Issue #06. August 1996sN1135-1349 74

(7.2) In other cases, an 8-to-7 bits converter has to be used, upon which the result can also
be included into an e_mail message. 8-to-7 bits convertors «translate» any fila (even
binary file) into a text file with short lines which can be e-mailed. There are several useful
8-t0-7 convertors, the most popular one being UUenCODE, which is a publicrdomai
software available for many different operative systems (Unix, OS/2, DOS etc). ®erhap
the most advisable at this stage is PGP ['Pretty Good Privacy’], which alsosallow
authentication (signing). Another good such convertor, very eassetdas Mike Albert’s
ASCIIZE. We can also decode back into their binary original formats files encoded int
an e-mailable ASCII format by other 8-to-7 bits convertors, such as: Mime, TxtBin
PopMail, NuPop, or University of Minnesota’s BINHEX, which is available both @r P
and for Macintosh comyters. Whatever the 8-to-7 bits encoder used, large files had better
be previously archived with Arj, Diet or any other compressor, the thus obtainedearchiv
becoming the input for an 8-to-7 bits convertor.

(7.3) An alternative possibility for contributors whose submitted papers are WordPerfec
5.1 or WordPerfect 6 docs is for them to use a quite different 8-to-7 bits convertor
namely the one provided by the utility Convert.Exe included into the WordPerfect 5.
package. (WordPerfect corporation also sells other enhanced versions of the convertor
WordPerfect 6.0 has incorporated a powerful conversion utility.) A separatele_mai
message is mandatory in this case informing us of the procedure. The result af such
conversion is a ‘kermit-format’ filé.

(8) You can also submit your manuscript in an electronic form mailing a diskette to th
Submissions Editor (Prof. Prof. Manuel Liz, Facultad de Filosofia, Universidad de L
Laguna, Tenerife, Canary Islands, Spain). Diskettes will not be returned.

(9) Such submitted papers as are neither WordPerfect 5.1 files nor files in HTMLt forma
require some preparation.

(9.1) Ours is not a logic journal, but of course one of the glories of analytical phijosoph
is its rigour, which it partly owes to auxiliary use of symbolic notation in order taavoi

®  For the time being, and as a service to our readers and contributors,ewe hav

a directory called ‘soft’ hanging from our home directory /pub/sorites at the nod
ftp.csic.es. The directory contains some of the non-commercial softwarewe ar
referring to, such as archivers or 8-to-7 encoders (or 7-to-8 decoders).
* In the case of WordPerfect 5.1, the procedkies follows. Suppose you have
a file called ‘dilemmas.wp5’ in your directory c:\articles, and you want to submi
it to SORITES. At your DOS prompt you change to your directory c:\articles. We
assume your WordPerfect files are in directory c:\WP51. At the DOS prompt yo
give the command ‘\wp51\convert’; when prompted yeply ‘dilemmas.wp5’ as
your input file whatever you want as the output file — suppose your answer i
‘dilemmas.ker’; when prompted for a kind of conversion you choose 1, then 6
Then you launch you communications program, log into your local host,duploa
your file c:\articles\dilemmas.ker using any available transmission protocal (suc
as Kermit, e.g.). And, last, you enter your e_mail service, start an e_mail to t
<sorites@fresno.csic.es> andlide your just uploaded dilemmas.ker file into the
body of the message. (What command serves to that effect dependseomtil
software available; consult your local host administrators.)

With WordPerfect 6 the conversion to kermit format is simpld an
straightforward: you only have to save your paper as a ‘kermit (7 bits transfer)
file.
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ambiguities, make matters of scope clear or render arguments perspicuous. ASCI
translations of symbolic notation are problematic, especially in cases of nondlassica
logics, which may use sundry negations, disjunctions, conjunctions, conditionals
implications and also different universal and particular quantifiers (e.g. existentidlly an
nonexistentially committed quantifiers, a familiar dichotomy in Meinongian circles)ewhil
using WordPerfect 5.1 you can represent a huge variety of such nuances, it is impossibl
to express them within the narrow framework of text or even ASCII files (i.e. even whe
the 224 printable [extended] ASCII characters can be used). Still, for somedlimite
purposes, a translation of sorts can be attempted. You are free to chogse you
representation, but the following translation is — for the time being — a reasonable one
‘(x)’ for universal quantifier, ‘(Ex)for existential quantifier; ‘&’ for conjunction; V' for
disjunction; ‘->’ for implication (if needed — something stronger than the mere ‘if
then”); ‘C’ for conditional; ‘=>’ for an alternative (still stronger?) implication; ‘_pos_’ for

a possibility operator; *_nec_’ for a necessity operator.

(9.2) In ASCII or text files all notes must be end-notes, oot-hotes. Reference to them
within the paper’s body may be given in the form “\n/‘, where n iswfte’s number (the

note itself beginning with \n/‘, too, of course). No headings, footings, or pagésori

such files, bold or italic bust be replaced by underscores as follows: the italized phras
‘for that reasohmust be represented as ‘_for that reason_’' (NOT: ‘_for_that_reason_’)

A dazsh is represented by a sequence of a blanc space, two hyphens, and anather blan
space.

> Those devices are temporary only. Later on we’ll strongly advide an

encourage those of our contributors who can use neither WordPerfect format no
one of the other word-processor formats our convertors can handle autognaticall
to resort tatHTML, with certain conventions in order to represent Greek characters
as well as logical and set-theoretic symbols.
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