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Three Introductory Questions:
Is Analytic Philosophical Theology an
Oxymoron? Is Substance Dualism Incoherent?
What'’s in this Book, Anyway?

Dean Zimmerman

I

A Tripartite Introduction

The essays within this book—all of which appear here for the first timel—are
philosophical explorations of the nature of persons. Those comfortable using
the word “analytic” to describe the kind of philosophy that now thrives in the
philosophy departments of most Anglophone universities will say that we are all
analytic philosophers. (Shortly, I shall have more to say about the problematic
adjective “analytic”.) As a consequence, there is much within this book that is
continuous with current philosophical debates about the nature of persons. On
the other hand, the authors have theological concerns that do not arise for most
contributors to the philosophical literature on persons. Most of the contributors
are Christians or strongly identify with the Christian theological tradition.
(W. D. Hart and Takashi Yagisawa are the only authors who, so far as I know,
have no theological axe to grind—certainly, none is evident in the short, jointy
authored paper included here.) The essays explore the philosophical implications
of theological and ethical doctrines that have been central to Christianity. And
there are options on the table that are not usually taken seriously in mainstream
philosophical debates. One might ask whether we think we are doing philosophy
or theology. The answer, in most cases, is a bit of both. When Christian

1 Section 1 of Alvin Plantinga’s essay partially overlaps his “Against Materialism”, Faith and
Philosophy, 2311 (2006), pp. 3—32.
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analytic philosophers tackle the traditional problems of philosophy of religion,
they inevitably produce work that could just as well be called “philosophical
theology” —an enterprise that was once popular with philosophers, theologians,
and many scholars who were equally at home in both disciplines.

Every chapter concerns the metaphysical nature or ethical value of persons.
Even the two essays largely about the divine persons of the trinity contain a
good deal of discussion of the contrasting case of ordinary human persons. One
of the most frequently discussed questions is, in effect: what should Christians
think about the relationship between human persons and human bodies? Of
course a compelling case for a single answer to this sort of question should
not be expected, given the theological diversity within Christianity—a diversity
reflected in this volume, with its mix of Catholics and Protestants from a variety
of theological traditions. Still, there is a great deal of common ground; and we
have much to learn from one another.

Christianity is often thought to require a dualistic conception of human
persons, according to which each of us has (or perhaps simply 75) an immaterial
soul that survives death and awaits reunion with the body at a general resur-
rection. Unsurprisingly, the book begins with spirited defenses of the sorts of
immaterialism and dualism that have traditionally dominated Christian thinking
about the nature of persons. For several decades, however, philosophers and
theologians have been questioning the inevitability of Christian opposition to
materialism. Indeed, at present there seem to be more Christian philosophers
defending materialism (as a theory about human persons, not about the deity)
than dualism—at least in print. In this volume, at least six of the authors defend
the compatibility of Christian faith with a materialist metaphysics of human
persons.

My introduction has three parts: The first (Section II) is basically historical.
I attempt to explain how it has come to be that philosophical theology, when
done in the (so-called) analytic style, is unpopular among theologians—even
among theologians who have deep philosophical interests. Philosophy has always
been, and arguably continues to be, at least the handmaid (and sometimes the
dominatrix) of theology. And, for many decades now, analytic (in the broad sense
defined below) has been the preferred philosophical flavor in most of the larger
Ph.D.-granting programs in Great Britain and North America. But analytic
philosophy is largely regarded as tedious and irrelevant by scholars in seminaries,
departments of theology, and departments of religious studies—including even
the philosophically-oriented scholars in these settings. Section I is, in part, an
appeal to you, if you belong to this group: Please don’t simply toss the book aside,
now that you've discovered the authors are a bunch of analytic philosophers!
Give us a chance! My description of recent interactions between philosophy
and theology is intended to show that analytic philosophy got a bum rap;
perhaps it will convince one or two theologians or Continental philosophers with
theological interests that analytic philosophy of religion deserves another look.
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After my excursus on the unhappy early history of analytic philosophy’s rela-
tions with theology, I turn to a more propetly philosophical task in Section III:
describing the distinction between substance materialism and substance dual-
ism—something that figures prominently in most of the essays. The distinction
requires clarification, largely because some materialists are careful to define “sub-
stance dualism” in unfriendly ways—for example, in such a way that, to be a
substance dualist, one must either believe a contradiction or be hostile toward all
things scientific. The third part of the Introduction (Section IV) is a synopsis of
the rest of the book.

II

Philosophers among the Theologians

Many of the high points in Christian scholarship have been equal parts philosophy
and theology. None of the authors here would pretend to be the next St Augustine,
St Anselm, or St Thomas Aquinas; nor even the next Samuel Clarke, Joseph
Butler, or Jonathan Edwards. But the essays in this collection resemble their
greatest achievements in at least two respects: the authors raise questions that
are at once philosophical and theological in nature, and they appeal to both
philosophical and theological considerations in their attempts to answer them.

Several of the authors, although based in philosophy departments, have
theological training or a lifetime of serious engagement with theology. Others
would consider themselves amateur theologians, or relative newcomers with
much to learn. Some may be venturing onto theological turf with trepidation.
But the philosophical questions that Christians face are as urgent as ever; and,
as philosophers and theologians have become ever more specialized, the two
disciplines have fewer scholars who can credibly wield all the tools needed to
work in the area of overlap. As in other subjects that demand interdisciplinary
treatment, the problems of philosophical theology can no longer be reserved
entirely for scholars who are equally expert in each of the overlapping disciplines.
Given the degree of specialization in both philosophy and theology, there will
be few such people, and they will tend to be “synthesizers”, dependent upon the
philosophers and theologians in the trenches. Surely some Christian philosophers
who are theological novices, and some theologians without strong backgrounds
in philosophy, will have to be pressed into service for the work to be done in our
jointly held territory; and the two groups obviously need to be in conversation
with one another.

Unfortunately, there is very little dialogue between Christian philosophers in
the analytic tradition and Christian theologians. For there are vast differences
between the philosophical canons and methods of Christian analytic philosophers
with theological interests, on the one hand, and most Christian theologians
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with philosophical interests, on the other.2 When the groups do interact,
terminological and methodological differences (and sometimes, sadly, prejudice
and mistrust) hinder fruitful exchange.3

Given the recent histories of the two disciplines, this lamentable state of
affairs should not seem too surprising. During the twentieth century, Western
philosophy effectively split into two quite different streams: “analytic philosophy”
and “Continental philosophy”, though neither label is very appropriate, and
neither stream very unified. The parting-of-the-ways was, of course, a long,
gradual process, with its roots in nineteenth-century disagreements and divisions.
But within the Anglophone academy, it was not until the middle of the
twentienth century that a sharp division became noticeable. During that period,
the difference between analytic approaches and other ways of doing philosophy
came to seem extremely stark to many scholars in Britain and the United States.
The Continental—analytic rift began to widen, gradually forcing all those with a
stake in philosophy—including, naturally, many theologians—to choose sides.
Unfortunately, at that critical juncture, analytic philosophy was extremely hostile
to the aims of theology. Those committed to the work of philosophical theology
found that they could not breathe in the noxious atmosphere created by logical
positivism, the dominant mid-century movement within analytic philosophy.
And so most Christian theologians and many Christian philosophers moved their
boats decisively and entirely to the Continental stream.

As the distance between the two rivers has grown, portaging between them has
become nearly impossible. And so, today, Christian philosophers in the analytic
stream find it difficult to understand theologians and philosophers in the Contin-
ental stream, and vice versa. Individual commitments to Continental or analytic
philosophical traditions were expressed in curricular decisions, hiring practices,
and conferrals and denials of tenure. By now, the division is institutionalized;
very few departments that contain a sizable number of philosophers are genuinely
“pluralistic”’; one rarely finds numerous representatives of both streams living

2 A good sense of the current state of affairs can be gleaned from the essays in William
J. Wainwright (ed.), God, Philosophy, and Academic Culture (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996). The
contrast explored in Wainwright’s collection is between those philosophers of religion whose primary
professional home is the American Philosophical Association and those more closely associated with
the American Academy of Religion. I take it that the latter group would include most scholars with
philosophical interests who work in seminaries, and in theology and religious studies departments.

3 Conferences that bring together theologians and Christian analytic philosophers can easily
devolve into sniping and quarreling. The most noteworthy attempts to bring representatives of
the two groups together are probably the UCLA and University of Notre Dame conferences that
produced the collections: Thomas F. Tracy (ed.), The God Who Acts: Philosophical and Theological
Explorations (University Park, Pa.: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1994); and Eleonore Stump
and Thomas P. Flint (eds.), Hermes and Athena: Biblical Exegesis and Philosophical Theology (Notre
Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1993). I was present at the UCLA conference, and
joined the faculty at the University of Notre Dame the year after their conference. Both events
were somewhat acrimonious; there were unpleasant public exchanges between philosophers and
theologians, and few signs that either group thought they had much to learn from the other.
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harmoniously, side by side. Within philosophy, there are several famous cases of
strong departments severely weakened or uttetly destroyed by protracted battles
between analytic and Continental factions. Communication and cooperation
between analytic and Continental philosophers is likely to remain sporadic, at
best, for the foreseeable future.

Philosophical theology is not, of course, impossible to do while navigating
the Continental stream. But it is not your grandparents’ philosophical theo-
logy. Christian doctrines—including those explored in this book, such as the
trinity and incarnation, the immortality of the soul and the resurrection of the
body—once prompted theologians to indulge in a good deal of philosophical
system-building. Many theologians took their task to include the articulation
of Christian doctrines in terms of the philosophical concepts and categories
available in their day and age, or at least competitors of or successors to those
concepts and categories. When they found existing concepts inadequate to the
task, they attempted to modify them, sometimes reviving older philosophical
traditions to supplement or challenge philosophical orthodoxy. In any case,
theologians once did a good deal of what most authors in this book are doing:
affirming doctrine, and developing philosophical systems (including, inevitably,
some serious metaphysics) within which those doctrines make sense. Although
these doctrines are still the subject of illuminating scholarly work by theologians,
much less of it is philosophical theology of this old-fashioned sort. To some
extent, the decline of overt philosophical system-building is probably due to a
broader, more practical, more historically sensitive conception of theology—one
that is, in general, less beholden to philosophy. But that is not the whole story.
Even the explicitly philosophical work that comes from a department of theology
or religious studies will seldom look like the philosophical theology of earlier
generations, or the analytic philosophical theology in this book.

The reason for the difference is simple: Philosophers in the Continental
tradition tend to be extremely skeptical of philosophical system-building and
metaphysical theorizing, activities that were once central to the task of philosoph-
ical theology. Herein lies one of the biggest differences between the two streams:
Continental philosophers tend to believe that it is no longer possible to engage
in grand philosophical speculation with a clear conscience, at least not once one
has absorbed the morals to be drawn from some subset of: Kant, Nietzsche,
Freud, Marx, Heidegger, Derrida, etc. Analytic philosophers, on the other hand,
do not believe that the arguments of these philosophers—or, in many cases, the
suspicions raised by them—ijustify such radical conclusions about philosophical
method.

Because of the preference for Continental philosophy in most seminaries
and religious studies or theology departments, budding theologians who want
to take philosophical theology seriously will usually be expected to utilize the
philosophical tools provided by Continental philosophers. Many other important
figures would be added to the list of Continental luminaries in the previous
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paragraph: for example, Dilthey, Merleau-Ponty, Habermas, Gadamer, and
Ricoeur. Above all, however, Heidegger is where much Continental philosophical
theology begins. Almost invariably, however, analytic philosophers are deeply
skeptical about the value of Heidegger’s work. And so, much current philosophical
theology is bound to seem to them to be not only impenetrable but also
fundamentally misguided.

The landscape of philosophical theology retains a few recognizable landmarks.
Familiar queries about the nature of God, creation, and the afterlife are still
sometimes raised by philosopher-theologians more at home in Continental
traditions; and distant echoes of the old answers may be heard in important
figures such as Wolfhart Pannenberg or Jean-Luc Marion. But even these echoes
will be of lictle help to those in the analytic stream. The majority of philosophers
trained in the universities of Great Britain and North America reject the
presuppositions of most postmodern, Continental theorizing. By now, the two
rivers have, to use Michael Dummett’s metaphor, emptied into very different
seas.> So, whatever insights might be gleaned from the works of Pannenberg,
Marion, and others doing philosophical theology in dialogue with Continental
philosophers; they are largely unavailable to Christians in the analytic tradition.

I do not look for a major rapprochement between analytic and Continental
philosophers (although, if there is movement on this front, I should hope that
some of its impetus would come from increased understanding between Christian
philosophers and theologians). My aims here are modest. Analytic philosophy
left some very negative impressions upon theologians who abandoned it several
generations ago. I merely want to point out that the analytic philosophy they
rejected was something of an aberration within the tradition: it was quite unlike
both analytic philosophy in its earliest days and the analytic philosophy of the
last thirty or forty years. Most of the philosophical work that has been called
“analytic” throughout the last hundred years bears little resemblance to the
narrow and stultifying doctrines that ruled when theologians set off for what
seemed, then, to be friendlier waters. Given the current distance between analytic
and Continental philosophy, it would be natural if those trained in the latter
failed to realize how analytic philosophy has changed since those days. It is my
hope that, if more theologians knew what analytic philosophy was really like,
more of them would be willing at least to dip their toes into our stream, or
encourage their students to explore it seriously. Some might even come to like
it, enlarging the ranks of the theologians willing to help analytic philosophers in
the interdisciplinary work of philosophical theology.

4 Cf. Wolthart Pannenberg, Metaphysics and the Idea of God, trans. Philip Clayton (Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clark, 1990); and Jean-Luc Marion, God Without Being, trans. Thomas A. Carlson
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991).

5 Cf. Michael Dummett, Origins of Analytic Philosophy (London: Duckworth, 1993), 26 [cited
in Charles Taliaferro, Evidence and Faith: Philosophy and Religion since the Seventeenth Century
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 293].
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What Analytic Philosophy Is, Was, and Wasn’t

Many theologians and Christian philosophers who belong to groups that rejected
analytic philosophy early in the last century assume that the analytic river is
still patrolled by theologian-eating sharks; that the only kind of philosophical
theology capable of surviving here is a meager and reductionistic “analysis of
religious language”. But the analytic stream was only toxic for theologians (and
metaphysicians and ethicists and. . .) for at most a third of its hundred-year
history.

One thing that should be pointed out right away is that the word “analytic”
in “analytic philosophy” means very little—at least, when used broadly, with
“Continental” as the contrasting term. The only definitions of “analytic philo-
sophy” that come close to tracking its actual application are ones that appeal to
historical connections and self-identification, not method or positive doctrine.
A. P. Martinich’s counterfactual criterion is on the right track: analytic philo-
sophers are those who “would have done philosophy the way Moore, Russell,
and Wittgenstein did it if they had been doing philosophy when Moore, Russell,
and Wittgenstein were”.6 I should put it this way: The distinctive thing about
analytic philosophers is that they see themselves as the rightful heirs of Russell
and Moore, or of philosophers who saw themselves as the rightful heirs of Russell
and Moore, or. ... “Analytic”, so understood, is an adjective grounded very
loosely in the way some philosophers measure their debts to philosophers active
at the beginning of the twentieth century. To be an analytic philosopher is to
have certain philosophical heroes, to admire their impact upon philosophy in
a certain time and place—even if one disagrees with most of what these first
analytic philosophers actually believed, and even if one largely rejects the details
of their philosophical methodology.

Many academics outside analytic philosophy seem to believe that “analytic”
just means the view that all important philosophical problems can be dissolved
by some kind of careful attention to language. But if that were what it meant,
“analytic” would be badly misapplied—both by those who wear it proudly and
those who apply it pejoratively. It is far better to say that being an analytic
philosopher does 7ot require belief in linguistic resolutions of all philosophical
problems, since only a few of the most famous philosophers of the last forty
years who have been called “analytic philosophers” have believed any such thing.
Furthermore, the term had no such implication when it was introduced, in
the early years of the twentieth century. “Logical analysis”, when it became
Russell’s rallying cry at the beginning of the revolt against idealism, did not
mean “linguistic analysis”. Initially, at least, it had nothing to do with reducing
philosophical problems to puzzles about language. It referred to his belief that faczs

6 Introduction, in A. P. Martinich and David Sosa (eds.), A Companion to Analytic Philosophy
(Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2001), 5.
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could be understood by analyzing their constituents; it stood for his opposition to
the idealist’s “holism”, their contention that analysis of facts is impossible. And
the “facts” in question were taken, by Russell and Moore, to be existing chunks
of the world, not sentences. Facts, for the earliest analytic philosophers, included
real objects and universals as constituents; they were not linguistic entities of any
sort.”

There is no denying, however, that the schools of analytic philosophy ruling
the roost during the middle third of the last century— primarily, logical posit-
ivism and the “quietism’ of the later Wittgenstein—were intent upon turning
philosophical problems into linguistic problems. Logical positivists imposed
verificationist constraints upon the meanings of words; and their verificationism
made life difficult for those trying to do philosophical theology while remain-
ing in conversation with philosophers.8 According to the most strident logical
positivists, theological statements are sheer nonsense—meaningless noises mas-
querading as important assertions.? In the 1950s, some post-positivists (many
influenced by the later work of Wittgenstein) started saying things that seemed,
supetficially, to be a little friendlier to theology. They were willing to allow that
characteristic theological statements and other expressions of religious sentiment
are, at least, meaningful. Theological discourse constitutes a legitimate, but pecu-
liar, “language game”. However, when they explained the sort of “game” they
had in mind, it became clear that they were not really interested in the way the
vast majority of those who “play” this “game” actually use theological statements.
Sentences such as “God created the world” or “Jesus rose from the dead” are not
used by religious people to make asserzions, they alleged. There is no question of
their being true or false. According to R. M. Hare, for example, they express an
attitude of some kind—apparently, something like an expectation that things
will come out right in the end, though Hare is none too clear about exactly what
attitude constitutes religious “belief”. Whatever exactly a theologian means by
saying “God created the world”, Hare is sure that she is not making a claim
with which atheists disagree.’® R. B. Braithwaite was more explicit: Theological
statements are really expressions of a resolve to behave according to some moral

7 For more description of what “analytic” meant to the earliest analytic philosophers, see my
“Prologue: Metaphysics After the Twentieth Century”, in Dean Zimmerman (ed.), Oxford Studies
in Metaphysics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), pp. ix—xxii.

8 These philosophers also made life difficult for Russell and the rest of the old guard of
analytic philosophers, such as C. D. Broad and H. H. Price; so there was always considerable
opposition within analytic philosophy itself to each of the movements that so badly mistreated
theology—because they badly mistreated metaphysics, ethics, and much else besides. See my
“Prologue”, pp. xvii—xix.

9 A.]J. Ayer, in his positivist manifesto Language, Truth and Logic (New York: Dover, 1952; first
published in 1936), argued that “all utterances about the nature of God are nonsensical” (p. 115);
and, for a time, a surprisingly large number of analytic philosophers found his arguments plausible.

10 Cf. R. M. Hare’s contribution to “Theology and Falsification”, by Antony Flew, Hare, and
Basil Mitchell, in Antony Flew and Alasdair MacIntyre (eds.), New Essays in Philosophical Theology
(London: SCM Press, 1955), 99—103.
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code while thinking about (though not necessarily believing) Bible stories.!!
Such philosophers often paid lip service to the Wittgensteinian mantra that “the
meaning of any statement is given by the way in which it is used”.12 They
claimed to be simply attending to the actual use of religious words by ordinary
religious believers; but, really, the only usage they could possibly have been
describing was their own peculiar habit of continuing to say things like “God
created the world” and “Jesus rose from the dead” after having ceased to believe
in God or the resurrection. At mid-century, the two most powerful philosophical
movements in analytic philosophy offered theologians and religious philosophers
two options: When someone says “God created the world” or “Jesus rose from
the dead”, he is talking pure nonsense; or, at best, he is expressing some positive
attitude or resolve that he shares with many atheists.

During the period of positivist rule, an indomitable little group of British
philosophers (mostly Anglicans) persevered. Theologians and philosophers such
as F. R. Tennant, Austin Farrer, A. C. Ewing, H. H. Price, Ian Ramsey,
H. D. Lewis, Basil Mitchell, and a few others carried on with “philosophical
theology as usual”, while also remaining dogged sparring partners with the
dominant figures in analytic philosophy. Meanwhile, many Catholic philosophers
and theologians looked for alternative philosophical perspectives that seemed
friendlier toward theology. The two front-runners were Whitehead’s Process
Philosophy and Personalism. For good or ill, both movements have faded almost
completely from the philosophical scene. Of course many Catholic philosophers
and theologians remained loyal to St Thomas. Frequently, and understandably,
they gave up trying to articulate their views in dialogue with the main currents
of analytic philosophy— though now many Thomists are deeply engaged with
philosophical theology as practiced by analytic philosophers, some even willing
to call themselves “analytical Thomists”.13

But the positivists’ dogma that theology (and metaphysics and ethics and.. . .)
is meaningless was not part of analytic philosophy at its origins; and it was soon
rejected, as positivism passed from the scene. Initially, “the philosophy of analysis”
meant a fully metaphysically-loaded commitment to realism in opposition to
the idealisms of Bradley, Bosanquet, and others. Its founders—Russell and
Moore—never went along with the extreme positivist dogmas of the 1930s,
which led Carnap, Ayer, and others to consign theology to the same dustbin as
metaphysics. Nowadays, hardly any analytic philosophers will sdill try to argue

11 R. B. Braithwaite, “An Empiricist’s View of the Nature of Religious Belief” (first published
in 1955), reprinted in Basil Mitchell (ed.), The Philosophy of Religion (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1971), 72-91.

12 ibid. 77.

13 Examples include Brian Davies, Eleonore Stump, and ]J. B. Haldane (Haldane describes
himself as an “analytical Thomist”). For examples of their work, see Davies, The Thought of Thomas
Aquinas (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993); Eleonore Stump, Aguinas (London: Routledge, 2003);
and John Haldane, Faithful Reason (London: Routledge, 2004).
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that theological statements are meaningless, or that the very idea of God is
obviously incoherent; and the ones who do are regarded as dinosaurs from a
bygone era— the unaccountable age when positivists ruled the earth.!4 Although
it took some time for the traditional problems of metaphysics and philosophy of
religion to return to center stage, the movements that had pushed them into the
wings did not themselves flourish for very long.

Today’s analytic philosophers do not think all philosophical problems can be
eliminated by some magic bullet of “linguistic analysis”. And we engage in all sorts
of traditional philosophical enterprises that the positivists declared anathema.
Some of us build metaphysical systems of great complexity, defending Platonic
universals, Aristotelian essences, and all manner of old-school metaphysical
entities.!> Many of us are moral realists, a few even developing ethics based on
natural law or divine commands.'¢ Some defend traditional arguments for the
existence of God.'” And one can do these things and remain a respected member
of the profession, publishing papers on such topics in the most prominent
journals.

A large number of Christians have found a comfortable home in the world
of analytic philosophy. The Society of Christian Philosophers has the largest
membership of all the special interest groups meeting in conjunction with the
American Philosophical Association;'® and many of its members have been
awarded the highest honors our guild can confer.!® How is it that a space for
Christian philosophers has come to open up within the current philosophical

14 Cf. e.g. Kai Nielsen’s treatment at the hands of Anthony Kenny in the Times Literary
Supplement, 18 January 2002 (“A Genial Solitude”).

15 To see the wide range of traditional metaphysical positions that are alive and well today, one
need only glance through the table of contents of any recent metaphysics anthology—e.g. Stephen
Laurence and Cynthia Macdonald (eds.), Contemporary Readings in the Foundations of Metaphysics
(Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 1998), or Jaegwon Kim and Ernest Sosa, Metaphysics: An Anthology
(Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 1999).

16 John M. Finnis is a distinguished philosophical exponent of natural law within jurisprudence;
cf. Finnis, Natural Law and Natural Rights (Oxford: Oxford University Press 1980). Divine
Command Theory has been defended by two of the most respected analytic philosophers of their
generation: Robert Merrihew Adams and Philip Quinn. Cf. Adams, The Virtue of Faith (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1987), chs. 7 and 9; and Quinn, Divine Commands and Moral
Requirements (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978).

17 For a survey of recent work on arguments for the existence of God, see William E. Mann
(ed.), The Blackwell Guide to the Philosophy of Religion (Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2005), chs. 4, 5,
and 6.

18 At least, the SCP had the largest membership around 1980, according to Kelly James Clark;
cf. Clark (ed.), Philosophers Who Believe (Downers Grove, IlL.: InterVarsity, 1993), 9-10.

19 Many people, both inside and outside philosophy, have taken note of the emergence, within
the last thirty-five years, of a surprisingly large number of distinguished and outspoken Christians
in analytic departments. The phenomenon has even come to the attention of mainstream news
media, such as 77me magazine (7 April 1980). For detailed accounts of the renaissance of Christian
scholarship within mainstream analytic philosophy, see Clark (ed.), Philosophers Who Believe;
Thomas Morris (ed.), God and the Philosophers (New York: Oxford University Press, 1994); and
the penultimate chapter of Charles Taliaferro’s Evidence and Faith: Philosophy and Religion since the
Seventeenth Century.
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climate? One should not lightly dismiss the answer Alvin Plantinga is said to
have given, when asked this question by a bemused, thoroughly secular colleague
at a cockail party: “It’s the work of the Holy Spirit.” (Plantinga is a master of
the jaw-dropping retort.) But more mundane explanatory factors can be cited, as
well.

For one thing, despite allegations to the contrary from Continental philo-
sophers, analytic philosophy is, in at least one important respect, thoroughly
“postmodern”. Overweening confidence in the power of reason to arrive at
incontrovertible truth is supposed to have been a hallmark of the modern period.
(Was it really? I am not so sure. But never mind; it has, by now, been built
into the definition of “modern”, and its rejection is supposed to be part of what
it means to be “postmodern”.) Although analytic philosophers still put a lot of
stock in #ruth, they generally admit that there is little in philosophy that we can
claim to know to be true with much confidence—at least not when it comes
to substantive philosophical theories, as opposed to conditional claims about
which philosophical theories are consistent with which. There is simply too
much disagreement among equally intelligent and well-informed experts within
philosophy for us to make extravagant claims to certainty.

Of course almost every philosopher still believes various philosophical theor-
ies—the ones that seem, after careful reflection, to do the most justice to the
sorts of evidence that count in favor of philosophical theories. But what kind of
evidence is that? When assessing the adequacy of an ethical or epistemological
or metaphysical theory, analytic philosophers consider things like: the theory’s
ability to retain most, if not all, of their firmest pre-theoretical convictions about
the subject matter it purports to describe; the naturalness of the theory’s fit with
other philosophical views they hold; the theoretical virtues it displays, such as
simplicity or the unification of what seemed to be disparate phenomena; and
other hard-to-quantify theoretical virtues. No wonder, at the end of the day, we
can still disagree! But most of us, after careful consideration of alternative theories,
still end up believing one of them. We know what can be said on behalf of rival
theories, but the evidence seems to us to favor one, even though many of our
peers do not see it that way; and so we come to believe the theory—reasonably,
but, no doubt, fallibly. If this sort of modesty is “postmodern”, then most
analytic philosophers are, to that extent, postmodern.

These days, then, the average analytic philosopher recognizes her precarious
epistemological situation, and admits that reasonable people have reached rad-
ically different conclusions from her own. She knows that there are respectable
philosophers who hold views that seem, by her lights, to be “crazy”. But these
crazy philosophers are people whose criticisms are often important, and might
even prove devastating; and their positive views must also be taken seriously,
however different they may be from her own. It is my impression that almost
every analytic philosopher regards quite a few of her contemporaries in this way;
and philosophers who harbor no special anti-religious animus are, as it turns
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out, generally willing to extend a similar courtesy to Christian philosophers. A
few seem even to understand that their own naturalist commitments might seem
crazy to us.

I do not want to overstate the strength of Christianity within the Anglo-
phone philosophical world. Although numerous outspoken Christians are highly
respected in analytic circles, many of our colleagues still regard the persistence of
religious belief among otherwise intelligent philosophers as a strange aberration,
a pocket of irrationality. As in many other parts of the academy, expressions of
disdain for religion— Christianity in particular—are more socially acceptable
among philosophers than in the culture at large. But Christians should be pre-
pared to be regarded as a little bit crazy; if we do not at least #y to respond to
the occasional barbed remark with equanimity, should we claim to be followers
of Christ? Thankfully, at present, Christian philosophers can be forthright in
the expression of their faith and still be taken seriously as scholars. Some of us
will still have plenty of opportunities to learn humility, and we must try to be
thankful for those as well.

The Need for Cooperation

Unless philosophy always trumps theology, or vice versa, the only way to
tackle the problems of philosophical theology with integrity is to keep both
philosophical and theological considerations on the table, after the manner
of Augustine or Edwards. As in any subfield that belongs to two highly
specialized disciplines, there must be collaboration among experts from both
disciplines. Christian analytic philosophers have become intensely interested in
the traditional questions of philosophical theology, and have produced a large
body of work; but when we look for help in this enterprise from theology, we
do not find many theologians attempting to articulate Christian doctrine in
ways analytic philosophers can understand. There are a few out there (“some
of my best friends are theologians”), mainly from the conservative wing of
Anglicanism, and from the many evangelical seminaries and colleges in the
United States and Canada. Within Catholic philosophy departments, there are
philosophers who are also, in effect, theologians; and some of them find ways to
make themselves understood by analytic philosophers. But, the numbers from
all three categories seem pretty small, compared to the numbers of Christian
analytic philosophers working in philosophy of religion. And those Christian
philosophers who do not fit neatly into one of these three subcultures must rely
on scholarship from theological traditions that are bound to seem somewhat
alien.

Naturally, each party to an interdisciplinary conversation of this sort runs the
risk of saying things that will sound shockingly naive to the other. Most Christian
philosophers in the analytic tradition have little, if any, formal training in biblical
criticism or the history of doctrine, for instance; so we have plenty to learn. But,
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given the diminished role philosophy tends to play in theological training, and
the dearth of analytic philosophy within seminaries and theology departments,
the same is no doubt true of most of the theologians who could engage with us
in the project of philosophical theology. So I end this section with an appeal to
theologians and Christian philosophers outside the analytic tradition: find out
for yourselves whether analytic philosophy is really so arid as you have been told.
See if it has anything convincing to say in response to the arguments (or the
“hermeneutics of suspicion”) used by Continental philosophers to undermine
our more traditional approach to philosophy. And then consider whether analytic
philosophy might not be, after all, a context in which philosophical theology
could flourish. The editors and authors of this book are convinced that it can
and, to an impressive degree, does. We hope the contents of this volume help
support that conviction.

I1I

A Dearth of Dualists

To say that dualism is on the defensive in both philosophical and theological
circles would be a gross understatement. The idea that we are thinking, immaterial
substances interacting with non-thinking, material bodies is widely thought to
be incoherent or at least subject to devastating philosophical, scientific, and even
theological objections. In this book, several of the authors argue that materialist
conceptions of human persons are, for various reasons, inferior to a metaphysics
of immarterial selves; but there is at least as much defense of the compatibility of
various Christian doctrines with materialist conceptions of human beings. Still,
the amount of attention paid to dualism in these pages will seem sadly retrograde
to many readers.

By my lights, however, dualism still belongs on the table. I do not deny
that there are powerful Ockhamistic reasons to doubt dualism: we know there
are plenty of material objects composed ultimately of unthinking physical
particles,2 but why go on to posit an extra realm of purely mental things? A
very good question, surely, and one not easily answered. I also have to admit
that I find many of the traditional arguments for dualism relatively easy to
resist.2! On the other hand, I am not much impressed by the positive arguments
against dualism—that is, arguments other than those based upon a reasonable

20 Or do we?—see Adams’s essay, Chapter 1 of this volume, for an argument that it is the purely
non-mental substances that are problematic, not the immaterial, thinking selves.

21 For some of my doubts about modal arguments and unity of consciousness arguments, see
my “Two Cartesian Arguments for the Simplicity of the Soul”, American Philosophical Quarterly,
28 (1991), 217-26; and the entry “Dualism in the Philosophy of Mind”, Encyclopedia of Philosophy,
2nd edn (New York: Macmillan, 2005), 113-22.



14 Dean Zimmerman

Ockhamistic resistance to needlessly positing nonphysical entities.22 Some anti-
dualist arguments are simply very bad (Plantinga pokes fun at some unimpressive
arguments in his contribution to this volume). Others take as their target only
the more implausible forms of dualism, ignoring more popular varieties that are
at least as a priori likely as the extreme kinds.23 The most interesting anti-dualist
arguments target substance dualism by taking aim at one of its implications:
a dualism of mental and physical properties. Dualists seem forced to admit
that some mental properties are just as fundamental as anything posited by
fundamental physics; and, barring some implausible parallelism of mental and
physical events, dualists must also posit special causal laws linking the mental
(e.g. phenomenal) properties with the fundamental properties already central
to physics. There are real puzzles about the form such laws would have to
take, a couple of which will be sketched in my discussion of property dualism,
below. Although I should not want to downplay their seriousness, they are
not problems faced only, or even primarily, by substance dualists. Although
highly controversial, property dualism is a real contender in contemporary
philosophy of mind; and many of its defenders (notably, David Chalmers24) are
not substance dualists. Those who, like myself, find property dualism utterly
compelling—independently of any reason to accept a dualism of soul and
body—will not be overly impressed by objections to substance dualism that take
aim at property dualism.

I have attempted, in a small way, to defend some of these outlandish assertions
elsewhere.25> And I have also argued that any sensible materialism about human
persons—any view according to which I am identical to some familiar kind of
physical object, such as a human organism or brain—is a lot harder to maintain

22 For an admirably fair-minded presentation of the case against dualism, one can do no better
than to consult Paul M. Churchland, Mazter and Consciousness (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press,
1985), 7-22. T would call his overall strategy “Ockhamistic”’. However, the “argument from neural
dependence” (p. 20) is an important part of his case that might seem more direct—not simply a
matter of pointing out that, whatever souls are supposed to do, one can assign their job to some
physical object and thereby avoid positing extra entities. The argument from neural dependence
relies, however, upon the assumption that, if a dualism concedes that the soul needs a functioning
brain in order to think, it is thereby made less plausible. Why should one think this is so? Perhaps
because, in the absence of independent activities that it can perform unaided, there is less reason to
posit a soul as an additional entity—a serious objection, but one that seems Ockhamistic in spirit.
Sdill, T have to admit that I am papering over a lot of subtle issues by calling all the best arguments
against dualism “Ockhamistic”.

23 For example, Ernest Sosa’s interesting argument against interaction between souls and bodies
depends upon the Cartesian assumption that souls cannot have a more intimate relation to some
regions of space than to others; cf. Sosa, “Mind—Body Interaction and Supervenient Causation”,
Midwest Studies in Philosophy, 9 (1984), 271-81. Many dualists have denied this, however; and few,
if any, of the traditional motivations for dualism require that souls be altogether “outside of space”.

24 See Chalmers, The Conscious Mind (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996).

25 See my ““Should the Christian Be a Mind—Body Dualist?”, in Michael Peterson and Ray Van
Arragon (eds.), Contemporary Debates in Philosophy of Religion (Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2004),
315-27; and “Dualism in the Philosophy of Mind”.
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than most materialists seem to realize.26 In this volume, however, I leave the
arguments for and against dualism to others.

The Varieties of Dualism: Property Dualism

As a sort of prelude to the debates between dualists and materialists that are
to come, I now provide a taxonomy of mind—body dualisms—beginning with
“property dualism”, a thesis compatible with materialism about human persons;
and proceeding to “substance dualism”, a category subsuming a broad spectrum
of doctrines that posit a distinction between soul and body. Some philosophers are
skeptical about whether a stable doctrine of interactionist substance dualism can
even be formulated; if their skepticism were justified, many of the controversies
within these pages would evaporate. I aim to dispel that skepticism here.

Throughout history and as far into prehistory as we can see, the majority view
of humankind seems always to have been that there is more to a person than the
body; and that an “afterlife” is possible because this “something more” —the
soul or spirit—does not pass away with the death of the body. In contemporary
philosophy, this doctrine is often called “substance dualism”, and contrasted
with various forms of “property dualism”—the thesis that the mental properties
of persons are significantly independent of or in some other way distinct from
the physical properties of persons. Typically, property dualism is identified with
the failure of some class of mental properties to “supervene upon the physical”
(as in the essay by van Inwagen in this volume).

The denial of the supervenience of the mental upon the physical is tantamount
to the denial of a very weak form of a thesis usually called “physicalism”. It is
generally assumed by those who accept the label “physicalist” that physics has
a privileged place among the sciences. In physics, one finds the most precise
descriptions of the physical world, and the closest we can come to exceptionless
laws. The advance of physics is usually thought to represent progress toward
an ideal, true physics—a scientific theory that is “in the style of” present-day
physics, explaining all the sorts of events physics now attempts to explain along
with whatever new phenomena might turn out to be relevant to the occurrence
of these sorts of events. Ideal physics may forever remain beyond our ken, but
it is the terms of ideal physics that would provide the means to tell the full,
fundamental truth about the nature of matter. “Physicalism” is the conviction
that ideal physics would provide the means to—in some sense—“‘completely
describe” our world, without adverting to spookily mental entities or forces.

The physicalist picture I have just sketched really combines two distinct
elements. (i) The true description of our universe in the language of ideal
physics will not include, as part of its basic ideology, overtly mental terms; so,

26 See my ‘“Material People”, in Michael Loux and Dean Zimmerman (eds.), The Oxford
Handbook of Metaphysics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 491—-526.
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talk about “acts of will”, “sharp pains”, “reddish after-images”, and the like
will not be required in stating fundamental laws. (ii) Although we may always
need to make use of “higher-level” sciences and laws to explain the behavior of
macrophysical objects, including human beings, nevertheless, the true physics of
our world would “completely describe” the world in the sense that a full physical
description would “settle everything”: a world exactly resembling ours in all
the details specifiable in the language of ideal physics (and without any extra
entities or extra fundamental properties added on) would Aave to be like our
world in every respect, including every mental respect. This “settling everything”
clause is usually called “global supervenience” —everything about our universe
“supervenes upon” or is determined by the way in which fundamental physical
properties are exemplified throughout the universe.2”

Many philosophers reject physicalism because they believe that some kinds of
mental property fail to supervene upon the physical. In other words, they believe
that the complete specification of the physical structure of a world like ours in
purely non-mental terms leaves open various possibilities for the distribution of
mental properties over the creatures in that world. According to these opponents
of physicalism, the mental “floats free”, to some extent, of the physical. For
example, if brain states of a certain sort are lawfully correlated with a certain
kind of pain, and if experiencing this sort of pain does not supervene upon the
physical properties exemplified in and around brains in our world, then it is a
matter of contingent law that brain states of this sort generate this kind of pain.
They could have been lawfully associated with a different kind of sensation, or
perhaps no sensation at all.

“Property dualism” means different things in the mouths of different philo-
sophers. But, more and more frequently, it is used simply to mean the denial
of physicalism either because there are brutely mental powers or properties
that interact with the physical world (as in the scenario sketched by Hart and
Yagisawa in their chapter); or because global supervenience fails— that is, because
the complete description of the universe in the terms of fundamental (ideal)
physics is compatible with a different distribution of mental properties (as in
the epiphenomenal property dualism defended by David Chalmers). In either
case, the mental properties exemplified in our world would be to some degree
independent of what one might call the purely physical properties— that is, all
the properties and forces posited by fundamental physics, with the exception of
any that might have to simply be identified with mental states or powers.

The fact that one class of properties can vary independently of another does
not rule out the possibility that some things may have both kinds of properties.

27 There are vexed questions about how to make physicalism more precise. For a window onto
the debate, see Carl Gillett and Barry Loewer (eds.), Physicalism and its Discontents (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2001), esp. chs. 1, 2, and 3: David Papineau, “The Rise of Physicalism”;
Barry Loewer, “From Physics to Physicalism”; and D. Gene Witmer, “Sufficiency Claims and
Physicalism: A Formulation”.
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If one restricts attention to the observable shapes and colors of medium-sized
objects, color properties and shape properties are independent in this way—the
distribution of colors over objects does not supervene upon the distribution of
shapes. Paint could have been applied, leaving all objects the same shape but
with differences in some of their colors. Despite this independence of shape and
color, a single object, such as a red ball, can have both color properties and
shape properties. The ball does not need to have a part that is red but shapeless
and another part that is spherical but colorless.28 In other words, a dualism of
color and shape properties is compatible with a monistic view about the subjects
of these properties. Analogously, a dualism of mental and physical properties
is compatible with a monism about their subjects. Property dualists who are
substance materialists believe that the mental and physical attributes of persons
are independent in something like the way color and shape are; nevertheless, they
believe that they are attributes of a single thing—in our case, a human person (or
perhaps some smaller part of the human body??) consisting entirely of ordinary
matter.

Although property dualism may not imply a dualism of immaterial, thinking
substances and unthinking material bodies; nevertheless, substance dualism is
usually thought to imply property dualism. If mental properties belong to entities
that are not composed of ordinary matter, it is hard to see why anyone would
think that global supervenience holds. So most problems facing property dualism
confront substance dualists, too. And there are important objections to property
dualism, such as: if any causal relations exist between the mental and the physical,
then property dualism will imply inelegant and otherwise implausible causal laws.

Richard Taylor and Keith Campbell offer variations on this last theme.

What we must conceive, then, is a physical change within the brain, this change
being wrought not by some other physical change in the brain or elsewhere but by an
idea. . . . Conceive, then, if possible, how an idea can effect such a change as this, how an
idea can render more permeable the membranes of certain brain cells, how an idea can

28 This claim is false, if a certain sort of “trope metaphysics” is correct. According to trope
theorists, such as D. C. Williams (“On the Elements of Being: I and II”, Review of Metaphysics, 7
(1953), 3—18 and 171-92), for every fundamental property of a thing, there is a “trope” or instance
of that property. Trope theorists generally also hold that objects consist of maximal bundles of
“coinherent” tropes; and that a trope that is an instance of a certain property confers that property
upon every bundle of tropes with which it is coinherent, including sub-bundles of the largest bundle
(I detect this doctrine in Williams; cf. his remarks about the mind, pp. 18 and 171). The largest
bundle is the thing we would ordinarily have taken to be the only substance with the property; but
this sort of trope theorist posits many “thinner” substances that also have it. A trope metaphysics
of this sort undermines the distinction between substance and property dualism. The existence of
fundamental mental properties that are independent of physical properties implies the existence of
sub-bundles which include mental tropes without physical tropes. These sub-bundles, since they
are composed of mental property tropes but not physical property tropes, are nonphysical mental
substances.

29 Some substance materialists do not identify themselves with the entire human body, but rather
with just the brain or nervous system, or even a single hemisphere.
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enter into a chemical reaction whose effect is the diffusion of sodium ions at a certain
place, or how an idea can move the particles of the cortical cells or otherwise aid or inhibit
chemical reactions occurring therein. Try, I say, to form a conception of this, and then
confess that, as soon as the smallest attempt at any description is made, the description
becomes unintelligible and the conception an impossible one.3°

If the dualists are right, events in the brain, of a complexity which defeats the imagination,
can cause effects of great simplicity in the spirit. For example, the experience of seeing a
red circle on a white ground requires brain activity involving millions of cells. And vice
versa, so simple a mental event as deciding to go to bed sets in train, on the Dualist
account, cortical events of the most staggeringly complicated sort.

Because no mechanism connects matter with spirit, such causal connections must
be primitive, fundamental ones. In no other case are there fundamental connections
between the simple and the complex. In no other case is the effect of a complex activity
quite different from any composition of the effects of part of the complex. Matter—spirit
connections, if they occur at all, are quite unlike any others. And unless panpsychism is
true, they occur only in tiny fragments of the universe.3!

Paul Churchland raises a similar problem. Considering the hypothesis that
“mental properties are fundamental properties of reality . . . on a par with length,
mass, electric charge, and other fundamental properties”, Churchland notes thata
property dualist might cite, as historical precedent, other cases in which a property
was thought to be reducible but turned out to be fundamental—for example,
“electromagnetic phenomena (such as electric charge and magnetic attraction)”
which were once thought to be “just an unusually subtle manifestation of purely
mechanical phenomena” but ultimately had to be added to “the existing list of
fundamental properties”.

Perhaps mental properties enjoy a status like that of electromagnetic properties: irre-
ducible, but not emergent. Such a view may be called elemental-property dualism. . . .
Unfortunately, the parallel with electromagnetic phenomena has one very obvious failure.
Unlike electromagnetic properties, which are displayed at all levels of reality from the
subatomic level on up, mental properties are displayed only in large physical systems that
have evolved a very complex internal organization. . . . They do not appear to be basic or
elemental at all.32

The remarks of Taylor, Campbell, and Churchland appear in introductory
texts; and so they are, understandably, rather sketchy—gestures in the direction
of more rigorous arguments. But no property dualist should deny that these
authors have put their fingers on some serious worries. All three lay these burdens
(with justice) at the feet of those defending a dualism of immaterial soul and
purely physical body. But it is important to note that they are, in the first

30 Richard Taylor, Metaphysics, 4th edn (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1992), 22.

31 Keith Campbell, Body and Mind, 2nd edn (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame
Press, 1984), 50—1.

32 Churchland, Matter and Consciousness, 12—13.
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instance, objections to property dualism; and that many philosophers (including
many philosophers who are not substance dualists, and probably all of the
dualists in this volume) accept these forms of property dualism for reasons that
have nothing to do with the stronger forms of dualism. So, however important
and impressive these arguments may be, when fully deployed, their force will
often have dissipated before they could begin to undermine a philosopher’s
commitment to substance dualism.

Varieties of Dualism: Substance Dualism

Substance dualism goes further than property dualism, denying monism about
the bearers of physical and mental properties. Philosophical dualists such as
Plato and Descartes—and, more recently, Karl Popper, Richard Swinburne, and
William Hasker—disagree about many details.33 But they have this much in
common: (2) they believe that, for every person who thinks or has experiences,
there is a thing—a soul or spiritual substance—that lacks many of the physical
properties the body shares with unthinking material objects; and (&) they believe
that this extra thing is essential to the person, and in one way or another
responsible for the person’s mental life. Until recenty, “dualism” (as a term
for a theory about the relation between mind and body) just meant what is
now called “substance dualism”. “Property dualism” is a recent coinage. Not
long ago, virtually everyone was a property dualist, so there was little need to
draw a distinction. The definition I propose seems to me to correspond nicely
to the way “substance dualism” is now applied, and to the way “dualism”
was used before the need arose to distinguish between substance and property
dualism.

There are two important ways in which the above definition is vague: how
many properties can a soul share with the stuff in unthinking objects before
it is just another physical object? And how “responsible” must the soul be for
a person’s mental life? It seems to me that the points at which philosophers
usually begin to wonder whether “dualism” should apply to a philosophical
view are explained nicely by the different answers that are given to these two
questions. As a theory of mind—body relations attributes more of the same
properties to souls and inert matter, or makes the soul less directly responsible
for thinking, we become more reluctant to call the view “dualism”, without
qualification. There is a range of possible answers to these two questions, and
the answers can be roughly ordered as more and less dualistic in flavor. On
the proposed definition, then, “substance dualism” becomes a label for a range
of views spread out along one end of a spectrum—a spectrum of possible

35 Cf. Karl Popper and John C. Eccles, The Self and its Brain (Berlin: Springer-Verlag, 1977);
Richard Swinburne, The Evolution of the Soul, revised edn (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997); and
William Hasker, The Emergent Self (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1999).
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mind—body theories running from extreme dualisms (like those of Plato and
Descartes) to straightforward versions of materialism. The presence of a small
area of indeterminacy within the spectrum does not count against the definition,
since it is intended to capture the meaning of a familiar but somewhat imprecise
term.

How is the Soul “Responsible” for a Person’s Mental Life?

I begin exploration of the differences among (substance) dualists by canvassing
ways in which clause (6) has been understood. In what way is the soul responsible
for a person’s mental life?

Dualists are deeply divided over the question whether a person is identical
with an immaterial substance, or a composite of immaterial soul and physical
body. Many dualists agree with Plato: persons are entirely immaterial. Each
person just 7s a soul, related to a physical body like pilot to ship. Other dualists
identify a person with a whole composed of soul and body. Among these
“composite dualists”, further differences emerge: some, like Richard Swinburne
(and, perhaps, Descartes, who sometimes seems to identify himself with a
composite of soul and body), ascribe a person’s mental properties to her soul and
her physical properties to her body. On this view, there is a thing unlike ordinary
physical objects that thinks the person’s thoughts, and then there is the person,
and they are not identical. The person is identical to a larger thing that includes
the thinking soul as a part.

This sort of composite dualist elaborates clause (4) by saying that, although
I am not identical with my soul, it is nevertheless “responsible for my mental
life” in virtue of somehow having or undergoing that mental life for me. The
explanation raises some obvious and awkward questions. If the composite person
also thinks, then there are two thinkers who cannot tell themselves apart. If
the composite does not, strictly speaking, think; then persons do not, strictly
speaking, think. A soul does a person’s thinking just as the stomach does a
person’s digesting. Neither alternative is a happy one.34

There is at least one view that has some claim to being a version of composite
dualism but that gives a very different account of the responsibility for thinking
that is mentioned in (4). According to St Thomas Aquinas, when soul and body
are united, it is wrong to attribute mental states to the soul. Nevertheless, the
soul does explain how it is that a person can have the ability to think; and,
at death, the soul is responsible for an ongoing mental life in an even more
direct way, acquiring the ability to think all by itself, in its disembodied state.
So clause () remains more-or-less true, though the soul’s responsibility for the

34 Eric Olson presses these objections to composite dualism in “A Compound of Two Sub-
stances”, in Kevin Corcoran (ed.), Soul, Body and Survival (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
2001), 73-88.
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person’s thinking is not so direct as on other forms of dualism—until death, at
least.

Aquinas’s souls are notoriously hard to understand; but they make some kind
of sense within the framework of Aquinas’s broadly Aristotelian metaphysics.35
According to both Aquinas and Aristotle, “accidental forms” explain a thing’s
accidental properties, while a “substantial form” explains its being or essence.
Following Aristotle, Aquinas calls the substantial forms of living things “souls”,
and the soul of a human being includes his entire complex physical and
mental nature. A human being’s substantial form gives a hunk of matter
the distinctive structure of a living human body, and so it is responsible for
the physical abilities of the person composed of that hunk of matter. The
very same substantial form is also responsible for the mental abilities of the
person. And it is the person as a whole, a physical thing resulting from a
combination of matter and form, that exercises both kinds of abilities. If
one can wrap one’s mind around an Aristotelian metaphysics of form and
matter, that much will seem fairly unproblematic. What is harder to see is
how something capable of playing the role of a “substantial form” could come
to be able to think after death, while not “informing” any matter. Aristotle
did not think this was possible. But, according to Aquinas, although the soul
that persists after death is not identical to the person whose soul it was, the
soul does retain the ability to think. Who this thinker is remains something of
a mystery.

The Thomistic doctrine of the soul is, by all accounts, a borderline case of
mind-body dualism. While body and soul are united, the Thomist’s soul has
no mental properties—it is not itself a mind or even a part of the person,
in the ordinary sense of “part”. The way in which it is “responsible for my
mental life” is quite indirect; allowing that it is “responsibility enough” to satisfy
clause (4) in the proposed definition of dualism would extend the meaning of
“dualism” to include views that have not usually been thought to qualify. The
soul is a formal cause of a human person’s ability to think, and also a formal
cause of such physical abilities as motility. The soul “conveys” both sorts of
powers, but in a funny, “formal” way. The soul does not itself exemplify these
powers (while the human person exists, at any rate), and so it does not confer
them by simply having the powers and being a part of a human being. And
the soul does not confer them upon a physical human being by pushing bits
of matter around until they have the right sort of configuration or structure
to think or move. Efficient causes do that. Rather, the soul is introduced as
the configuration or structure itself—a relatively abstract thing, at least when

35 Eleonore Stump and Brian Leftow elucidate St Thomas’s account of the human soul in quite
different—Dbut perhaps ultimately complementary—ways. See the chapter “Forms and Bodies: The
Soul” in Stump’s Aquinas; and Leftow’s “Souls Dipped in Dust”, in Corcoran (ed.), Soul, Body and
Survival, 120—38.
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compared with the full-fledged human being, providing a relatively abstract
explanation of how a thing can have these abilities. Platonists posit a different
sort of thing to play the role of configuration or structure, one that is even more
abstract. But that should not make a Platonist about universals automatically
qualify as a substance dualist about minds and bodies. By parity of reasoning,
Thomists should not be categorized as substance dualists just because the formal
explanations they give of mental and physical abilities appeal to immaterial
forms.

An example of a Platonist materialist may shed light on the subject. Consider
a type—type materialist—someone who identifies mental property types with
physical property types; for example, the property being in pain with the property
having a functioning brain with C-fibers firing. If she is also a certain kind of
Platonist, she will introduce universals as the metaphysical grounds for attributing
all structures and configurations—in particular, then, she will suppose that the
physical property types she identifies with mental property types are universals. Is
she a substance dualist? A type—type materialist would not normally be thought
to be a substance dualist; few philosophers would take her views about universals
to be relevant to the question whether she is a mind—body dualist. If the fact
that the Aristotelian’s extra entities (e.g. St Thomas’s substantial forms) are not
like ordinary physical objects makes the view dualistic, then the fact that the
Platonist’s extra entities (universals) are not like ordinary physical objects should
automatically make Platonism dualistic. But “dualism” has not normally been
applied in that way (e.g. no one has ever called David Armstrong a dualist
simply because he believes in universals, and therefore cites physical universals as
the formal causes of mental states; rather, he remains a paradigmatic substance
materialist). Unless there is some deep reason to suppose that the real meaning of
“dualist” in our mouths does not track our considered application to individual
cases, belief in immaterial formal causes should not be sufficient to make one
a dualist.

I conclude, then, that St Thomas’s view about the way in which the soul is
responsible for a human being’s ability to think is too indirect to decisively satisfy
clause (). Whatever its merits, Thomistic dualism is at best a borderline case of
substance dualism. This result is not a surprising departure from ordinary usage.
The proponents of Thomistic dualism often recommend the view by pointing
out how very close it is to straightforward versions of materialism about human
beings; and they spend a good deal of time arguing about whether it should or
should not qualify as a version of dualism.

I turn, then, to more full-blooded dualisms, according to which the immaterial
part of a person is responsible for the person’s ability to think in virtue of being
irself a thinking thing, here and now. Because of the problems with composite
dualism noted above—could something distinct from a person do her thinking
for her, or in addition to her?— the paradigm case will be dualisms that identify
persons with immaterial substances.
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How Many Properties Can the Soul Share with Paradigmatically
Physical Objects?

The first of the two elements in my proposed definition of dualism, above, was
this: (2) for every person who thinks or has experiences, there is a thing—a
soul or spiritual substance—that lacks many of the physical properties the body
shares with unthinking material objects. This raises the question: “How many
properties can a thinking thing have in common with patently inert mateer,
before it becomes just another physical object?”

Some opponents of dualism allege an incoherence in the very idea of a
nonphysical soul influencing a physical body, based on the answers they give to
this question. Daniel Dennett points out that, on any version of dualism that
says mind affects matter, the soul should eventually come to the attention of
the physicist studying the motions of particles in the brain. But would that not
make the soul physical? “A ghost in the machine is of no help in our theories
unless it is a ghost that can move things around. . .but anything that can
move a physical thing is itself a physical thing (although perhaps a strange and
heretofore unstudied kind of physical thing).”3¢ It might have seemed natural
to define substance dualism as any view according to which an “enlargement of
the ontology of the physical sciences is called for in order to account for the
phenomena of consciousness”; one might have thought that a dualist is someone
who posits a mental entity that is “something above and beyond the atoms
and molecules that compose the brain”.37 But if the extra thing posited is still
physical, the view would not be dualistic; and if the extra thing is able to interact
with the body at all, it would be physical. Attempts to define dualism in terms of
the nonphysical nature of souls are incompatible with interactionism.

So Dennett proposes a different way to define “dualism”—a definition
guaranteed to make dualism unacceptable to anyone who hopes that persons can
be studied in a principled way: the dualist is someone who declares that “how
the mind works. . . is quite beyond human ken”. 38 A philosopher or scientist
may posit an extra, mental entity not composed of ordinary matter, and still
be a good materialist, so long as the new entity is “scientifically investigatable”;
the view only becomes genuinely dualistic when the extra entity is said to be
something that cannot be studied scientifically. The hallmark of the dualist is his
or her “fundamentally antiscientific stance”;3? to be a dualist is, by definition, to
be a mystery-monger, a despiser of science.

Dennett offers us a choice of definitions, then: either “dualism” means
something that is incompatible with interactionism; or it means something
incompatible with the possibility of a scientific study of the mind. But has
Dennett really exhausted the alternatives? On the face of it, the paradigm cases

36 Daniel Dennett, Consciousness Explained (Boston: Little, Brown, 1991), 35.
37 Ibid. 36. 38 Ibid. 37. 39 Ibid. 36-7.
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of dualists include people like Descartes and Sir John Eccles— philosopher-
scientists or scientist-philosophers who suppose that the mind interacts with
the brain, and that its powers and mode of operation could, in principle, be
studied scientifically. Are there really only two ways to define “dualism”, each
incompatible with its application to paradigmatic dualists?

Not all critics of dualism define the view in such an unfriendly manner. Paul
Churchland and Keith Campbell, for instance, understand substance dualism
in terms that are acceptable to its major proponents. They grant that there is a
spectrum of coherent conceptions of persons that should all qualify as substance
dualisms, some of which make souls more like ordinary inert matter than others.
They admit that there are some legitimate motivations for adopting a view from
this spectrum, and they realize that these motivations do not require the more
extreme forms of dualism. And then they go on to offer substantive, serious
criticisms of all forms of substance dualism.4® But Dennett is not the only
philosopher who attempts to defeat dualism largely by means of tendentious
definitions.#! And so the dualist has plenty of motivation for clarifying what he
might mean by calling souls “nonphysical” or “immaterial”.

Given his importance in the history of philosophy, and the importance of
dualism within his metaphysics, it is understandable that Descartes has become
the paradigmatic dualist; and that his conception of the differences between body
and soul is sometimes taken to be the only version of dualism worth discussing.
Cartesian souls are nonphysical in a very strong sense: unlike physical objects,
they are not spatially located; unlike the physical world as Descartes conceived
of it, souls have no parts, but are instead “simple substances”; and they are in no
way dependent upon the physical world for their continued existence or ability
to think.

To make these three Cartesian doctrines essential to any view worthy of
the label “substance dualism” would, however, be perverse. The adherents of
animistic religions, spiritualists and other believers in ghosts all posit a dualism
of distinct substances; and so they have naturally been called “dualists”. Most
prominent philosophers who describe themselves as substance dualists (e.g.
Richard Swinburne, William Hasker, and W. D. Hart#?) depart from one or
more Cartesian tenet.

The truth of the mactter is that “substance dualism” (and just plain “dualism”,
back when most philosophers took some kind of property dualism for granted)

40 Churchland, Matter and Consciousness, pp. 7—10; Campbell, Body and Mind, 41-8.

41 Jay Rosenberg makes use of a somewhat similar—though in many ways more interest-
ing— defeat-by-definition strategy against dualists. See Rosenberg, Thinking Clearly about Death
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1983), ch. 2; see esp. 59—63, in which souls are stipulated to
have no properties other than “performance capabilities”; by definition, souls cannot have many of
the “categorical” properties dualists have traditionally attributed to souls, such as phenomenal states
and other modes of experience. Rosenberg’s unfriendly definition leaves souls categorically naked,
and an easy target for his anti-dualist argument.

42 . D. Hart, The Engines of the Soul (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988).
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has been used to characterize any of the views on one end of a spectrum.
Cartesianism lies at the extreme dualistic end of the spectrum; straightforward
versions of materialism are at the other extreme; but there is no neat, perfectly
sharp, way to sort all possible theories that belong on the spectrum into
two categories, dualisms and materialisms. Views closer to the dualistic end
posit entities that lack many of the attributes of ordinary physical objects and
their microphysical parts. But every dualist must admit that souls have some
characteristics in common with uncontroversially non-thinking physical things.
What is not perfectly precise is the answer to this question: how many can they
have in common and still qualify as “nonphysical substances”?

It is ridiculous to foist upon dualists the view that souls and the matter in
non-thinking objects are not alike iz any important respect. After all, if there were
such things as souls, they would resemble physical objects in being “concrete”,
or “non-abstract”, and many important shared properties follow from even this
much resemblance. To begin to see the similarities that simply must be recognized
by any sensible dualism, one need only catalogue the signal attributes typically
ascribed to abstract entities. If abstract entities, such as numbers and universals,
exist at all, they are probably necessary beings. Abstracta are often thought to be
outside time, or at least immutable. And intrinsic duplication among abstracta
seems impossible; there would be no room for two exactly similar but distinct
universals. Has anyone thought that souls were as unlike concrete physical objects
as universals are? The souls typically posited by dualists contrast with abstracta in
exactly the ways physical objects do. Souls, like bodies, are contingent, temporal,
and susceptible to change. And there is nothing obviously wrong with positing
two exactly similar physical particles or two exactly similar souls.

So no dualist should be saddled with the thesis that bodies and souls have 70
importantattributes in common. But precisely what properties are being withheld
from souls, then, when the dualist calls them “nonphysical” or “immaterial”?
Assuming a mechanistic physics, with all physical interactions due to contact,
Descartes could plausibly identify the physical with the spatially extended;
physical properties imply spatial extension, and a multiplicity of parts. But if
electrons or gluons turn out to be partless, as some have surmised, should one
conclude that they are nonphysical? Would it not be better to say that, if electrons
are partless, they are physical objects that happen to resemble Cartesian souls in
one more respect than Cartesian matter resembles souls?

There is no guarantee that similar problems will not arise again for anyone
who, like Descartes, relies on the details of current physics to mark the boundaries
of the physical. Suppose that today’s gluons, leptons, electrons, etc. should go
the way of phlogiston, because today’s physics turns out to be but a crude
approximation of some radically different theory. Or suppose there happen to be
sentient creatures much like humans but whose bodies are composed of materials
not mentioned in today’s physics. Such scenarios should not be taken to verify
substance dualism, surely.
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Should “nonphysical substance” be taken to mean “a substance lacking
any of the properties mentioned in the ‘final, true physics’”—since, whatever
properties might figure prominently in “final physics”, they are unlikely to be
highly general, such as being contingent or being mutable? There are problems
in this direction as well. Suppose neuroscientists were to detect unexplained
motions of molecules in the brain, ultimately concluding that they must be
the immediate effects of thoughts; and suppose that parapsychologists were to
find evidence that the thinkers of these thoughts can pass from one brain to
another. Physicists would surely be forced to posit basic physical laws involving
mental states, and substances whose nature was mental, not physical. In that case,
mental substances would end up having properties that appear in the final, true
physics; but surely substance dualism would be vindicated by these discoveries,
not disproven.

Despite these initial setbacks in the search for a general definition of “nonphys-
ical substance” acceptable to all who are typically called “substance dualists”,
there are several characteristic dualistic doctrines that reveal basic points of
agreement and that allow for a measure of relative distance from a paradigmatic
substance materialism.

One point of agreement between dualists as different as the sophisticated
Cartesian and the unsophisticated animist is that there are a great many things in
the world that lack mentality of any sort; and that, associated with each human
person, there is a thinking thing, a soul, not composed of the same kinds of stuff
as these nonmental things. The animist and spiritualist may think of the soul
as extended or composite; but they deny, at any rate, that it is made of things
that can be found in objects completely devoid of mentality. To be a substance
dualist, then, one must at least accept what might be called “compositional
dualism”:43 on the one hand, there are things that cannot think and that are
made entirely of parts that cannot think; on the other hand, there are things that
can think; and, whether or not the latter have parts, they at least do not have
parts in common with any of the former things.

There is more to being a substance dualist than affirming compositional
dualism, however. Consider a traditional spiritualist metaphysics, according
to which there is a special kind of stuff, ectoplasm, found only in spirits, and
resembling ordinary matter only in being composite and spatially located. Ideally,
such a view ought to fall somewhere on the dualistic side of the spectrum of
mind—body views, even though it is not the extreme dualism of Descartes.
Compare this view with the (arbitrary and unmotivated) theory that the soul
is a point-sized thinking substance that has the same mass as a proton and the
same charge as an electron; and that every substance with a similar mass and
charge is capable of thought. This rather bizarre theory qualifies as compositional
dualism; but it seems to me to be much further away from Cartesianism, and

43 Not to be confused with “composite dualism”, discussed above.
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more deserving of the label “materialist” than the spiritualist’s metaphysics of
ectoplasm. It should not matter much where precisely the line between materialism
and dualism is drawn; some might want to categorize the bizarre proton-mass-
cum-electron-charge soul theory as a kind of dualism, while others might insist
upon calling ectoplasm a special, intrinsically mental physical substance. From
the point of view of defending the coherence of the very idea of substance
dualism, all that matters is the fact that there is a spectrum of possible theories
about mind-body relations running from the clearly dualistic to the clearly
materialistic; and that the boundary between dualisms and materialisms, though
vague, can be drawn in a principled way.

To generalize, then: a version of compositional dualism is further from
materialism, and more deserving of the name “substance dualism”, the fewer
properties are said to characterize both substances capable of thought (and their
parts, if any) and substances utterly incapable of thought. Descartes lies far to
the dualistic side of the spectrum. Although his souls and bodies are somewhat
similar, simply in virtue of being concrete substances, they have very little else in
common. Less extreme dualists have posited simple souls with spatial location. 44
Still others, while remaining compositional dualists, suppose that the soul is both
spatially located and divisible.45 W. D. Hart’s souls are spatially located and also
possessed of a kind of “psychic energy”, transformable into kinetic energy.46
On this view, the same amount of energy can characterize a purely physical
system and a soul—a further similarity between the two types of substance. Still,
Hart’s souls lack charge, mass, spin, and all other interesting intrinsic properties
characterizing the particles constituting ordinary matter. And measurable degrees
of psychic energy are supposed to be definable in terms of the propensity to
sustain beliefs, not in terms of physical effects; so even this quasi-physical quantity
seems grounded in the mental nature of Hart’s souls, rather than in any intrinsic
features they share with ordinary matter.

There may well be no sharp line dividing substance dualism from substance
materialism; one can at least imagine versions of compositional dualism according
to which souls are just sufficiently like insensate matter to make it unclear
whether the view belongs on the dualist side of the spectrum. Nevertheless, the
distinction between substance dualism and substance materialism remains an
important and natural one, even if slightly vague; and the vagueness becomes
largely inconsequential, since the area of indeterminacy is largely unoccupied.
Analogously, the distinction between being alive and being dead is still well
worth making, despite the possibility of a brief period when a body is not
definitely either one; and the slight vagueness in the notion of death has never

44 E.g. Hermann Lotze, in Outlines of Psychology (Minneapolis: S. M. Williams, 1885).

45 E.g. Hasker, The Emergent Self, 192; and Hasker, “The Souls of Beasts and Men”, Religious
Studies, 10 (1974), 265-77 (esp. 275-6).

46 Hart, Engines of the Soul; and Hart and Yagisawa, this volume, Ch. 6.
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led philosophers to triumphantly deny that organisms can die! “Dualism”, as it
has traditionally been used in the philosophy of mind, admits of the possibility
of borderline cases; but that does not show that dualism could not possibly
be true.

Iv

Preview of Coming Attractions

The first two parts of the book contain a series of defenses of idealist and
dualist theories of human persons. In the third part, two representatives of the
“new wave” of Christian materialists have their say (the essays by Baker and
Merricks in Parts IV and V also advance the Christian materialist cause). In the
fourth part, Quinn and Baker defend the thesis that the bodily nature of human
persons is essential to their dignity and value—a point of view that Christians
(along with adherents of many other religions) have often been tempted to deny.
Finally, various conceptions of personhood are put to work in the exploration
of four central Christian doctrines: the incarnation, the resurrection of the dead
(including the resurrection of Christ), original sin, and the trinity.
Here is a more detailed synopsis of the chapters:

Idealism

Chapter 1. In “Idealism Vindicated” Robert M. Adams argues that a thing-in-
itself or substance must have positive qualitative properties that are not purely
formal, and that the only such properties with which we are acquainted are
qualities of consciousness. This provides the basis of an argument that we have
no adequate reason to posit the existence of soulless substances that would
have no properties relevantly similar to qualities of consciousness. A type of
idealist hypothesis is proposed that allows our physical science to be tracking a
metaphysically real causal order. But, at bottom, the universe consists entirely of
thinking, experiencing subjects—finite persons and the infinite God.

Chapter 2. Descartes put human souls “outside of space”; Howard Robinson
explores the idea that souls are also in some sense “outside of time” —act least,
outside the temporal order that is part of what he calls (following Wilfrid Sellars)
the “scientific image”. Robinson’s metaphysics of persons is offered as part of a
larger, idealist package in which God’s role is crucial.

Dualism

Chapter 3. John Hawthorne identifies some neglected Cartesian principles about
the essential properties of substances. They provide the materials for a more
interesting, and perhaps even more defensible, argument for dualism than the
ones that are typically attributed to Descartes.
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Chapter 4. Alvin Plantinga offered a modal argument for dualism in his famous
book The Nature of Necessity.#” In this volume, he advances another modal
argument on the basis of the conceivability of my surviving arbitrarily rapid
changes in the parts of my body. He notes that some people are suspicious of the
sort of intuitions about possibility he relies upon in such arguments; it is easy to
confuse not seeing that something is impossible with seeing that it is possible. So
Plantinga offers a second argument for dualism that proceeds from an intuition
of impossibility, namely, the impossibility of a material structure’s having belief
content. He concludes with extensive reflections on specifically Christian reasons
for being a dualist.

Chapter 5. Richard Swinburne’s arguments for dualism are well known. Here,
he offers a new support for dualism based upon the non-supervenience of
the mental. He introduces a concept of an event according to which there is
no more to the history of the world than all the events that have happened.
All events can be described canonically as the instantiation of properties in
substances (or events) at times. He then introduces a certain conception of
the “names” of a property, a substance, and a time; anyone who knew the
names of the properties, substances, and times involved in every event (in
the sense of “name” he stipulates) would know (or could deduce) everything
that happens in the history of the world. He defines the category of the
mental (whether property, event, or substance) as that to which one subject
has privileged access; the category of the physical as that to which there is no
privileged access; and the category of the pure mental as that which contains no
physical component. Using these categories, he argues that there are mental and
pure mental properties, events, and substances; and that these are not identical
with, and do not supervene on, physical properties, events, and substances.
Human beings are, he concludes, pure mental substances. Consequences are
drawn for the Christian doctrines of life after death and the resurrection of the

body.

Chapter 6. A responsible dualist should be able at least to sketch how causal
interaction between mind and matter is possible. But causation seems inevitably
to involve the flow of energy. So a dualist should be able to make sense of the
idea that energy might be transferred between mind and macter. That is what
W. D. Hart and Takashi Yagisawa attempt to do in “Ghosts Are Chilly”.

Chapter 7. Soul-body interaction as imagined in the previous chapter would
seem to depend upon the soul’s being spatially located. But on many versions
of dualism, the soul is not spatially related to anything—and this generates a
“pairing problem”. Normally, one explains why one arrow hits one target, and

47 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971); the argument appears on pp. 65-9.
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another arrow hits another target, by describing the spatial relations between
archers and targets. But if souls are “outside of space” altogether, no such
explanation can be given of the fact that one soul interacts with one body,
and another soul interacts with another body. Hong Yu Wong examines this
explanatory challenge to Cartesian interactionism, raising serious objections to
John Foster’s response to it. Foster posits laws of nature that apply only to
particular soul-body pairs; Wong objects that, given the nature of human
bodies, such laws are quite implausible.

Materialism

Chapter 8. Global materialism is the thesis that everything (other than abstract
objects if such there be) is material. Local materialisms are theses to the effect
that everything within some specified domain, such as the created world or the
natural world, is material. A local materialist, like van Inwagen, may accept
the existence of God or of angels. In “A Materialist Ontology of the Human
Person”, he attempts to combine a Platonic ontology of abstract objects with
a local materialism according to which human persons are material substances.
He then goes on to examine the consequences of his theory for “token—token
identity theory” —the view that “tokens” of mental state types, such as types
of pain, are identical with “tokens” of physical types, such as types of brain
processes—and also for property dualism.

Chapter 9. Although Hud Hudson accepts a thoroughgoing materialism about
human persons, he nonetheless reaches the conclusion: “I am not an animal!”
Much of the inquiry into whether a human person is identical to a human animal
(i.e. a biological organism of the species Homo sapiens) revolves around the
debate between those who endorse some version of the “psychological criterion
of personal identity” and those who endorse some version of the “bodily criterion
of personal identity”. Much of this latter debate, in turn, centers on intuitive
responses to thought experiments that are notorious for a number of features
(none of which is that of generating decisive answers to questions about the
persistence conditions of persons). In his chapter, Hudson explores what he
takes to be a more promising approach. He defends the thesis that a human
person, although a material object, is not a human animal; and he does so while
largely sidestepping the “criterion of personal identity” dispute. He appeals,
instead, to what he calls a “big-picture, best-candidate, general metaphysics
defense” of a theory of personal identity. The most plausible general account
of the metaphysics of material objects, together with a few other convictions
about ourselves—including, for Christians, belief in the possibility of surviving
death—should lead us to the conclusion that we do not have the persistence
conditions of human animals.
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Embodiment and the Value of Persons
Chapter 10. The late Philip Quinn, in his essay “On the Intrinsic Value of

Human Persons”, explores his topic by asking what values are violated when
persons suffer great evils—abominations, horrors, and atrocities. His starting
point is recent work on great evils by philosophers such as Marilyn Adams,
Claudia Card, and Susan Neiman. Using as evidence the magnitude of the
evils of cannibalism, incest, rape, torture, and mutilation; Quinn argues that an
important component of the value of persons resides in the fact that they are
embodied creatures of flesh and blood. His aim is to correct what he takes to
be the narrowness of our philosophical tradition, in which the value of persons
has been located almost exclusively in their possession of such mental capacities
as free will and reason. He seeks a more balanced view that takes seriously the
simple truth that human persons are not disembodied angels.

Chapter 11. Lynne Rudder Baker is also responding to the fact that, when
Christians emphasize the dignity and value of human persons, they often find
the source of this dignity in the assumption that persons have immaterial souls
or libertarian freedom. In “Persons and the Natural Order”, Baker briefly
canvases some reasons to doubt that human persons have either immaterial
souls or libertarian freedom, and then presents a view of human persons that
locates the dignity and value of persons elsewhere: in the property of inwardness
made possible by a first-person perspective. She defends a distinctive, broadly
materialistic approach to the dignity of human persons; and argues that it is
congenial to the most important aspects of Christian teaching about our nature.

Personhood in Christian Doctrine

Chapter 12. In earlier chapters, there are defenses of a wide variety of views
about a human person’s relation to her animal body. The most straightforward
theory, represented by van Inwagen, is identity: a human person just is her
body, just is a living, breathing human organism. Hudson and Baker think
humans coincide with, but are not identical to, the organisms that are their
bodies. Plantinga and Swinburne think humans are substantial souls, related to
their bodies by particular causal relations. In “The Word Made Flesh: Dualism,
Physicalism, and the Incarnation”, Trenton Merricks describes the differences
amongst these views; and considers how, on each, a Christian would understand
the doctrine of the incarnation. He takes it to be a theological desideratum
for a theory of the incarnation that Christ should be related to his human
body in the way each of us is related to his or her human body. He explores
the different relationships between person and body implied by the competing
metaphysics of human persons, and considers the results for a theology of
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the incarnation. He then argues that the theological preferability of a certain
interpretation of the incarnation vindicates one of the theories of person—body
relations. According to Merricks, belief in the incarnation supports the view that
humans are identical with their bodies; that they are—contra Hudson, Baker,
Swinburne, and Plantinga—human animals.

Chapter 13. Peter Forrest brings both theological and scientific considerations
to bear upon the nature of persons in his chapter, “The Tree of Life: Agency
and Immortality in a Metaphysics Inspired by Quantum Theory”. He develops
an account of what material objects, including human beings, are; and of
what human beings, as agents, do. This account has the advantages of the
notorious Many Worlds interpretation of quantum theory, without some of
its more counter-intuitive consequences. His “fibrous-universe” metaphysics
provides scope for the free agency of human persons; it explains how immortality
is possible, making allowance for several mechanisms by means of which the
resurrection of Christ and the general resurrection of the dead could be achieved;
and it coheres with current scientific theories about the nature of the physical
world.

Chapter 14. One important motivation for believing that we are free is that
moral responsibility requires freedom and we are clearly morally responsible for
at least some of our actions. Michael Rea’s “The Metaphysics of Original Sin”
explores the question whether the traditional Christian doctrine of original sin
undermines this motivation by undermining the claim that moral responsibility
requires freedom.

Chapter 15. The doctrine of the trinity has it that there are three Persons in one
God. Such odd arithmetic requires explaining. Many explanations begin from the
oneness of God, and try to explain just how one God can be three divine Persons.
Augustine and Aquinas pursued this project, which Brian Leftow calls “Latin
Trinitarianism”. In “Modes without Modalism”, Leftow describes the difficulty
of preventing Latin Trinitarianism from devolving into “Modalism” —a view
rejected by most Christian theological traditions. He argues that not every
mode-concept one might bring into trinitarian theology begets Modalism. In
particular, John Locke made use of a concept of a mode that proves congenial to
the formulation of Latin Trinitarianism. We are not ourselves the sort of beings
for whom Locke’s theory of personal identity is true, argues Leftow. But the
three persons of the trinity are.
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IDEALISM
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1
Idealism Vindicated

Robert M. Adams

What I want to present in this paper is a case, or rationale, for a sort of idealism.
Modern metaphysical idealism enjoyed a distinguished history, and a flourishing
and sometimes dominant position, in European philosophy from the early part of
the eighteenth century to the early part of the twentieth century. Since then it has
fallen on hard times. Not that it has been refuted. Its appeal in modern thought
has rested, as I will try to explain, on certain deep problems about supposed
soulless substances; and those problems have neither gone away nor been solved
in a non-idealist way, so far as I can see. But other intellectual motives have led
philosophical interest away in other directions.

I should acknowledge at the outset that idealism may not be the happiest
name for the position I advocate. It suggests the thesis that bodies or material
or physical objects are merely ideas or objects of thought or perception; that
their being or esse, in Berkeley’s famous formulation, is their percipi, their being
perceived; or that they are merely intentional objects, having, in a more medieval
phrase, a merely intentional being. Before finishing I will sketch a view of this
sort; but what I am asserting does not go that far. It is that everything that is real
in the last analysis is sufficiently spiritual in character to be aptly conceived on
the model of our own minds, as experienced from the inside. This thesis, which
does not yet tell us anything positive about the metaphysical understanding of
physical properties and physical facts, might perhaps more accurately be called
mentalism, rather than idealism. Some possible developments of it might seem
more clearly panpsychist than idealist. It seems to me right, nonetheless, to call
my view a form of idealism, in a broad sense, because that is the established name
of a historic philosophical tradition in which I certainly stand.

For helpful comments on this essay I am indebted to Marilyn McCord Adams; to Peter van
Inwagen, my commentator when I presented it on 29 December 2003 to the Eastern Division of the
American Philosophical Association; and to those who commented on it after its presentation at the
University of California, Berkeley, on 12 March 2002 (as the Foerster Lecture on Immortality), to a
Pew workshop on the metaphysics of the human person on 7 September 2002, and to philosophical
gatherings at Macquarie University and the Research School of Social Sciences of the Australian
National University and at the universities of Southern California, Notre Dame, Oxford, and York.
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My thoughts on this subject are heavily indebted to great philosophers of
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, especially Leibniz and Berkeley, but
also Hume and Kant. This will not be a primarily historical paper, however. 1
will borrow freely from their views and arguments, and as freely adapt them to
my own purpose, which is to offer you in my own voice a sort of vindication
of idealism. I have chosen to begin it autobiographically, by recounting how I
became an idealist as a teenager.

I came to idealism spontaneously when I was about 15, by thinking about
ordinary physical objects with which I dealt on a daily basis. I remember sitting
outdoors on a nice sunny day, pulling out blades of grass and asking myself,
“What is it, in itself, for this blade of grass to exist?” I could see its green color
and smell the fresh grass scent; but Miss Quinn, my ninth grade science teacher,
had explained to us, in accordance with the preponderance of modern thoughrt,
that such qualities are subjective, aspects of the way objects appear to us rather
than of their physical nature. The size and shape of the blade of grass, long and
pointed, which I could also see and feel, were allowed to belong to the object,
but that didn’t satisfy me. It scemed there should be something filling the size
and shape, and there should be something it was “like” in there—something as
robustly qualitative as the green color, but really intrinsically characterizing the
physical object.

I wondered whether, if I could penetrate the surface of the object and look
inside it, I could discover what sort of thing it was in itself. That’s hard to
do with something as thin as a blade of grass; but I thought about somewhat
thicker things that I had broken open, with the destructive curiosity of the
young— pencils, for example, made of wood and graphite, more used then than
now. But when I broke the pencil, the inside presented the same issues as the
outside. The inside and the outside were indeed different. The pencil was yellow
on the outside but mostly pink inside, with dark gray or black in the very center.
These are still colors, however—subjective as I'd been taught, a matter of how
the object looks to me. My finding them in the middle of the object gets me no
nearer to knowing what the object is like in itself.

It was at this point that the idealist hypothesis occurred to me. Perhaps there
is nothing that the physical object is like in itself. Perhaps it isn’t anything in
itself. Maybe all there is to it is the way it looks, feels, smells, and tastes to me.

These thoughts open one to a lot of philosophical questions. I’'m not sure how
many of them occurred to me when I was 15. One I do remember asking myselfis,
“How come my friend Mike has perceptions so similar to mine if the perceptions
aren’t caused by physical objects that are independent of them?” The answer
I gave was similar to Berkeley’s, though I hadn’t yet heard of Berkeley. Mike
and I had similar perceptions because God caused us to have similar perceptions
so that we could communicate with each other. Whether or not I did then, I
could obviously have given Berkeley’s kindred answer to the question, “How
come my perceptions are ordered as if they were produced by interaction with
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independently existing physical objects?” God causes them to be so ordered, so
that I can live an organized life. Like Berkeley, I did not think as much as I
perhaps should have about the question, “How do I know that anyone but me
really exists?” Like him I was more puzzled about bodies than about minds. A
year or two later, when I first ran across a mention of Berkeley, as a philosopher
who held that esse est percipi, “to be is to be perceived”, I thought, “That’s the
philosophy for me!”

I have indulged in this bit of intellectual autobiography because I think it
encapsulates, in a fairly intuitive form, an approach to these matters that I still
find persuasive. In narrating it I have introduced three of the themes that I
will now develop in a form that is fuller and (I hope) philosophically more
precise. The first is that idealist thoughts about physical objects arise from views
characteristically associated with modern science. The second theme is that a
central problem about supposed unperceiving objects is what intrinsic qualities
they would have. And the third theme is what to make of the causal order that
most idealists do indeed suppose produces our perceptions, since they do not
suppose that we merely imagine the world.

1. MODERNISM

David Hume declared that

The fundamental principle of [the modern] philosophy is the opinion concerning colour,
sounds, tastes, smells, heat and cold; which it asserts to be nothing but impressions in the
mind, deriv’d from the operation of external objects, and without any resemblance to the
qualities of the objects.!

Hume perhaps exaggerates the importance of this principle, but it is at least
very characteristic of early modern philosophy and science in its contrast with
the Aristotelian scholasticism that it rejected and largely succeeded in replacing.
Aristotelians allowed that the forms of “colour, sounds, tastes, smells, heat and
cold” present to the mind in sensation do have a “resemblance to the qualities
of the objects”, and this view is deeply connected with the central role of the
concept of form in the Aristotelian philosophy.

On scholastic Aristotelian views, things are what they are by virtue of forms
that are in them. The most fundamental things are called substances and are
what they are by virtue of substantial forms; in the case of living substances, such
as an oak tree, a fish, or a human being, the substantial form is the sou/ of that
thing. But there are also qualitative forms; things are hot and red, for instance,
by virtue of possessing qualitative forms of heat and redness. It is common to
interpret these Aristotelian forms as properties, or perhaps particular occurrences

U David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, 1. iv. 4: Selby-Bigge edn (Oxford, 1888), 226.
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of properties; and that is not wrong. But what is fully as important about them is
that they were conceived as causes—real, active causes. The substantial form or
soul of a plant or animal causes the growth of the organism, for instance, by an
inherent teleology. And qualitative forms can cause similar qualitative forms in
many instances, as the heat of a hot body propagates heat in bodies that touch it.

This was important for scholastic Aristotelians’ theories of sense perception,
which they conceived, naturally enough, as a causal interaction. Making a long
story very short, we may say that most of them held that, under appropriate
conditions, a sense-perceptible qualitative form—say of white color, present on
the surface of this paper—propagates a series of forms similar to itself in a
medium (illuminated air in this case) and eventually in the eye, with the result
that a similar form is ultimately presented to the soul. The important point here
for our present purpose is that on prevalent scholastic views the form of color
present to the mind in sensation does resemble a form really present in the object
perceived.2

Aristotelian forms can be seen as linking body and mind. By virtue of the
similarity of perceptible forms in the perceiver and the perceived, the mind
can see in sense perception something of what bodies are like, qualitatively, in
themselves. And by virtue of being, itself, a substantial form, and being conscious
of many of its own operations, the mind might have some insight into what
it is like for a substantial form to be and act in any substance—though the
Aristotelians themselves were less interested in this last point than some early
modern philosophers were.

In truth many early modern philosophers, notably including Descartes,
thought Aristotelian theories of form projected altogether too much of the
mind into the physical world. And the conception of forms as causes in the
physical world was precisely the part of Aristotelianism that they wanted most
to overthrow, because they believed that better and scientifically more useful
explanations could be obtained with a more austere conceptuality. Many of
them, notably including Descartes again, adopted a mechanical ideal of physical
explanation. In the most austere conception of the ideal, all causal interactions
in the physical world were to be understood mechanically—that is, in terms of
geometrical properties and motions of bodies which interact only by touching
and pushing each other. It follows from this conception that in a mechanical
interaction only geometrical properties and motions of bodies can be either causes
or effects. So if all the properties of bodies are to be explained mechanically, it
follows that nothing but geometrical properties and motions can be admitted as

a property of bodies.

2 In this paragraph I am relying heavily on the very helpfully less abbreviated version of the
long story in Anneliese Maier, “Das Problem der ‘species sensibiles in medio’ und die neue
Naturphilosophie des 14. Jahrhunderts”, in her Ausgehendes Mittelalter: Gesammelte Aufsiitze zur
Geistesgeschichte des 14. Jahrhunderts, ii (Rome: Edizioni di Storia e Letteratura, 1967), 419-51.



Idealism Vindicated 39

That excludes “colour, sounds, tastes, smells, heat and cold”, on the plausible
assumption that, as perceived by the mind, they are something over and above
geometrical properties and motions. These qualities, which came to be called
“secondary”, were thus confined to the mind. Bodies might of course have
mechanical properties by which they act on our sense organs in such a way as
to cause sensations of color or taste; and some philosophers would be willing
to call configurations of such mechanical properties by the names of colors and
tastes, if their connection with the relevant types of sensation is reliable enough.
According to the austerely mechanistic theory, however, nothing over and above
geometrical properties and motions is thereby ascribed to the bodies; and that
turns out to be the key point for my argument.

This mechanistic view receives elegant articulation in Descartes’s theory
of corporeal substance. He identifies the essence of corporeal substance with
extension—that is, with the property of being continuously spread out in
three spatial dimensions. All the other properties of bodies—that is, all their
mechanical properties, their sizes, shapes, and states of motion and rest—he
treats as ‘modes” of extension—that is, as merely ways of being extended,
and not “forms” added to extension. The Cartesian can argue that the other,
“secondary”, sensible qualities, such as odors and flavors, are not similarly ways
of being extended, and are therefore not qualities of bodies.

2. QUALITIES

Descartes inferred several interesting consequences from his thesis that extension
is the essence of corporeal substance. One of these consequences is particularly
likely to seem scandalous to us. Descartes concluded that there is no real difference
between body and space, and hence that there cannot be any empty space. For
space, empty or full, must be extended in three dimensions, as body is; but then,
since extension is the whole essence of body, there is nothing in the idea of body,
qualitatively speaking, that is not also contained in the idea of space.3

Our first objection to Descartes on this point may be that his conclusion is
likely to conflict with physical science, since many physicists have found reason
to postulate empty space. But a more metaphysical objection may also occur
to us. We probably had thought that the idea of body contains much more,
qualitatively speaking, than the idea of space. If that is false on Descartes’s view,
does that mean that he has enriched, perhaps implausibly, the idea of space?
It seems not, for all he is saying about space is that it must extend in three
dimensions, and we already knew that. So then has he impoverished, perhaps
implausibly, the idea of body, making it as hollow as the idea of space? That

seems likelier.

3 Descartes, Principles of Philosophy, I1. 11 and 16.
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That is indeed the theme of one of the most interesting of Leibniz’s many
arguments against Descartes’s thesis that extension is the essence of corporeal
substance.

For extension signifies nothing but a repetition or continuous multiplicity of that which
is spread out—a plurality, continuity, and coexistence of the parts; and consequently it
does not suffice to explain the very nature of the substance that is spread out or repeated,
whose notion is prior to that of its repetition. (G iv. 467/W 104)4

The basic idea in this argument is that extension is a relation, which cannot
constitute a substance without presupposing some positive intrinsic nature of the
terms of the relation. The same holds for geometrical properties and motions,
the Cartesian modes of extension, which are purely features of spatiotemporal
relationship. On a purely mechanistic account, as Kant puts it, “corporeal things
are still always only relations, at least of the parts outside one another.”s

The intuitively compelling point here, I think, is that a system of spatiotem-
poral relationships constituted by sizes, shapes, positions, and changes thereof
is too incomplete, too hollow, as it were, to constitute an ultimately real thing
or substance. It is a framework that, by its very nature, needs to be filled in by
something less purely formal. It can only be a structure of something of some
not merely structural sort. Formally rich as such a structure may be, it lacks
too much of the reality or material of thinghood. By itself, it participates in the
incompleteness of abstractions.®

What can fill the otherwise abstract structure of spatiotemporal relations?
Think about our visual fields. There shapes, for instance, are shapes of
colors—-colored lines and areas of color (which may change over time, cor-
responding to motion). Within the visual field the colors literally fill in the
shapes; and it is because shapes need a filling that we can hardly imagine, visually,
a shape without some chromatic property. And it is because of the qualitativeness
of colors that they bring to the context something that is not merely formal and
structural. In a more general way, then, we may conjecture that the reality of a
substance must include something intrinsic and gualitative over and above any
formal or structural features it may possess.

I believe this conjecture is substantially correct. But colors, of course, are
“secondary” qualities. On typical modern views those qualities whose peculiar

4 Asimilarargumentis found in G iv. 364—5/1.390 (1692 or earlier), in G ii. 16970, 183/L 516,
519 (1699), in G iv. 589 (1702), in G vi. 584, and in several other texts. I refer to texts of Leibniz
by the following abbreviations. G = Die philosophischen Schrifien von Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz,
ed. C. I. Gerhardt (Berlin, 1875-90; repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1965), cited by volume and
page. L = Leibniz, Philosophical Papers and Letters, trans. and ed. Leroy E. Loemker, 2nd edn
(Dordrecht and Boston: Reidel, 1969). W = Leibniz Selections, ed. Philip P. Wiener (New York:
Scribners, 1951).

5 Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A 283—B 339.

6 T have discussed Leibniz’s and Kant’s views on this subject more historically in R. M. Adams,
Leibniz: Determinist, Theist, Idealist (New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), 326—33, and
“Things in Themselves”, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 57 (1997), 810—11.
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character we apprehend only visually, and which fill in the shapes in our visual
field, are confined to the mind.” If there is anything corresponding to them
on the surfaces of bodies outside the mind, it is only a structure of primary
qualities, and on the Cartesian view will be only a structure of spatiotemporal
relations still waiting to be filled in by something more qualitative. Do we know
of any qualities that can do the job and that may exist outside the mind? That
is a historically situated version of the problem about bodies that puzzled me as
a teenager.

In the respect that now concerns us, our conception of our minds seems richer
and fuller than our conception of bodies. Early modern thought, having expelled
from bodies such clearly qualitative and non-structural sensed qualities as colors
and smells, readily found a home for them in the mind, identifying them as
qualities of sensory images or sensory states, or (as I will usually say) qualities of
consciousness. They have not generally been regarded as properties of the mind
or thinking thing itself; the mind itself is not blue or sweet-flavored. The mind or
thinking thing does, however, have such properties as having a blue visual image
and experiencing a sweet taste; and these properties derive from that subjective
sort of blueness and sweetness an irreducibly qualitative character that is much
more than merely formal or structural.

Can we conclude that minds or thinking things derive from such qualities
of consciousness (though perhaps not from them alone) the kind of positive,
non-formal, qualitative content that they need if they are to be substances or
complete things in themselves? I believe so, and I believe this opens a way
to the conclusion that there are thinking things that, in possessing qualities
of such fundamental reality, are indeed things in themselves. In saying so I
leave unanswered, for the time being, many metaphysical questions about the
thinking substances: whether they endure longer than an instant, for example,
and whether they are immaterial or whether, on the contrary, they have physical
as well as psychological properties—and even whether my self is such a substance
or whether it is rather a structured complex thing some of whose constituents
are such substances. My present point is just that, whatever else may be true
of them, things that think have in qualities of consciousness a kind of positive
content that substances as such require.

In saying even this much I imply that we do have knowledge of qualities of
consciousness, in our own experience, as qualities that can belong to a substance
or thing in itself and can constitute, at least in part, the reality of such a thing. This
is a controversial assumption— controversial in its reliance on self-consciousness
as a source of knowledge about the metaphysically real. Those who would reject
it might appeal to Kant, who held that not only bodies, but also our own minds,

7 Tassume here the correctness of the typically modern thesis of the subjectivity of the “secondary”
qualities. Some philosophers still dissent from it, and I would argue for it at length in a much fuller
development of my defense of idealism.
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are known to us in experience only as appearances. Our inner sense, he says,
“presents even ourselves to consciousness only as we appear to ourselves, not as
we are in ourselves”.8 Not having time to review here the complex reasons for
this position in Kant’s critical philosophy, I will simply say that despite those
reasons, in some of its implications it has always struck me, as it struck some of
his first readers, as one of Kant’s least plausible doctrines. As regards qualities of
consciousness, at any rate, which are our central concern here, though they were
not a main concern of Kant’s doctrine, such a relegation of the experienced self
to the realm of appearance is very hard to accept. When we see colors and taste
tastes we surely know, if we know anything at all, that something is going on
that involves those qualities, as features of our consciousness, in a metaphysically
primal way.

The thesis that qualities of consciousness are known to us only as appearances
does have its contemporary defenders.? They are typically motivated by an
interest in the alleged possibility of a reduction of mental properties to physical
properties. Such a reduction seems to me implausible from the outset for the sort
of reason I have just suggested. Here we can add another reason. I believe intrinsic,
non-formal qualities have an indispensable role to play in the constitution of
substances or things in themselves, and I suspect that such qualities are known to
us only as qualities of consciousness or by analogy with qualities of consciousness.
If those points are correct (as I think the argument of this paper will tend to
confirm), is it not perverse to seek to eliminate unreduced instances of such
qualities, not only from bodies, but from the universe altogether?

Now if it is indeed right that things in themselves must have intrinsic,
non-formal qualities, and that such qualities must be conceived as qualities of
consciousness or analogous to qualities of consciousness, it follows that things in
themselves must be conceived as all having qualities of consciousness or qualities
analogous to qualities of consciousness. And that is at least very close to the
conclusion that things in themselves must be conceived as having a spiritual or
mental or at least a quasi-mental character. But is it really true that all intrinsic
non-formal qualities must be qualities of consciousness or strongly analogous to
qualities of consciousness? Have we even canvassed all the known properties of
bodies that might be candidates for this role?

3. CAUSALITY AND QUALITIES

In thinking about possible intrinsic properties to be ascribed to bodies, we should
not now restrict our consideration to the “primary” and “secondary” qualities

8 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, B 152-3.
9 For an elegant example see Derk Pereboom, “Bats, Brain Scientists, and the Limits of
Introspection”, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 54 (1994), 315-29.
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of early modern mechanistic natural philosophy. Since Newton, no property of
macter has been more important for modern thought than mass. It is natural to
ask whether mass might be the “filling” of positive content that an otherwise
empty spatiotemporal structure of geometrical and kinetic properties needs in
order to constitute a substance, but such a solution takes us into metaphysical
territory of special interest and difficulty. I take it that ‘mass’ is used in science
as an undefined term, but that what physics tells us about mass is its causal
role, including its dynamical effects on such factors as inertia and gravitational
attraction. For working purposes mass may be treated as a family of causal powers
or dispositions known and measured only through the geometrical and kinetic
properties of their effects. So perhaps the obvious place to look for qualities of
bodies that might solve our problem about them is among their powers and
dispositions.

Of course we cannot very well appeal to causal properties to solve our
metaphysical problem unless we are metaphysical realists about causality. If there
is nothing more to causality than observable regularities of occurrent properties,
as many Humeans have held, then we are thrown back again on non-causal
properties to find the qualitative content we need. I will not pursue that direction
here, however, because I believe that causal properties are so deeply implicated
in our ordinary views of things that non-realism about causality undermines any
sort of metaphysical realism, and is indeed quite implausible. Certainly I see little
point in a metaphysical realism about physical objects that does not include a
metaphysical realism about causality.

Powers and dispositions have figured prominently in discussions of the
constitution of substances. I don’t want to discuss here whether powers and
dispositions are required for the existence of a substance, as many philosophers
have held. What I do want to discuss is whether they could assume the
role of qualities in constituting a substance. More precisely: could powers and
dispositions provide 4// the positive intrinsic content needed for the existence of a
substance, without its possessing any occurrent or non-dispositional qualities? My
answer to this question is negative. From this point on in this paper I shall restrict
the signification of ‘quality’ and ‘qualitative’ to occurrent qualities, qualities that
are more than merely dispositional. I believe that without such qualities, powers
and dispositions constitute an empty (or metaphysically incomplete) relational
structure.

They are constituted by relations between the actual or present state of the
substance that has them and other possible states of affairs. Fragility consists in
a relation between a present state of something and its possible future breaking.
Intelligence, as a power, consists in a relation between a present state or nature of
something and its possibly understanding things and acting intelligently. Such
causal relations presuppose the terms (in this case states or events) related in
them, and are intuitively, I think, an empty framework apart from occurrent
qualities of those terms. If we are told that A is a power to cause B, that B is a
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power to cause C, and C a power to cause D—and in general if we are given a
network of causally related terms and are told noshing about them except their
actual and possible causal relations—we have not been told what the whole
system is about. It is as if we were given “money” but there were nothing
non-monetary that could ever be bought with it. I emphasize that my objection
here is to the supposition of a causal network that is not anchored to actuality
by any occurrent qualities at all. The effects in a causal network will commonly
be causes or potential causes too, and will involve further powers; and I have
no objection to that, so long as there are also enough occurrent qualities in the
system.

The potentially resulting state of affairs is particularly important to defining
a power or disposition, which is normally understood as a power or disposition
to produce a certain state of affairs (under certain conditions).!® Powers and
dispositions will be defective in positive content if they do not derive enough
qualitative content from the possibly resulting states of affairs.!' The concept
of a capacity to feel pain, for example, has positive content derived from the
qualitative content of pain, whereas the power to cause motion has, thus far, no
complete reality to add to the formal framework of spatiotemporal relations to
which motion belongs.

Intuition will support rather strongly, I believe, a further claim about the
dependence of substantial reality on occurrent qualities. It is not enough for
such qualities to be potentially present in the system, as defining the powers and
dispositions; substances must have occurrent qualities actually and at present. Of
the two states of affairs related by a power or disposition, it is the present, actual,
grounding state of the substance that is more important for our understanding
of what the substance is or is like, actually and at present. If present powers
and dispositions of a substance borrow qualitative content from the qualitative
content of states of affairs they may produce, that may tell us what the substance
could have been like or may yet be like, but no amount of such information
will provide, intuitively, a metaphysically complete answer to the question what
the substance is like actually and at present. For that we need some present,
actual occurrent qualities. A thing that has, actually and at present, no occurrent
qualities over and above its powers and dispositions (and its spatiotemporal
relational features) is still too empty to constitute a substance.

If intrinsic qualitative content must be sought in occurrent properties, it is still
not obvious that it cannot be sought in causal properties. For there are occurrent
as well as dispositional causal properties. Things not only have powers; they are

10 This point is an old one. See Plato, Republic 477C-D.

11 Michael Ayers goes farther than I do here, saying, “The idea of power. . .has no positive
content by itself, since its positive content in any particular case is supplied by the observable
effect” [Michael Ayers, “The Ideas of Power and Substance in Locke’s Philosophy,” rev. version,
in I. C. Tipton (ed.), Locke on Human Understanding: Selected Essays (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1977), 80; orig. pub. in Philosaphical Quarterly, 25 (1975), 1-27; emphasis mine].
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apt at any time to be actually acting on things and being acted on by things.
Occurrent causal properties of things have historically been conceived as actions
and passions (where by ‘passion’ is meant simply a being acted on). Let us focus
on actions.

Because actions are occurrent properties, they may have qualitative content in
a way that powers and dispositions do not. The mere fact that they are occurrent
properties, however, does not assure that their content will be complete enough
metaphysically to solve our problem. That’s because a causing must be a causing
of something, and is thus relational, a node in a structure of causal relations. The
metaphysical content of the causing can hardly be complete if the content of
the something that is caused is metaphysically deficient. Suppose what is caused
is a motion; without qualities that we have yet to find, motion is deficient in
qualitative content. Adding to it a causing of motion adds only something that
needs to get from motion a metaphysical completion that it therefore cannot
add to motion. This leaves us with a vicious regress, a failure of metaphysical
grounding; the whole framework is still intuitively too empty to constitute
a substance.

That an action is an occurrent causing is therefore not enough to solve our
problem. If we can find complete enough qualitative content in an action, it
is likeliest to be in what I will call activities.'2 An activity is an action whose
present reality does not consist merely in producing, or tending to produce,
effects distinct from the action itself. The content of an activity, accordingly,
should not need to be completed by the content of an effect distinct from it.

Are there activities, in this sense, that have intrinsic qualitative content? This
question is difficult—too difficult to receive an adequate discussion in the space
that can be allocated to it in the proportions of this paper; but I believe there are.
For example, deciding to do something, and trying to understand something,
seem to me to be activities of the relevant sort; and actually understanding
anything arguably is too. My learning to recognize these activities in myself was
a learning what they are like.

These examples belong to the mental realm. They are activities of which I am
conscious in myself.13 That is no accident. If there are activities with a positive
intrinsic qualitative character of which one cannot be conscious in oneself, it is
hard to see how I would know that. I do not think, therefore, that we can find in
activities, or more broadly in causal properties, a clear case of intrinsic qualitative

12 The choice of this term is obviously inspired by a traditional translation of energeia in Aristotle,
but I make no claim to be interpreting Aristotle here.

13 They are also characterized by intentionality. Their intentional objects, on my view, are
metaphysically derivative entities, internal features of the activity, and therefore do not compromise
the self-containment of its positive content. By the same token, my ascription of self-containment
and the relevant metaphysical completeness to the content of activities characterized by intentionality
commits me to what is called “narrow content” and to the rejection of the most radical sort of
externalism about the mental; on the latter, cf. Tyler Burge, “Individualism and the Mental”,
Midwest Studies in Philosophy, 4 (1979), 73—121, and the extensive literature inspired by it.
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character that is not a quality of consciousness. In fact I do not see how to find
a clear, known case of the requisite qualitative character that is not a quality of
consciousness. So is it true after all that all intrinsic non-formal qualities must be
qualities of consciousness or strongly analogous to qualities of consciousness?

I know of no proof that it is true. It does not strictly follow from the claim
that the only intrinsic and not purely formal qualities £zown fo us are qualities of
consciousness. For how could we prove that there are no such intrinsic qualities
that are quite unlike any qualities known to us? But why suppose there are such
qualities? In order to ascribe them to bodies, is the obvious answer. But why do
that? Let me mention four reasons for 7ot doing that.

1. The first is that to the extent that we are talking about qualities with which
we do not claim to be acquainted, we lack the most obvious reason for being
confident that they are not after all of a somewhat psychological character.

2. An equally obvious point is that to the extent that we assign an essential
metaphysical role to qualities quite different from any with which we are
acquainted, we have a more obscure and less intelligible view of the universe.
This is not an argument of peremptory decisiveness; there could after all be
qualities that are quite unknown to us. But it seems reasonable to work, so far
as we can, in our theorizing, with qualities with which we are acquainted; and it
is surely an advantage in a metaphysical theory if the properties that figure most
importantly in it are at least akin to properties with which we are acquainted.

3. The view that in addition to intrinsic non-formal qualities of consciousness
there is at least one other type of intrinsic non-formal quality radically different
from them seems also to be attended with some of the unattractiveness that
is widely thought to afflict metaphysical dualisms. Why suppose the types of
fundamental qualities in the universe are more alien to each other than we have
to suppose them to be? One way of avoiding a dualism of properties, of course,
would be to suppose, as some physicalists do, that qualities of consciousness are
reducible to properties of an apparently quite different sort; but is it not, as I
have argued, bizarre to do that if qualities of consciousness are the only intrinsic
non-formal qualities with which we are acquainted? Why not rather decline
to postulate intrinsic non-formal qualities radically different from qualities of
consciousness? Wouldn’t that be a more plausible way of avoiding dualism?

4. There may also be, in the very nature of the concern about qualitative
content that grips us here (or that grips me, at any rate), something that pushes
us toward qualities of consciousness as a model for what we are after. An essential
motivation of this discussion of intrinsic non-formal qualities is the assumption
that if there are things in themselves, there must be something that it is like,
in itself, for them to exist. We may well suspect that this notion of what it is
like, in itself, for something to be the case is borrowed from our knowing by
experience what it is like, in itself, to see red, to be in pain, to feel jubilant, and in
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general to be in one conscious state or another. Perhaps nothing could have the
relevant kind of “inside”, or be anything “in itself”, without having something
like consciousness. To sum up the point in a slogan, perhaps nothing can be
anything i itself without being something for itself.

4. THE CAUSAL ORDER AND THE REALITY OF BODIES

Thus far I have been making a case for the theses, first, that substances must have
intrinsic non-formal qualities, and second, that qualities of consciousness, or
qualities very like them, are the only intrinsic non-formal qualities of substances.
If we accept that pair of theses, what are we to make of the world of bodies
studied by physics? That is the question to which the rest of this paper is devoted.

Two main types of answer to it may be distinguished, which for present
purposes may be called idealism (in a narrower sense) and panpsychism. The
defining difference between them is that according to idealism spatiotemporal
relations are reducible to internal features of qualities of consciousness or of
quasi-consciousness, while according to panpsychism spatiotemporal relations
are not so reducible, but are primitive external, formal properties of substances
and their states. Note that I do no# say that according to idealism @// external
properties and relations are reducible to internal mentalistic features. Most serious
idealists are not solipsists; and non-solipsistic forms of idealism will generally
admit primitive causal relations of some sort between substances. It is the
reduction specifically of spatiotemporal relations that distinguishes idealism from
panpsychism. Reasons why disagreements within the broadly mentalist camp
might focus on spatiotemporal relations will emerge in the course of discussion.

4.1. Idealism, in a Narrower Sense

I begin with idealism. For reasons that I think are close kin to reasons that I have
suggested, Berkeley held that the spatial qualities of bodies cannot be separated
from the “secondary” qualities, such as color, and therefore cannot exist except
where the latter exist, in the perceptions of perceiving minds. But Berkeley
did not conclude that bodies do not really exist. Like most historic forms of
metaphysical idealism, his is in large part a theory of what it is for bodies really
to exist.

An idealist conception of the reality of bodies can be built up in layers. A first
layer can be expressed, to a first approximation, in two theses that draw in diverse
ways on suggestions of Leibniz, Berkeley, and Kant.

(I1) Abody that appears to us to exist is a phenomenon, an internal intentional
object of our sense perception and thought, a character, so to speak, in a
story told us by those faculties.
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(I2) A phenomenon really exists, as a body, at a certain place and time, if
and only if it exists, with a certain causal role, at that place and time,
according to (or “in”) the story or stories with which our perceptual
experience coheres, and will continue to cohere, the best (that is, in the
cognitively and practically most satisfactory way).

Appearances of bodies in our ordinary experience satisfy the criterion of reality
enunciated in (I2). Appearances of bodies in dreams, fantasies, and hallucinations
do not satisfy it, because they do not participate in a sufficiently comprehensive
coherence. All of us, in practice, judge of the reality of bodies in accordance with
such a coherence condition. The idealist, as Berkeley shrewdly observed,!# takes
what everyone treats at least as evidence of the reality of bodies, and treats it as con-
stituting the reality of bodies, as explaining what the reality of bodies consists in.15

Does this allow enough reality to bodies? Leibniz said he would call phenomena
“real enough” if they just satisfied a criterion of this sort, because then experience
would never disappoint the expectations we formed about future experience of
bodies “when we used our reason well”.16 But is that enough if we care not only
about our own experience, but also about things that we suppose to go on outside
our own experience? Most of us care at least about other experiencers whom we
take to exist besides ourselves; and we will hardly be satisfied with (12) if we
cannot interpret it as requiring real phenomena to cohere also with the experience
of other perceivers (other minds, if you will) that appear as characters in relevant
parts of our coherent story and that we think really exist. Let it be so interpreted.

Moreover, most of us will find it hard to believe that a coherent experience
occurs to us merely by accident. Surely there must be some real causal order, not
just constituted by our experience, that produces the coherence exhibited in our
experience. Given our interest in other minds, we will also expect them to have
a place in such a causal order. And if an appearance is to constitute a really real
body, we may think, it should be grounded in such a causal order, in such a way

14 George Berkeley, Three Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous, in The Works of George Berkeley
Bishop of Cloyne, ed. A. A. Luce and T. E. Jessop, ii (London: Thomas Nelson and Sons, 1949), 235.

15 John Hawthorne has rightly pointed out to me that that bodies that “really” exist according
to (I2) may not be completely determinate. For some bodies & that appear to us to exist, and some
properties p, our perceptual experience may cohere equally well with stories according to which &
has p and with stories according to which & lacks p, leaving nothing to constitute &’s having rather
than lacking, or lacking rather than having, p. It is not surprising, nor really objectionable, in my
opinion, that an account of bodies as merely intentional, rather than metaphysically fundamental,
objects should have this feature. For many operators or quasi-operators O:, "O: (p or ¢) does
not entail "(O: p) or (O: ¢)7, and for such operators "O: (p or not-p) ' commonly does not entail
7(O: p) or (O:not-p) . Among the operators of which the latter (as well as the former, more general
claim) is true are: ‘It is necessary that’; ‘I believe that’; and "In [or according to] F' where F is a
piece or body of fiction. I think anyone who accepts (I12) should admit that In the empirically real
physical world” may be an operator of this sort, creating an intentional context as ™ In the story F
does. I take it the Antinomy of the Critique of Pure Reason makes it explicit that this is a feature of
Kant’s “empirical realism”.

16 G vii. 320/L 364.
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that the apparent causal order of the corporeal phenomena is derived from the
underlying metaphysically real causal order. Borrowing from Leibniz the term,
‘well founded phenomenon’, we may enrich our idealist account of the reality
of bodies with another and more demanding layer, as follows, again to a first
approximation:

(I3) A body that really exists, in the sense indicated by (I2), really exists as a
well founded phenomenon if and only if there is a real causal order (real
independently of our experiencing) by virtue of which the body appears
to us as it does, and in relation to which the causal properties, relations,
and/or laws of the apparent causal order in which the body has its role
are genuine, though derivative, causal properties, relations, and/or laws.

With (I3), unlike (I2), we take our experience to be evidence of a reality
(specifically a causal order) that consists in much more than the coherence of our
experience. Like (I2), (I3) applies only to bodies that are phenomena in the sense
that there is actual experience or empirical evidence of their existence. I leave
open for now the question whether we should want to extend (I3) to allow for
the real (and well-founded) existence of bodies of which no empirical evidence
actually exists, if there would be such evidence in certain relevant conditions,
according to the independently real causal order.!”

It should also be noted that (I3) leaves open the question whether in the
underlying, independently real causal order there would be entities (perhaps
even substances) with which (or with sets of which) the real and well-founded
bodies could be identified, as the well-founded corporeal phenomena can be
identified with sets of monads in the Leibnizian system. I don’t think that idealist
hypotheses need to offer the possibility of such an identification in order to be
plausible, though they may offer it, and I will focus on one that does. An idealist
who is sufficiently confident of having the resources for such an identification
may be tempted to abandon (I1) and (I2) and their identification of really existing
bodies with a sort of merely intentional object; but having something like (I1)
and (I2) to fall back on is an attraction of idealism, as idealists have noted, as it
insulates the existence of objects of ordinary experience from the fortunes and
misfortunes of metaphysical theories. All the arguments in the remainder of this
paper, however, regarding mere panpsychism as well as idealism in the narrower
sense, will be focused on issues about a supposed ultimately real causal order, and
responsive to the considerations that motivate (I3).

As we are developing a mentalist view according to which there are no
unperceiving substances, the ultimately real causal order of which we speak will
be understood as having its seat also in perceiving substances. There is no need in
the present context to decide among a number of alternative ways in which this

17 Such an extension might, among other things, provide for complete determinacy of the
physical world.
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might be conceived, but it will be worth thinking about some of the alternatives
and exploring one of them in more detail.

There are alternatives as to the inventory of perceiving beings. Should we
with Berkeley limit the inventory to God and more or less familiar subjects of
experience—human minds, souls of animals, plus perhaps angels? Or should
we with Leibniz add a vast number (an infinity, Leibniz thought) of much
less gifted perceiving things, all of whose perceptions would be unconscious?
Leibniz’s alternative incurs the obvious difficulty of understanding the notion of
unconscious perception, but gives him what some may consider the advantage
of supposing an ultimately real thing, or more than one, corresponding to every
portion of matter in the realm of real, well-founded corporeal phenomena. A
third sort of alternative would recognize a multiplicity of perceivers but no God,
though this would limit our alternatives in the next round.

For there are also alternatives regarding the structure of causal relationships
among the ultimately real perceiving things. Two historically prominent altern-
atives presuppose that God is included in the inventory. One alternative is a
broadly occasionalist structure (such as Berkeley supposed), in which (with the
possible exception of a few kinaesthetic sensations caused directly by ourselves)
all our perceptions of the world of corporeal phenomena are caused directly
by God. The second alternative is Leibniz’s famous theory of pre-established
harmony, according to which God has pre-programmed all the other substances,
deterministically, so that they will always represent to themselves the same world
of corporeal phenomena, and will always make choices in accord with that
program. A third alternative— perhaps the only one available without God in
the inventory, but also available with God in the inventory—is a structure of
direct causal interactions among many different perceiving substances.

To some it may seem a glaring objection to all these alternatives that it
remains unexplained how the causal connections between perceiving substances
(including those in which God is the active cause) are supposed to work. A first
response to this objection is that at the relevant, deep metaphysical level, causal
connections among perceiving substances are no more mysterious than causal
connections among material substances would be. What should indeed concern
the idealist here, however, is that without solving the deepest metaphysical
perplexities about the nature of causality, physical science and common sense
have given us much more highly developed and articulated views of the szructure
of causal relationships among bodies than we have for any supposed direct causal
relationships among minds. It may be feared, therefore, that the idealist hypothesis
will entail an appalling loss of causal understanding unless it can incorporate in
its hypothesized real causal order!® structures of causal relationship sufficiently
isomorphic to those explored by physical science.

18 Not necessarily at the deepest level; cf. John Foster, “The Succinct Case for Idealism”, in
Howard Robinson (ed.), Objections to Physicalism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), 300-2.
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There is reason to believe an idealist hypothesis can satisfy this requirement.
Here is one way—an occasionalist way, in which it is supposed that God causes
corporeal phenomena to appear to us as they do. The basic idea is that the
mathematical structure of the causal order that physics explores has its seat or
realization in the mind of God. Suppose God thinks a system of all possible
ordered quadruples of real numbers, and assigns to each quadruple a value.
In a very simple version the value might be just occupied or unoccupied. The
intended interpretation in this example is that, in accordance with something
like Cartesian analytic geometry, the quadruples of real numbers correspond to
the points of four-dimensional space—time, and exactly those quadruples are
“occupied” that correspond to space—time points at which there is matter. I take
it that in some such way a system of quadruples of real numbers in God’s mind
can provide an interpretation of all the scientifically important spatiotemporal
structure of a Euclidean four-dimensional physics.!?

Suppose further that in assigning the value occupied to suitably patterned
groups of quadruples of real numbers God causes relevant created perceivers
to have experience as of the existence, sizes, shapes, and motions of bodies
occupying the corresponding space—time points. Suppose finally that God more
or less uniformly follows certain principles in assigning the values occupied
and unoccupied to quadruples of real numbers, and that these principles can be
indicated relatively simply by formulating the corresponding principles governing
the apparent corporeal correlates. Then we can say that those principles are
modeled (more and more accurately, we hope) in the laws of physics formulated
by science, which in turn will be in this way derivative but genuine laws. This
is a way in which the underlying causal order hypothesized by an idealist theory
can have a structure comparable in its articulation to that presented in physical
science.

This, of course, is just a sketch of an approach. Perhaps correspondence with
our most up-to-date mathematical physics would require that God assign to
the quadruples values more complicated than just “occupied” or “unoccupied”.
Perhaps an ordered plurality of values would be needed for each “point”,
corresponding to different physical properties, and perhaps some of the values
would be probabilities. Maybe a rather different approach would have to be used
to model a “curved” Riemannian space—time; but surely that too could be done
in an omniscient divine mind.

It is worth noting that that the approach I have sketched is one that does
allow the bodies of science and common sense to be identified with entities
(though not substances) in the underlying, metaphysically real causal order. We
may reach this point by a provocatively indirect route. One currently popular
macerialist strategy for reducing mental properties to physical properties is what

19 Cf. Rudolf Carnap, The Logical Structure of the World (Der logische Aufbau der Welt), trans.
Rolf A. George (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1969), §§ 107, 125.
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is called “functionalism”. In it mental properties are defined in terms of their
causal roles or functions, and it is argued that the properties that in fact fulfill
those causal roles are physical properties, with which the mental properties can
then be identified. I do not find it plausible to define qualities of consciousness
in terms of causal roles, but perhaps it is plausible to define bodies and their
physical properties in terms of causal roles. Suppose they are so defined; and
suppose further that the speculation I have just offered about causal structures in
God’s mind is in fact correct (as of course I have certainly not shown that it is).
That would be a way in which it could be true that bodies are sets of quadruples
of real numbers, understood as ideas in God’s mind, to which God assigns the
value “occupied”. That would be an idealist truth of a rather old—indeed a
broadly Pythagorean and Platonic— type.2°

It would be nice to close on that triumphally idealist note, but it will probably
be more illuminating to have a merely panpsychist sketch to set beside it. So. . .

4.2. Mere Panpsychism

More important than the particular mathematical scheme I have suggested for
the construction of a physical world in God’s mind is the general point that the
cogitative and productive powers of an omniscient, omnipotent deity are virtually
guaranteed to provide sufficient resources for the construction of an underlying,
idealist causal order with a structure that would be mirrored by that presented
in the best possible physical science. An omniscient mind can certainly provide
structures as rich in information, so to speak, as any postulated in human science.
Structures that human physicists can think an omniscient deity can think at least
as well. Given the wealth of resources of a broadly occasionalist (and hence also
theistic) version of idealism, is there any reason to prefer a different version?
The likeliest reason might be that intuitions regarding the reality of physical
causation seem better respected in postulating an interactionist causal structure,
in which many perceiving substances, corresponding in some way to physical
objects, exercise metaphysically real causal influence on each other. If there are
enough such substances to correspond with all the objects of physics, most
of them are presumably not exactly intelligent substances, but have as their
positive internal qualities something like the unconscious perceptions or “little
perceptions” of Leibniz’s mere monads. And the obvious reason 7ot to prefer
such an interactionist version of idealism to the occasionalist version is that
it seems doubtful that the rudimentary perceptions of those many substances
contain enough information for the construction of a causal order as rich and well
articulated as that of physics. Specifically we may wonder whether the feelings of
substances that do not have fairly advanced geometrical perception can contain

20 Tam indebted to Todd Buras for the observation that this version of idealism can be analogized
to materialist functionalism in this way.
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enough information for the construction of space and time from intramental
resources which is required for an idealist as distinct from a merely panpsychist
theory.

Leibniz, though not an interactionist, is one philosopher who holds that the
spatiotemporal order of a complete physical universe can be modeled adequately
in the subconscious perceptions of a substance so confused as to be totally devoid
of consciousness; but he gives us little help in understanding how that could be.
Of course, there may be aspects of reality that we don’t understand. We don’t
know what the structures of subconscious perceptions may be, but we have no
reason to doubt that anything as real, metaphysically, as a perceptual state (even
a subconscious perceptual state) would have some structure. Perhaps we have
no clear reason to deny that it could have a rich enough structure to model the
spatiotemporal structure of the world of physical phenomena. But the appeal to
ignorance may leave us dissatisfied.

If we therefore doubt that the feelings of the interacting substances could con-
tain enough information, and the right sort of information, for the construction
of space and time, we may wish to consider a view that renounces the reduction
of space and time, supposing there to be physical substances with primitive spa-
tiotemporal relations, while still holding that the positive internal, non-formal
qualities of substances are all mental or quasi-mental. In the terminology we are
using at this point, we may wish to consider a merely panpsychist view. Is there
a worrisome problem about such a view?

Well, philosophers have sometimes supposed that mental qualities have
no spatial location, and that might be thought an objection to ascribing
spatiotemporal relations to substances whose sole internal, non-relational qualities
are mental or quasi-mental. I think this objection should be set aside, however.
The shortest way with it is simply to suppose that spatiotemporal relational
properties are indirectly tied to qualities of consciousness (or quasi-consciousness)
by belonging to the same substance; and ic’s not at all clear to me that that is
not an adequate response to the objection. Refusing to treat a substance’s
or subject’s relation to its properties and relations as primitive would very
likely be setting foot on a dangerously slippery slope. And the assumption that
ascribing spatiotemporal relations to the same subject as mentalistic properties,
such as those of subconscious perception, is more problematic, or more in
need of explanation or reduction, than ascribing them to the same subject as
ostensibly physical but supposedly internal properties, seems to deserve skeptical
questioning,.

An example of an ostensibly physical but supposedly internal property would
be mass, if mass is not identified with its causal role, but is supposed to be
something more occurrent, more qualitative, than a family of powers. Perhaps it
will be argued that the plausibility of ascribing such qualities to the same subject
as spatiotemporal relations is justified by the the rich causal connections between
the internal physical properties and changes in spatial relations. But why would
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the interactionist panpsychist suppose that feelings (conscious or subconscious)
of substances are less richly connected, causally, to changes in spatial relations?
Why indeed? —given that the interactionist panpsychist may be expected to hold
that the supposed internal physical qualities are subconscious feelings, causally
related to changes in spatial relations as physics requires the physical qualities
to be.

Note that the identification of physical qualities such as mass with feelings,
in the position I've just been sketching, requires that some aspect of the feelings
have precise quantity. How plausible or implausible is that? Kant, I take it
proposed to treat intensity of sensation or felt quality as a counterpart of quantity
of force; and there is surely some plausibility to the idea that intensity of feeling is
quantifiable. If any skepticism arises here, it will probably be about the precision
with which such intensity can be quantified. Suppose the panpsychist says: we
are not able to Anow the quantity of intensity with much precision by feeling
it, but it has, objectively, a precise quantity, which we are sometimes able to
measure quite precisely by its effects, on the assumption that the feeling s mass
or a physical force. Here we must be careful not to hold against the panpsychist
a limitation that may be an inescapable part of our cognitive situation, on any
interpretation of intrinsic physical qualities. Is the usual sort of physicalist in
any better position than the panpsychist to assign precise quantities of mass and
physical force? Don’t we in fact measure such quantities only by their effects,
even if it is supposed that they have, objectively, a more intrinsic measure?

To forestall a further possible objection, I should also note that on the
panpsychist assumption that, in any intrinsic qualitative aspect they have,
physical qualities such as mass and physical forces are feelings, the ascription of
physical effects to such feelings does not violate the dogma of “the causal closure
of the physical”—a dogma I do not mean to endorse, but do not need to criticize
in this context.

So far as I can see, therefore, either a broadly occasionalist idealism or an
interactionist panpsychism can account for the causal structure of physics as well
as a typical physicalist view can.
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The Self and Time

Howard Robinson

1. INTRODUCTION: TIME, DISCONTINUITIES
OF CONSCIOUSNESS, AND IDENTITY

I start this paper from the assumption—which I and others have defended
elsewhere— that the human subject— the self—is immaterial and simple.! I also
want to stay as close as possible to Descartes’s intuition that the essence of the
self is consciousness. Because he thinks that immaterial substances are essentially
conscious, he feels obliged to maintain that we are never wholly unconscious,
but, even in the deepest sleep, are dreaming. It is setting out from this problem
that I wish to investigate the relation between the self and time. The nature of
the problem can be expressed as an argument.

(1) The self is essentially conscious.

(2) Selves have periods of unconsciousness in their existence.

(3) If x essentially possesses F, then, if x exists in time, it cannot exist at a
time at which it fails to possess F.

Therefore

(4) If selves essentially possess consciousness, then, if selves exist in time,
they cannot exist at a time at which they fail to possess consciousness.
(3, Universal Instantiation)

Therefore

(5) If selves exist in time, they cannot exist at a time at which they fail to
possess consciousness. (1, 4, modus ponens)

1 For defences of this view, see Robinson 20032 and Madell 1981.
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Therefore

(6) Either selves do not exist in time—that is, they are atemporal—or they
do not exist at the times at which they fail to possess consciousness—that
is, given (2), their existence is intermittent. (5, Implication)

(7) Intermittent existence is impossible.
Therefore

(8) Selves do not exist intermittently. (7, and not possibly p entails not p)
(9) Anything that undergoes change exists in time.
(10) Selves undergo change.

Therefore

(11) Selves exist in time. (9, 10, Universal Instantiation, modus ponens)
Therefore

(12) Selves are neither atemporal nor intermittent. (8,11, Conjunction)
Therefore

(13) There is no such a thing as the self. (6, 12, Indirect Proof)

Richard Swinburne (1984:33) secks to avoid this conclusion by allowing inter-
mittent existence. In an earlier article, I characterized the self as essentially
potentially conscious, which would allow for periods of unconsciousness. I am
unhappy with the notion of intermittent existence, and, if what I say in this
paper is correct, it can be avoided. I still feel sympathy for the idea that the self
is a unique power or capacity for consciousness, but I also think that the relation
of the exercise of that capacity to time can be best illuminated by considering the
relation of the self to time. I shall, for present purposes, stand by (1). My strategy
will be to try to overcome the argument by challenging the way that the concept
of time is employed in it. I shall argue that time is not a monolithic unity, and
different kinds of change can mean different temporal orders. And participating
in a temporal order in a discontinuous way does not entail discontinuous exist-
ence, even when the agent is subject to change and, hence, not atemporal, for it
may act from within a different temporal framework from that on which it acts.
This modifies and subverts the argument in the following way. (3) becomes

(3') If x is essentially F, then, if x exists in time-order T, it cannot exist at a
time within T at which it is not F.

Therefore

(4') If selves are essentially conscious, then, if a self exists in time-order T, it
cannot exist at a time within T at which it is not conscious.
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Therefore

(5') Selves are either intermittent in their existence, atemporal, or exist in a
time-order different from that in which they are deemed to have periods
of unconsciousness.

This requires us to modify our understanding of the phenomenon characterized
in (2) to

(2) In so far as selves can be said to exist in physical time, they can be said to
undergo periods of unconsciousness.

This leaves open the possibility of understanding such unconsciousness as
intermittent participation in physical time, and existence in some other temporal
order, rather than intermittent existence or pure atemporality. The challenge is
to make sense of the third disjunct in (5'). If we can, then the argument goes no
further.

This is an ambitious—not to say rash—project. Is it not obvious that the
selves that are our selves exist in the very physical time in which we undergo
periods of unconsciousness? The way I express this worry hints at an inadequacy
in the way the argument has been so far expressed. I refer to the selves as ‘we’.
There may be a slippage here that was already implicit in (2). That premise was
meant to state an obvious truth. The obvious truth, in fact, is

(2a) People have periods of unconsciousness in their existence.
In order to derive (2) from this plain datum of experience, we need also
(2b) People (persons) and selves are identical.

(2b) could be described as Cartesian in spirit. There are other traditions which
would distinguish the human person from its metaphysical core, which is what
I have been calling the se/f. Thomism is one of these traditions, for according to
St Thomas the person and his soul are not the same thing, and maybe what I am
claiming about the self could be better applied to the soul than to the person as
a whole. We can reach (2') from (2a) with the help of

(2¢) People (persons) exist in physical time, and selves can be said to do so, in
virtue of being the metaphysical core of persons.

Whether we should prefer (2a) or (2¢) is not an issue that I wish to press here,
except to remark that the idea that there is a metaphysical core to the human
person which is not essentially bound to the empirical temporal order may strike
some people as less counterintuitive than the claim that persons as such are not so
bound. In so far as people are what result when selves, the soul or the otherwise
characterized metaphysical core of persons, participate in the temporal order,
then they will be essentially temporal in a way that the self need not be.
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In the process of defending the view that persons, at least as far as their
metaphysical core is concerned, are not essentially part of physical time, I hope
to make plausible the following ideas: (i) time is not a monolithic or overarching
phenomenon; (ii) as an aspect of the varieties of time, I claim that what I shall
call Manifest Image Time (MIT) and Scientific Image Time (SIT) are separate
realms; (iii) that the self belongs to neither of these, but to a dynamic of its own
which allows it to influence or participate in the others.

2. THE STATUS OF TIME

The assumption behind most discussion of the problem concerning the continuity
of consciousness that I have just aired, is that, for these purposes, the concept
of time is not problematic, and the difficulties lie in providing an adequate
account of the self. Time in general is, of course, a very difficult notion, and I
believe that how one understands it does in fact make a major difference to one’s
understanding of the subject’s relation to it. If one could have a conception of
time which allowed that the self is, in some sense, outside physical or empirical
time, then temporal gaps in experience might cease to be gaps in the existence
of the experiencing self. I want to look at the prospects for at least loosening the
self’s relation to and dependence on time.

We have strong intuitions about time. We feel that it must be one unitary
phenomenon which is a necessary part of the framework in which all concrete
things exist. The feeling is that it makes no sense to say that there might be
different kinds of time, or beings outside time altogether. The instinct that
non-abstract entities cannot exist outside time is very strong. One might say that
common sense combines a Newtonian view that time is absolute and unitary,
with a Kantian view that it is an a priori presupposition of any concrete existence.
It is a feature of common sense to treat time as an all-pervasive medium, such
that it would make no sense to think of something as being outside of it.
This has even affected the mainstream philosophical approach to God. Brian
Davies (2003: 380) complains that ‘If there is anything characteristic of modern
American philosophy of religion it is the view that God is temporal.” He has in
mind the views, amongst others, of Nelson Pike, Alvin Plantinga, and Nicholas
Wolterstorft. If he had not been limiting his attention to America, he could have
included Richard Swinburne, Peter Geach, and John Lucas. This is part of a
programme which tries to make God simply the limiting condition of something
we understand perfectly well, namely a mind or a person. In Davies’s words,

It is false, we are told, that God is incomprehensible. He is, in fact, something very
familiar. He is a person. And he has properties in common with other persons. He
changes, learns, and is acted on. He also has beliefs which alter with the changes in the

objects of his beliefs. (2003: 377)
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If what I say about human persons in this essay is correct, it might become easier
to restore a more traditional way of thinking about God. But I suspect that even
the more traditional approach to which Davies wants to return is over-respectful
of the centrality of time to our conception of the world. It is striking that, when
those who regard God as atemporal want to express what His relation is to the
temporal order, they say such things as that He is simultaneous with the whole of
time, and that it is present to Him, in a sense of ‘present’ which they explicate
as being a form of eternal ‘now’. This way of talking leads to some well-known
problems, but what is striking about it is that it seems to be an attempt to
explain atemporality using temporal notions. One reaction to this is to regard
it as a silly mistake, but what it suggests to me is how difficult philosophers
have found it to escape from the framework of time: it remains a compulsory
reference point. Because of this difficulty, philosophers have spoken as if even
the notion of atemporality has to be explained within the framework of temporal
concepts, so that the challenge becomes how one can, so to speak, stretch the
natural topology of time so that it can accommodate the eternal. Atemporality
thus gets explained in terms of a certain kind of 7ow or of a peculiar kind of
duration, namely a limitless one without succession. It is as if an atemporal being
is the limiting case of a kind of temporality. In my view, this is to defer too
much to the idea that time constitutes a framework to which everything must be
related. Paul Helm (1988: 35ff.) has argued convincingly that the sense in which
God is immediately present to things in the world can be adequately expressed
in terms of His direct cognition of, and direct volitional control over, them: no
temporal notion of simultaneity is required. Nor can any sense be made of the
kind of duration mentioned above, and it is not necessary. What we must do is
avoid treating time as if it had an almost a priori status, and see it instead as a
feature of experience and of processes. I hope to show that, approached in this
way, temporal notions can be tools for understanding the world, not the bars of
a cage in which we are trapped.

What I need to do is to show that the self is not a standard participant in
physical time as we naturally understand it. I shall end this section with two
preliminaries. First, I want to draw attention to an analogy, which is intended
to help give legitimacy to the idea that difference of process might give rise
to difference of temporal system. We are all familiar with the metaphor of the
biological clock. These are said to be liable to run at different speeds in different
individuals, and so not to be in step with each other or with the official clock,
which is based on the solar system. They might also speed up and slow down
over time, with respect to other systems. Because they are subsystems within
the unified structure of one common system—a unified empirical and physical
world with one set of common laws and common elementary parts—we treat
the idea that these ‘clocks’ measure different ‘times’ as metaphorical. But I want
to suggest that if the systems were not simply subsystems of such a unified whole,
we would not be obliged to acknowledge a unified metric of time. We saw
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above that it can be maintained that God’s relation to the physical world could
be cognitive and volitional, without any temporal component. Perhaps there
could be a mind—for example, an angelic one—which is not wholly changeless,
as God is, but which relates only cognitively and connatively to the world of
physical time. Although the events in its mind might be successive, I see no reason
why they should possess the same kind of temporality as that possessed by the
physical system. What I mean by not possessing ‘the same kind of temporality’
is that the events in the angelic thought processes need not be simultaneous with
any specific physical times. That they must be, can only come from the picture
of time as an overarching category. We shall return to this thought later.

The second preliminary is to introduce some relevant jargon. There are three
distinctions which I will employ and which, on some interpretations, coincide,
and on others, do not. First, developing the distinction that Wilfrid Sellars made
between the manifest image and the scientific image of the world, I shall talk
about manifeést image time (MIT) and scientific image time (SIT). I make this
distinction in order to claim that, as well as possessing different sensible qualities
of the normal sort, so that only the manifest image possesses, for example,
secondary qualities in their experiential form, the difference extends to being
temporal in different senses. The experienced or lived time of the manifest image,
I shall claim, possesses certain features not possessed by the time of the scientific
image. The second distinction is McTaggart’s distinction between the A-series
and the B-series (McTaggart 1927: Gale 1968). The A-series is characterized by
the categories of pastness, presentness and futurity: events are first in the future,
then become present, and then are past. The B-series categorizes events by their
relations of being earlier than, simultaneous with, or later than each other. The
relations between events in B-series terms do not change. The third distinction
is between flowing time (FT) and static or block time (BT). These distinctions
might seem to coincide. It might seem that the A-series, with its moving present
or moving ‘now’, is what defines flowing time, and that temporal flow is what
distinguishes the temporality of the manifest world. As no one denies that all
time is characterized by the earlier—later relations, MIT possesses both A- and
B-series features. The time of the scientific image, on the other hand, is the time
of four-dimensional space—time and of individuals as Minkowski space—time
worms. This is the static or block conception of time as being little more than
an extra spatial dimension, and satisfying only the B-series. Ways in which the
coincidence of these distinctions can be disputed will emerge in the course of the
discussion.

3. TIME IN THE MANIFEST IMAGE

In Problems of Philosophy (1912/1959: 29 ft.) Russell suggested that physical
space could not be thought of as being qualitatively the way it seemed either
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visually or in touch. Our knowledge of its physical nature is entirely abstract and
formal, as captured in the appropriate geometry. If physical space has an intrinsic
qualitative nature (and if it is real and concrete it presumably must), we cannot
know what it is. The manifest image differs from the scientific image in respect
of these fundamental primary qualities, as well as in secondary qualities. This
view of space is well known and, though by no means uncontroversial, often
accepted. But Russell (1912) indicates, if he does not quite say, similar things
about time. He was, however, more explicit a few years later: ‘past, present and
future arise from time-relations of subject and object, while earlier and later arise
from time-relations of object and object’ (1915: 212). More recently, Griinbaum
has claimed that

what qualifies a physical event at a time # as belonging to the present or as now is not
some physical attribute of the event or some relation it sustains to other purely physical
events; instead what so qualifies the event is that at the time 7 at least one human or other
mind-possessing organism M is conceptually aware of experiencing the event at that time.

(1968: 17)

Griinbaum compares our experience of presentness with our experience of
secondary qualities such as colour (1968: 7), but the comparison need not be
restricted to presentness alone. The whole experience of what one might call felr
duration would be a kind of secondary quality. Just as what we think of as spatial
extendedness takes its distinctive qualitative feel from the nature of visual (or
tactile) experience, so our empirically interpreted idea of time derives from certain
kinds of experience. What we might call the conceptual properties of the A-series,
which could be considered abstractly as simply the changing of predications, are
given empirical content by the ‘feel’ of duration, which, like visual space, could
not exist without experience. On such a view, felt duration (‘it seemed to take an
awfully long time’) and the flowing nature of time, as expressed in the moving
now, are, like the specifically visual and tactile aspects of space, features of the
way we experience the world. By contrast, physical time, in so far as we know
it, is only an abstract structural feature of the physical system as a whole, which
reflects, perhaps, the directionality of causation, or causal explanation.

One might object to comparing the flow of time to a secondary quality on the
following grounds. Secondary qualities are marked by their dependence on one
sensory modality. It is because visual space and tactile space are phenomenally
different that they can, individually, be assimilated to secondary qualities. But
the experience of time is not different in the different modalities, but always the
same.

Even if this were so, it would not prevent one from treating the flow of
time as a subjective phenomenon, for there is no necessary connection between
subjectivity and being tied to one sense. I am not convinced, however, that time
is experienced similarly in all the modalities. The relation between space and
time can be brought out by considering Molyneux’s Problem.
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The thought experiment known as Molyneux’s Problem is meant to bring
out the qualitative difference between visual and tactile space. According to that
problem, it is assumed that a man blind from birth should suddenly recover
his sight. Would he immediately recognize what visual phenomena correlated
with his tactile experiences of various shapes, or would he need to learn this
correlation empirically? The implication is that he would need to learn it, and
that this shows that visual and tactile space are qualitatively different, whilst
sharing certain formal geometrical features. It is not easy to concoct a parallel
thought experiment for time, to which we can relate as easily as to blindness, but
it is not obviously impossible.

Assume— perhaps per impossibile, but for these purposes I do not think this
rules it out—a creature whose conscious life is normally non-temporal. Then
imagine that it should have, disconnectedly, three experiences. One is like what
we would describe as a round patch of colour moving from the left to the right
of the visual field. Another is like a succession of three notes on the piano. The
third is like apprehending some propositions and then realizing that a certain
conclusion follows from them. Is there any reason why it should strike this
subject that there is any qualitative similaricy between what we would regard
as the temporal structure in each of these experiences? The intrinsic qualitative
natures of those experiences are as different from each other as are the visual and
the tactile experiences invoked by Molyneux. Only when Molyneux’s subject
discovers the role of spatial structure in bringing the various experiences together,
as experiences of one world, will the formal similarities between their spatial
elements become salient. If they remained as disconnected experiences without a
potentially common subject matter, simple phenomenology would not reveal it.
This is the situation for the subject whose experience is not generally temporally
structured.

This last claim might seem strange. Surely the experiences have spatial or
temporal features whether or not these are noticed. On the contrary, my claim
is that individual experiences possess only what one might call prozo-spatializy
or proto-temporality and not fully fledged spatial and temporal properties. These
latter belong to experiences only when they are interpreted in the light of
the empirical spatial or temporal medium constructed from them; and this
construction is possible— that is, we can have a non-abstract conception of space
or time—only if the experiences fit together in a certain way.

To see this, imagine the following case. Suppose there is a blind subject
who occasionally has random and disorganized visual sensations, which include
elements that we would recognize as shapes. Because these experiences do not
coordinate with his tactile experiences, and do not form an ordered structure
amongst themselves, they do not partake of that spatiality which is common to
touch and sight for the normal perceiver. They possess the materials out of which
this could be made—they are proto-spatial—but not spatial in the full sense.
The subject who has these sensations is not failing to notice the presence of true
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primary qualities, for the proto-shapes in his experience have not acquired that
status; they do not represent an even seemingly objective realm.

A comparison with the experience of dizziness may be helpful here. There
seems to be no other way of describing the experience of feeling dizzy except
to say that the world seems to go round and round. But, if one attends to the
experience, one realizes that there is no completed seeming circular motion. It
is as if things move from one side to the other, and repeat this, without any
clear experience of their moving back to the starting point, either by continuous
motion or in a jump. What we seem to have is an experience which we can only
describe in spatial terms, but which makes no spatial sense. One might, therefore,
conclude that the experience of dizziness is an incoherent one. What is happening,
one might conclude, is that our system for processing spatial information has
become disrupted and confused: without a developed conception of space, such
an experience could not occur, for it is essentially a garbled version of our
spatial conception. But this is not the only way of looking at it. Alternatively,
one might prefer to think in the following way. As an experience, or sensation,
dizziness is like what it is like: the idea that it is incoherent makes no sense. It
is a perfectly clear and recognizable experience and could, in principle, occur
in its own right to an otherwise blind subject who had no conception of visual
space. The similarities that it possesses to our standard experiences of visual space
seem to leave those of us with normal vision no option but to characterize it in
spatial terms, and this leads to paradox. The appropriate conclusion from this
might be the following. The dizziness experience in itself is of the same status
as proto-spatial experience, except that, from the perspective of being usable to
build up a conception of visual space, it is inappropriately formed and useless.
That is to say, although dizziness experiences are very similar to the individual
experiences from which our conception of visual space is built up, they could not
themselves be the foundation of such a construction. Whether such experiences,
appropriately organized, could be the foundation for an empirical conception of
an objective realm, somewhat analogous to space, is difficult to say. The point
of introducing the experience of dizziness, however, was this. It can be taken
to suggest that individual experiences do not determinately possess features of
the objective realm (which is to say, the standard primary qualities), but their
construal as possessing these depends on whether they do (and hence also whether
they can) participate in some appropriately organized structure. I am suggesting
that this is as true of the experiences on which our conception of empirical time
is based, as it is for space.

As a consequence, what I said above about the blind subject who hallucinates
random visual sensations is also true for the imagined person with the fragmented
time experience. He has no use for the kind of temporality we formalize as the
objective time of the manifest image, so there is no reason why he should see his
experiences as possessing the same primary quality. Itis the applicability of abstract
geometry to them collectively that holds the various spatial sensory modalities
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together (which is not, of course to say that conscious knowledge of geometry
is involved, only that experience must in fact be susceptible to this construal).
If there were no such application—if the various senses never coordinated, as
would be the case with disconnected visual and tactile hallucinations— then
there would be no common notion of space. Without the common applicability
of bare arithmetical succession, there would be no common notion of time as
found in the manifest image. Our conception of space and time, and, in general,
of primary qualities gua primary, is a result of the susceptibility of certain
sensations, in virtue of their intrinsic nature and organization, to interpretation
in a certain intellectual framework.

Furthermore, treating sensations as intrinsically only proto-temporal helps
with some of the problems which are traditionally taken to face the doctrine of
the specious present. It does so, moreover, in a way that brings out the relation
between the subject and manifest image time. The specious present is postulated
to explain our experience of time: just as we could not have a concept of space
if all our experiences of space were purely punctiform, so we could not form
a conception of time, purely on the basis of experiences that present us with
an unextended moment. Furthermore, when we see something moving, we see
the movement itself. We do not apprehend the object at a certain position and
merely remember that it was previously at a contiguous one. The idea that we in
one experience grasp a small temporal array, transmutes naturally into the idea
that 77 an instant we grasp this array. This raises the question of the position of
the instant at which the grasping is done in relation to the time array grasped.
James (1901: 609) thought that it was in the centre of that temporal spread, so
that one experiences into the future as well as into the past. C. D. Broad (1923:
349. See also Mabbott 1951), on the other hand, thought that the experiencing
was done from the perspective of the end of the time apprehended and that one
was always looking into the past. This controversy rests on two assumptions.
One is that the ‘temporal’ feature that characterizes individual experiences is, in
its own right, a part of an objective continuous time. The other is that the act of
apprehending it must have a place within that time. These assumptions, together,
amount to the thought that there is an overarching temporal medium in which
the experiences and their contents take place. The picture I have been presenting
is meant to be an alternative to this. First, the ‘temporal’ feature of individual
experiences is only proto-temporal. It is simply a kind of experience which, if
combined in the right way with other experiences, can constitute an empirical
time order. For this reason, second, the subject that apprehends it stands in no
other relation to it than that of being the subject that apprehends it. As it itself
is not objectively temporal, there is no reason why the subject that apprehends
it, simply by apprehending it, should have to stand in a temporal relation to it.
As we saw in the case of God’s relation to the physical world, it is wrong to take
a relation of direct cognition as, of itself, involving any temporal relation: the
relation of apprehending or cognizing is primitive in its own right.
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Again, there is an analogy to this in the case of vision. If someone experiences
a red square, he will naturally tend to think of himself as located somewhere
in front of the centre of that square. We think this way, however, because we
have constructed a putatively objective world from our experiences—especially
our visual ones—and we naturally locate ourselves as subjects at what seem to
be the natural places within that world. But someone blind who underwent the
occasional visual sensation would not, it seems to me, experience its content
as standing in any spatial relation to him. It would simply be something he is
aware of and undergoes. Mutatis mutandis, the same is true of proto-temporal
experiences, taken individually, in abstraction from the temporal interpretation
that their ordering makes possible.

I have so far argued that the subject stands in a non-temporal apprehending
relation to proto-temporal experiences, and that it is from such experiences,
appropriately ordered, that manifest time is built up. There seems to be a
problem, however. Part of the requisite ordering is that the proto-temporal
experiences must, amongst other things, perhaps, be presented successively to
the subject. But is not the notion of succession here a temporal notion, and
so are we not presupposing time, not constructing it? The response to this
is as follows. The time we are talking about is MIT. Just as the contents of
specious presents are proto-temporal in relation to this time, so is the succession
relation. Let us call this relation the S-relation. This relation holds between
experiences, or, perhaps more accurately, between acts of experiencing. What
I am claiming is that the events that are S-related are not related in MIT.
S-relatedness is a relation of a generically temporal type, but more primitive
than the relation of temporal succession in MIT, because it is one of the
components that contribute to the construction of the latter. The subject stands
in a non-temporal cognizing or awareness relation to a set of specious present
proto-temporal contents, and these awarenesses are in an S-related series. The
result is a period of experience of the kind that goes to make up our manifest
world.

Once again, our conclusion can be used to clear up a problem that is supposed
to bother the theory of the specious present. The way it clears it up also makes
plainer my complaint about the consequences of treating time in a unitary
manner.

There is supposed to be the following problem for the specious present.
Suppose that one such experience presents a series A~B—C. What will be
presented in the next specious present? The initial view might be that, after
A—-B-C, the next specious present will present D—E—F. This view has faced
objections, however. If we call the occasion of the presentation of A-B-C, P1,
and the occasion of the presentation of D—E—F, P2, then it has been objected
that, experientially, the connection between C and D would not seem to be like
that between A and B, B and C, D and E, and E and F. That is, that within

one specious present there would be experience of genuine flow or continuity,
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between different specious presents there could not be the same kind of fluid
connection. This belief that there would be a break of continuity has led to this
theory’s being called the pulsation theory, which implies that experience comes
in discriminably distinguishable packages. In response, it has been argued that
the next presentation after P1, A—~B—C, would be P2, B—C-D, and P3 would
be C-D-E, etc. This, too, however, has its problems, for it seems to suggest that
the same content is repeatedly presented: C, for example, is in PI, P2, and P3.
Buct in the even flow of experience, one does not (seem to) experience the same
content in a repeated way.

It seems to me that this problem rests on a misconception. The label ‘pulsation
theory” implies that the successive presentations happen with temporal gaps
between them. But that picture embodies the mistake, which I have already
criticized, of placing the experiencings in the same time series as is constructed
from the contents experienced; and this could be justified only if time was one
overarching framework. It seems to me that if one experienced A-B-C, and
then D—E—F according to the successive relation, in no way would there seem
to be any difference between the relations of C and D and the others. It is true
that, when one experienced D—E—-F, the experience of A—~B—C would be only
a memory, but it does not follow from this that one’s experience would be as of
a series of discontinuous throbs or pulses. So long as, at any given moment, one
experiences the flow of a specious present, and remembers what went before it,
it will never seem that one’s experience is discontinuous. C would be present as
part of a ‘flow’, then D would be present as part of a flow, without any experience
of break or discontinuity. The interfaces between different presentations are not
themselves presented experientially. (There is perhaps an analogy here with the
blind spot. We can work out that it must be there, but it is not experienced as a
hole in the visual field.)

Some confusion on this issue might be caused by thinking in a Jamesian
manner. One might think that, within a specious present, events are experi-
enced as ‘flowing into’ each other, but that, by definition, they cannot be so
experienced berween different experiences, so that, therefore, the sense of con-
tinuity between ‘pulsating’ specious presents must be different from that within
them. As a consequence, experience must seem ‘granulated’ and discontinu-
ous. The talk of contents ‘flowing into’ each other must not be misconstrued,
however. It does not mean that contents ‘blur’ into each other. It should
mean no more than that one experiences the transition, as one does with-
in the specious present. And if one experiences the transition A-B—C, and
then, without experiencing any break, D—E—F, this will not present itself as
involving any discontinuity. It would be experienced as an even flow. The
mistaken view that it would not seem continuous, comes from conceiving the
experiencings as ‘pulses’ or ‘throbs’ located at a temporal distance from each
other. In fact a series of S-related apprehensions pick up the contents without

break.
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We appear to have arrived at the following view. The experience of time
involves four elements: (i) a subject which I take to be a simple entity; (ii) proto-
temporal experiences; which are (iii) ordered in the successor or S-relation;
and (iv) the having of those experiences, and apprehension of their contents,
by subjects, where this relation of subject to experience (and its content) is a
primitive relation which is not to be explained in a way that seems to presuppose
a temporal component in that relation. One should not, for example, think of
the content of the experience as temporally present to the subject, or of the
subject and experience as being simultaneous with each other. The awareness in
question is more primitive than temporal notions because of the essential role of
experience in the construction of our idea of manifest time.

How would adopting this view of time help with our original problem? Our
problem was to understand how an essentially conscious subject could endure
through periods of time when he is not conscious. The answer is that, at least as
far as MIT is concerned, the self does not ‘endure through’ these times, except in
a derivative sense. This is because the self is prior to such time, which is itself a
construct from the self’s experiences. The self is not in MIT, except derivatively.
It is to this self that the basic data of experience—those sensations that have, in
themselves, proto-temporal and proto-spatial content—are presented. It follows
that the subject is not in the time constructed from its experiences. Of course,
once the manifest world is constructed, the subject has a location in it. But, as the
subject is prior to this world, his place in it is not a basic fact. Perhaps, following
a suggestion made in Section 1, one could say that the self, considered as the
metaphysical core of the person, is not strictly in MIT, but that the person is: or
one might think of the self and person as participating in MIT whilst not being
essentially of it.

4. ARE THE TIMES OF THE MANIFEST AND THE
SCIENTIFIC IMAGES REALLY DIFFERENT?

On reflection, it might strike the cautious reader that perhaps the grand
conclusion presented at the end of Section 3 was arrived at slightly too easily.
It might be questioned whether the fact that the manifest image, including
its temporal features, is a construct from experience which is characterized by
subjective features really entails that its time is, qua time, different from that in
the scientific image. So we must now look closely at whether the subjectivity of
certain aspects of temporal experience, and the role that this plays in time as it is
in the manifest image, really entails that this is a different temporal order from
that found in the scientific account of the world.

The manifest image is the world as it appears to us, given our particular sensory
capabilities. In its specific nature, it can be thought of as an intersubjective
construct from our individual subjective experiences. This world is characterized
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by the time of common sense, which possesses both A and B features. The
scientific image, on the other hand, is the world of the ‘view from nowhere’; it is
physical reality as it is in itself. This world possesses only the time of the B-series.
What is the relationship between these two ‘worlds’? Are they only prima facie
different, or really different, as I seem to imply above?

The most economical or reductive view is that there is ultimately only one
reality, and that is the world of the scientific image—augmented, at some places
occupied by brains, by mental events.2 The manifest image is only a kind of
perspective on the scientific image, produced by the sensory experiences which
exist among the mental events to which I have just referred. One might move
on from this thought in either of two ways. One would be to say that when
one refers to events from within the manifest image—that is, when one thinks
of them as past or future—one is referring to the same events as are present
in the corresponding place within the scientific image. So if one refers to the
Battle of Hastings in 1066, conceiving of it as past, that event is the same
event as one located in the ‘static’ time 939 years earlier than 2005. Another
view is that, seen from within the manifest image, the event of the battle of
Hastings is a logical construction from the appearances that constitute flowing
time, and so is not real at all. It is only an intentional object of the ‘seemings’
that are associated with certain brain events. Both these views have it in common
that the flow of time adds no real ontology to the B-series, either because the
non-present contents of flowing time are identical with events in static time,
or because they are constructs from experiential episodes that occur within
static time.

Both these positions hold the view that the reality of ‘low time’ (FT) consists
in no more than the association of mental events with some events in ‘block
time’ (BT). But then the issue is the nature of this association. Is the association
such that, within the realm of the mental, time does really flow, though it does
not do so within the ‘objective’ physical world? Or is it such that the appearance
of flow, even within experience, is an illusion? This problem can be brought out
by considering two pictures used to illustrate the relation between our experience
of a restricted presentness in FT and the underlying physical block. Both involve
treating experience as a light that falls upon that part of the physical world
that appears, at any given moment, as the ‘now’ of current experience. On
one picture, the light #ravels along the time dimension of the block that is the
physical world. If one tales this image seriously—as one must if one is to find it
explanatory—the light contrasts with the block, because there has to be a sense
in which it—the light—moves, whilst the block remains static. Bu, if this is so,
there is genuine FT in the realm of experience, and some experiences will be past,
one present, and some to come, depending on what point the light has reached

2 For present purposes, the question of whether mental states can be identified with the
brain-states, or whether some minimal dualism is supposed, need not be raised.
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in its transition along the line of time. The other picture seeks to eliminate this
compromise with FT. According to it, each moment associated with experience
has its own light which casts its brightness only so far as its own ‘now’ or specious
present extends. This creates the illusion that other times are out there in the
darkness of past and present, whereas they each have their own light and suffer
a similar illusion. This latter picture genuinely eliminates FT, bug, as it seems to
me, at the price of failing to explain even the appearance of flow and passage.
From the perspective of the block, all those times associated with experience
possess their limited illumination, and nothing explains the sense of transition
from one to the next. What we said above about the construction of MIT is
relevant here. Simply to have a collection of proto-temporal experiences would
not be enough to constitute flowing time: one needed also the S-relation—the
fact of succession—rto give the temporal dynamic. The ‘fixed light model lacks
an appropriate analogue to the S-relation, which the ‘moving light’ picture allows.

So the ‘many fixed lights’ picture fails because it cannot explain even the
illusion of motion through time. The ‘moving light’ picture, on the other hand,
though it fails to eliminate the A-series, might still save the unity of MIT and
SIT. Indeed, it seems to be built into the analogy of the moving light that what
is being illuminated to create the moving ‘now’ that characterizes MIT is the
very same thing as constitutes the events in the four dimensional ‘block’ of the
scientific picture.

The matter is not so straightforward, however. Call the event on which the
light is currently falling and which, hence, is ‘now’, ‘E’. The event of E’s being
illuminated will not be the same event as E’s existing or occurring, because,
on the ‘moving light’ model, E’s being illuminated was future, is present, and
will be past, whilst its existence (as opposed to its being illuminated) obtains
timelessly. MIT and SIT must be different time-series, because the former is
characterized by both A and B features, but the latter by B features alone. Taking
T1 and T2 to be time series, the following seems to follow necessarily from
Leibniz’s Law:

If T1 has both A and B features and T2 has only B features, then T1 is not
identical to T2.

How, then, should we cope with the seeming fact that, according to the
‘moving light model, it is the same thing that is sometimes illuminated and
sometimes not? One possible answer is that, though one event cannot be at
two places in one time series, it can figure in two different temporal series.
The other is that, strictly speaking, corresponding events in MIT and SIT
are not actually identical: in this respect, the ‘moving light' metaphor only
gives the illusion of accommodating everything within the four-dimensional
framework. Either way, there are two different kinds of time. But it will repay
the effort to look at different ways of conceiving of SIT, as the possessor of only
B properties.
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5. WHAT IS SIT?

It is a consequence of my assumption that the ‘moving “now”’ and duration as
we experience it are subjective phenomena, that time in the scientific image lacks
A-properties. It is only fair to remark that not everyone would accept this view of
the scientific picture. Both presentists and ‘growing block’ theorists would deny
it. Nevertheless, it is ex hypothesi for my present purposes that the space—time
of science is four-dimensional and involves no growth. What this exactly means,
however, is unclear, at least in part because it depends so much on metaphor.
Talk of being ‘static’ and a ‘block’ is, presumably, not simply literal. Even calling
time ‘the fourth dimension’ is not clear: it is not the fourth spatial dimension: it
is not what would make possible a Klein bottle, or one of the thirteen or nineteen
dimensions of space invoked by string theorists. In this section, I shall look at
some of the ways in which the scientific image can be treated.

(i) There are two non-realist options. Within a secular phenomenalist or
positivist tradition, the scientific image of the world is usually understood purely
instrumentally; it is not an account of how the mind-independent world is in
itself. For a Berkeleian idealist or theistic phenomenalist, on the other hand, the
scientific image can be regarded as a representation of the divine design for the
world: so it does answer to a reality, but not the mind-independent one that we
normally imagine the physical world to be. It might seem that in neither of these
cases does the question of the rea/ nature of SIT arise, because these accounts
are not realist. The issue is not so simple, however. If one were to accept that
there is a clear and absolute divide between the manifest world and the scientific
one, then one might regard the former as straightforwardly real and the latter as
straightforwardly instrumental or ideal. But if one regarded the scientific image
as an essential part of a proper understanding of the manifest world, then one
might be committed to conceiving of it as real, even if one did not think that
it was.3 It would still be important in this case to understand how time was
conceived within this framework. Because the purely instrumental interpretation
makes the task of understanding time within that domain irrelevant, and what
one might call the ‘as if” or quasi-realist interpretation obliges one to pretend to
be a realist, it is the realist option that is relevant to my purposes.

(ii) Dainton (2003: 11) states four-dimensionalism (or BT) in the following
way: ‘all times and events timelessly coexist and are equally real’. The block theorist
has to navigate a Scylla and Charybdis. On the one hand, the conventional A-
theorist (though not presentists: see Crisp 2003) accepts the timeless existence of
all events, provided that ‘timeless’ is interpreted as equivalent to the tensed ‘is,
was, or will be’. Accepting this interpretation would entirely undermine BT. On

3 For a brief defence of the idea that a realist construal might be necessary and correct, irrespective
of the ultimate ontology, see Robinson 20034.
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the other hand, the block theorist usually wants to avoid interpreting ‘timelessly’
as equivalent to permanently, which takes ‘timeless coexistence” as meaning that
all events exist all the time. The analogy with space is meant to operate so as to
make ‘x (timelessly) exists, but not #ow’ clear and uncontroversial in the way that
‘x exists, but not here’ is clear and uncontroversial. This ignores the difference
between ‘x came to be at ¢ and ‘x came to be at p’, where ¢’ is a time, and ‘p’
a place. The former means x came into existence at t, the latter that x, presumed
already existent, arrived at location p. One could preserve the parallel between
the two only by either (2) adopting what one might describe as solipsism of the
current location, so that something comes into existence by being bere: or (4) by
treating the event that occurs at t as having an existence independent of the time
at which it occurs, in the way that a place in the block exists whether or not
the light is passing over it. No one would wish to adopt the former route to
preserving the parallel, and the latter seems to be a form of ‘permanence’, in the
sense that it seems to countenance the existence of an event said to take place at
t, outside of t. Griinbaum (1968: 24) explains four-dimensionalism by saying:

According to Minkowski’s conception, an event qualifies as a becomingless occurrence by
occurring in a network of relations of earlier and later and thus can be said to occur “at
a certain time t”. Hence to assert tenselessly that an event exists (occurs) is to claim that
there is a time or clock reading with which it coincides. But surely this assertion does not
entail the absurdity that the event exists (occurs) at a// clock times or “permanently”.

Griinbaum is here making two points, one of which is question-begging and the
other important. The question-begging point is the assumption that the relations
of earlier and later, and the notion of ‘clock time’ can be preserved in their normal
sense whilst detached from the idea of time as flowing. Naively or intuitively
put, the notion of a clock seems to be essentially connected with movement and
becoming; a clock is essentially a process to which other events can be compared.
But the second point is the more direct one. Griinbaum interprets the accusation
of ‘permanence’ as being equivalent to the absurd accusation that the block
theorist is committed to the view that an event that takes place at t, thereby
takes place at all times. If this is the content of the accusation of ‘permanence’,
then the accusation is ridiculous. But if that is not the content of the accusation,
what is its content? What can ‘permanent’ mean if not ‘at all times’? Because it is
obvious that the critic does not mean to say that the block theorist is committed
to the view that the Battle of Hastings takes place at every date in history, he is
often interpreted as saying something less obviously absurd. The suggestion that
is often made is that the critic is judging the four-dimensional block from the
perspective of a ‘hyper-time’, and it is according to this higher order time that all
events in the static block are permanent and, hence, simultaneous. The picture
is that, because the ‘block’ is ‘static’, ‘fixed” or ‘frozen’, everything in it must be
permanent and simultaneous. Although, on this interpretation, the accusation
of permanence is not so ridiculous, it is still held to be clearly mistaken, because
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there is no such a thing as the hyper-time, according to which the permanence is
supposedly measured and the critic is thought to be in the grip of a picture.

It is not true, however, that the accusation of permanence involves the
postulation of a hyper-time. It involves only the application of certain criteria
which are held to be the correct criteria for temporality; and the claim that,
judging by those standards, the four dimensional block fails to possess an essential
feature of genuine temporality. The accusation is that a world without becoming
simply has not captured what it is that distinguishes time from space, and that
its defenders are in the grip of the misleading picture of ‘four-dimensionalism’,
which pretends that time is just an extra dimension, essentially similar to space.

Furthermore, I argued in the previous section that even the appearance of
temporal flow could not be explained without allowing that A-properties are
real, at least for experience. It is by the standards of this entirely real empirical
time that SIT can be deemed to be static, to the point of being atemporal. SIT
can then be seen as a structural analogue of time, without being temporal in
the sense in which we empirically understand that notion. In that respect, it is
analogous to the unknown nature of physical space, which preserves only formal
and structural features from our spatial experiences. The accusation expressed
by calling all events in the BT ‘permanent, is the accusation that BT lacks an
essential feature that distinguishes time from space, and that without the feature
of temporal ‘becoming’, the relations dubbed ‘earlier’ and ‘later’ cease to have
any real temporal content. This accusation could be convincingly rebutted if the
appearance of flow found in MIT could be explained from within the ‘block’
framework, as the various accounts that appeal to moving or static lights attempt
to do. But we found that these fail. As temporal flow cannot be explained within
the block framework, there is a genuine FT by the criteria of which events in BT
are simultaneous with each other.

6. FOUR-DIMENSIONALISM AND THE DIVINE
SPECIOUS PRESENT

The upshot (it is rather too tentative to be called a conclusion) of the discussion
so far is that time of the manifest image is a different temporal realm from time
in the scientific image, and that the latter has a nature which is remote in all but
structural respects from what we normally think of as time. There is, however, an
intriguing strategy which might save the intuitive temporality of a time that lacks
A-properties. It can be approached by enquiring whether the A-predicates apply
within a specious present. On the one hand, the presence of flow within the
specious present is essential to it. It is precisely to capture directly in experience
temporal flow and movement that the specious present is postulated. But it is
also essential to it that this temporal spread is captured in one ‘present’ or ‘now’,
so, it might be argued, the specious present contains no past or future, but only
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elements arranged as earlier and later than each other. This is because the subject’s
relation to each specious present is, as was argued above, like God’s relation to
the whole of created time, cognitive but not temporal. Within a specious present,
it seems that the connection is broken between the idea that time flows and the
notion of the moving present. Now if BT were like this—and the whole of
time has been claimed to be God’s specious present—then there would be no
question of earlier than—later than relations in BT not being genuinely temporal,
or of the ‘block’ being ‘static’ in some undesirable sense. But can this feature of
the specious present be preserved in abstraction from the status of that present as
a mode of experience?

On the one hand, the fact that God’s specious present includes the whole
of time, including the kind of flow that we apprehend in our specious present,
might suggest that this kind of flow is part of time in the scientific image. After
all, the scientific image presents time as it is in the objective physical world and
it is this world that God is being supposed to grasp in a specious present. It
would seem, therefore, that the flow of God’s specious present is not essentially
dependent on the fact that it is an object of his experience. On the other hand, I
claimed earlier on that there was a strong parallel between the way in which the
spatial features of visual experience, and those of temporal experience, are both
subjective. Space in the manifest image, which for most of us is modelled on
visual space, is constructed from features of visual experience that are definitely
subjective. Similarly, in the case of MIT, we build it up from experiences
whose nature, taken individually, is proto-temporal and subjective. If MIT as we
experience it is a construct from subjective features of our experience, then there
is no wholly objective and mind-independent flow-time for God to apprehend.
His apprehension of such a thing could only be an aspect of His knowledge of
our psychological states.

My conclusion, therefore, is that those who think that a universe with only
B-properties is ‘static’, and that its events are ‘permanent’ in a way inconsistent
with our intuitive notion of temporality, are basically correct. It seems also that
what was claimed towards the end of Section 3 is correct: MIT and SIT are
different temporal orders, and the self is definitely prior to MIT. But if MIT is
not identical with SIT, can we be confident that the self is outside SIT? If it is
not also outside that order, will it not also suffer from discontinuous existence
within the world of the scientific image?

7. THE SELF AND SIT

Assuming that the world of the ‘block universe’ can be taken realistically at all,
it still remains a question whether the self is a part of that world and, hence,
whether the self is caught within that world’s peculiar kind of temporality. There
are at least three reasons for denying that the self is in SIT.
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1. Given that (i) there is no overarching temporal system, and so no presump-
tion that any given entity must be in that system as a kind of default; (ii) that
experiences, of which the self is the subject, are not in SIT; (iii) that the scientific
image generally is fundamentally an account of the world in so far as it can be
captured by physical science; and (iv) the self is simple and immaterial: then there
would seem to be no reason to think that the self is part of the ‘block’ world of
science, and hence it is reasonable to hold that it is not in that temporal order.

2. If one agrees with David Lewis (1983) that the block picture leads to an
ontology of temporal parts, then placing the self within block time would mean
that any continuous self really breaks down into a succession of more basic brief
temporal entities. But it was ex hypothesi for this paper that the self is a simple
entity, and so not a composite of parts of any kind. So, if Lewis is right, the
simplicity of the self is inconsistent with locating it in SIT. If, however, one
does not agree with Lewis that the block entails temporal parts—as, for example,
Hugh Mellor (1998) does not—then this argument will not apply.

3. As well as the rather passive ‘activity’ of experiencing, the self is more
literally an agent in thinking and willing. The essentially dynamic nature of such
activities does not seem to fit in well with locating the self in a realm that is free
of ‘becoming’. This is so whether one is a determinist or a libertarian about such
acts—they still are genuinely dynamic in a way that the block does not seem to

allow.

All these considerations seem to me to show that one is not compelled to
regard the self, if conceived in an essentially Cartesian way, as part of the block
world of the scientific picture.

8. TEMPORAL RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
THE DIFFERENT KINDS OF TIME

A question that might seem naturally to arise with this account which represents
the manifest and scientific images as possessing their own and separate temporal
orders, is: what is the temporal relationship between the physical, ‘block’, universe
and the manifest and intersubjective universe? But the answer to this has already
been implicitly given. Because these are different temporal orders and there is
no overarching, unitary time, there is no temporal relationship between the two
systems. There are, of course, mappings and explanatory relations from one to the
other, which enable us to think of them as merely different ways of thinking about
the same physical, temporal world. But that is not the fundamental ontological
perspective.

Once one has rejected the view that there must be one overarching temporal
framework, this initially strange answer—that the two realms have no temporal
relation—becomes inevitable. The experience of temporal flow is just a kind of
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sensation which will bear the imposition of the metric of temporal succession.
We take this to be physical time, and so construct the temporal order of our
‘manifest image’ world. Similarly, our visual and tactile sensations will support
the imposition of a geometric reading and we take them as being parts of
physical space, and so construct ‘manifest’ space. But, considered in themselves,
in both cases, the sensations lack direct relation to the space and time of the
four-dimensional universe, for they are temporal and spatial in different senses
from that in which it is.

I have talked above as if the world of the manifest image is straightforwardly
the public world of common experience, but this is an oversimplification. The
manifest image, as contrasted with the scientific image, is the world of experience
as seen by the traditional representative realist. It is the world of the ‘veil of
perception’, and the world of science is the mind-independent world that is
responsible for causing it, by causing our sense-experiences. This must be so
because what distinguishes the manifest and scientific worlds is the fact that
secondary qualities—including, for present purposes, visual and tactile space
and experiential time—exist only in the manifest world of experience: it is only
through the medium of how things seem to the subject that this world exists. The
manifest image must, therefore, be a construct from the experiences of individual
subjects. As an aspect of this, MIT—the time of the manifest image—cannot be
regarded as a primitive. It will be a construct from the temporality of individuals’
experiences. It follows that MIT cannot be thought of as a given within which
the experiences of individual subjects are located. We understand and take as a
given the temporal ordering within particular episodes of unbroken conscious
experience. Indeed, most of the discussion above that was presented as being
about MIT in fact concerned how the individual’s experience of flowing time was
constructed. At that point, I simply ignored the difference between temporality
as an aspect of individual unbroken chains of experience—what one might call
phenomenal time—and the flowing time of the manifest world taken as a whole.
To bridge this gap and to correct this omission, we must ask two questions.
How does one get from individual stretches of subjective experience, and the
associated phenomenal time, to the seemingly public manifest world, and its
seemingly public MIT? And what are the fundamental temporal relations, direct
and indirect, between different continuous streams of consciousness, given that
there is no prior, overarching public MIT in which they are all located?

The first issue seems to echo the problem on which phenomenalism foundered,
namely that of constructing the public world out of subjective experience.
Although it is true that we are not, in the present case, concerned with a reductive
analysis of the physical, as phenomenalism was, but only with constructing the
manifest image—how we see the world—there is still the question of how
one derives the conception of a public world from material that is private and
subjective. This issue, however, can be bypassed, because formal construction,
reduction or analysis of physical concepts is not what is at issue. It is enough
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to say that we take our experience to be of a public physical world, and we
take phenomenal time to be MIT. So, given the structure of our experience,
we are simply able and disposed to read the physical interpretation into it.
Logical construction is not required. This is not the whole of the account of
how we get to the ‘public’ manifest image. Understanding our own experience
as being a public world only gets us half way to a public world. The public or
intersubjective manifest world is the mean or common factor of the manifest
worlds of individual perceivers.

The second question concerned the temporal relations between separate
conscious episodes, and it raises more fundamental problems. Imagine two
subjects S and S*, each with periods of conscious experience, separated by periods
of unconsciousness. Take as examples of S’s periods of consciousness, E1 and
E2, and of $*’s, E*1 and E*2. What kinds of temporal relations hold, on the
one hand between E1 and E2, or E*1 and E*2, that is, between experiences
of the same subject; and, on the other, between E1 or E2 and E*1 or E*2,
that is, between experiences of different subjects? As MIT is something that
emerges from the phenomenal time to be found in individual subjects’ stretches
of conscious experience, it would seem that the relations between them cannot
be grounded in it.

The surprising fact is that, just as there is not, at the basic level, any
temporal relation between the manifest and the scientific worlds, it would seem
that neither can there be a prior temporal relation between different strings
of conscious experience, such as E1, E2, E*1 and E*2. Considered as the
foundations on which the manifest world and its time order are to be built, they
stand in no temporal relation. Within the same subject, different non-continuous
conscious episodes, such as E1 and E2 are connected by appropriate matching
of mental contents, such as show themselves as memory, continuity of character
and purposes, and, generally, all the things that the psychological criterion of
personal identity invokes. (I say ‘show themselves as’ because if we consider
the likes of E1 and E2 not as already temporally ordered, but as pieces of a
jigsaw the correct ordering of which in virtue of their content constitutes the
temporal system in question, then a term such as memory, which already has
temporality built into it, is not strictly appropriate.) This kind of matching of
content does not, of course, obtain across subjects, as between Eland E*1, for
example.

What does it mean to say that there are no prior temporal relations between
experiential episodes, such as E1, E2, etc.? Consider two cases. In the first, the
experiences of the same subject have the usual relations of content that obtain
for a subject; and the experiences of both same and different subjects possess
those similarities of content that go with living in the same, relatively stable,
physical world. From such contents, a manifest image world, with flowing time
exhibiting A-properties, will emerge. In the second case, imagine that the various
episodes, though coherent in themselves, entirely lack the matchings of content
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that normally go with either psychological continuity or living in a shared world.
In this case, there would be no manifest image world, and no common temporal
flow which related them. They would simply be separate events without any direct
temporal connection. Assuming that these experiential episodes are correlated
with brain events that have a place in a physical world accurately described by a
scientific account, then they could be ascribed indirect temporal relations with
each other, via this connection with ‘block time’. But, as was argued in Section 4,
experiential episodes are not in the same temporal order as those in the scientific
image. It follows that my current stream of experience and a conscious day in
the life of William the Conqueror stand in no pure temporal flow relation at all.
In an experiential sense, it makes no sense to claim that it was ‘a long time ago’.
They are merely related to different parts of a causal and explanatory structure
that is the scientific image. Of course, if a subject like ourselves had an unbroken
flow of experience covering a great period of time, like that from 1066 to the
present, it would seem to him to be a long time. Such might be the case for a
very anthropomorphic deity, but not for an orthodox one.

However strange these conclusions seem, I think they are the natural con-
sequence of taking seriously the Russellian or ‘secondary quality’ account of
temporal flow defended in Section 3. Rather as, for a Lockean, questions of
the type ‘what colour is it in the dark?’ have only a reductive answer, involving
an appeal to dispositions or conditionals, and to experiential episodes that are
not part of physical space; so, once one realizes that temporal flow is subjective,
one must recognize that time in reality breaks down into a ‘scientific’ world
lacking all of time’s phenomenal features, and the experiences which exist outside
the temporal order of science’s world but which in some sense depend upon
the structure within the scientific order. The parallel with space is exact. The
public manifest or visual spatial universe is essentially underpinned by an abstract
structure that lacks any knowable qualitative content, and which is therefore, not
spatially like, in any but a formal sense, the space of experience. The same is true
for time.

9. PROVISIONAL CONCLUSION

How does this solve the problem of the self’s identity through periods of
unconsciousness?

The self is not an object in the abstract, structural time that, if construed
realistically, constitutes the physical world. Nor is it within any of the various
phenomenal time episodes that it experiences. So far, therefore, it has no temporal
gaps within its conscious life, because it has no intrinsic temporal structure. But
this conclusion seems far too strong, almost assimilating the human subject
to God. There must be some way of allowing for the processes of action and
development in the self. The active nature of the self was one of the reasons given
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for thinking that the self is not in the block universe of science, so it is important
to give some positive account of the kind of temporality natural to the self.

10. THE TEMPORALITY OF THOUGHT AND THE SENSE
OF SELF

The relation of the self to these temporal systems seems to bear at least some
analogy to the one that, according to traditional theology, God has to the created
world— though without attributing to the self the specifically divine properties
of omniscience, omnipotence, eternity or self-subsistence. God is eternal —that
is, outside time altogether—because (2) there is no process of change within
Him; (b) He stands in no spatial relation to anything that does change. His
relations to it are those of intellect and will. Unlike God, we are cognitively and
affectively related to only a small part of the world, namely to or through our
own bodies. And, even within that narrow range, the quality of our contact is
only distantly analogous to God’s supposed relation. I referred in Section 2 to the
case of angelic intelligence. Angels, like God, are outside the physical temporal
system, but they are not unchanging, as is God. If Peter Geach is right, the nature
of human thought partakes in some way of this bridge position.

Geach (1969: 34-41) has argued that the ‘activity of thinking cannot be
assigned a position in the physical time-series’ (34). The reason for this is that,
though the expression out loud, or rehearsal to oneself, of a thought using a
sentence will be spread through ordinary time, one’s grasp of the content must
come as a whole. If it did not, then by the time one had reached ‘1066’ in
the sentence ‘the Battle of Hastings took place in 1066’ one’s consciousness of
the other components of the thought would have passed into history. What
the sentence expresses as a whole is the thought of which one is conscious.
Thoughts have a unity that a stream of consciousness or images does not. One
possible response to this is that it merely reflects the relative coarseness of grain
of ‘thought talk’ as opposed to precise physical descriptions. Such a coarseness
is a common feature of most of our ways of assessing the various processes in
the world. But Geach insists that thought is a basic action: that is, counting
something as a thought is not just a way of bringing something else that is
going on under a particular concept. The force of ‘interpretationalist’” accounts of
thought is that what Geach denies is indeed what is happening. I cannot discuss
that approach here, but it is part of the framework within which I am writing
that interpretationalist theories are false. Much of what I say in this paper could
be grudgingly accepted as an accurate reflection of the ‘logic’ of talk about the
self, whilst denying that it has any bedrock ontological content.* Just as the fact

4 For a brief discussion of this suggestion with regard to the simplicity of the self, see Robinson
2003a: 96-8.
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grasped in the cogito cannot be reductively analysed without losing its essential
poing, neither can what it is to think a thought. What I say can be seen as working
out the consequences of accepting the ‘coarse grain’ of talk about thought, whilst
still accepting thought as a basic action. Geach associates this with the same
approach to time as I have adopted.

The difficulty felt over saying that a thought need be neither long, nor short, nor
instantaneous comes about, I suggest, from a (perhaps unacknowledged) assumption of a
Newtonian or Kantian view of time: time is taken to be logically prior to events, events,
on the other hand, must occupy divisible stretches or else indivisible instants of time. If
we reject this view and think instead in terms of time-relations, then what I am suggesting
is that thoughts have not got all the kinds of time-relations that physical events, and I
think also sensory processes, have. (36)3

The position seems thus to be the following. The expression of a thought in a
sentence is spread out in the normal ‘lowing’ empirical time. But the thinking
of the thought which, in some sense, ‘lies behind’ (but not necessarily temporally
before) this, is not temporally structured in the same way. Something which is
implicit in the thought is laid out explicitly in the sentence. One experiences a
thought 77 a sentence—or sometimes in other, non-verbal, images—but as a
unity that a string of sounds or images does not possess. A point that Geach does
not make in this context is that without its empirical expression the thought
remains, in a sense, hidden even from its thinker. Without the expression in
simple sensory consciousness, one does not have an explicit grasp on one’s own
thought; but conscious understanding of a thought is not just consciousness of
its vehicle, plus certain dispositions. The kind of implicitness which characterizes
pure thought is present in much of our mental life, including our sense of our
own identity.

Imagine two conscious subjects, 4 and B, who have exactly the same current
explicit states of consciousness. What I mean by this is that their sense fields seem
just the same, and their current conscious thoughts and desires and emotions
are exactly the same. But A and B have entirely different histories; it is just a
coincidence that their normal conscious states are exactly similar at that moment.
The question is: is what it feels like to be A at that time just like what it feels
like to be B? On the one hand, the way I have described the situation might
seem to entail that it is. What can ‘what it feels like to be X” depend on, other
than his conscious states; after all, ‘feels like’ refers to consciousness. On the
other hand, it seems to me that one’s memories condition what it feels like to be
oneself, even when those memories are not part of explicit consciousness. One
might be tempted to unpack this latter thought conditionally. If asked about

5 I reread Geach’s article, for the first time in some decades, only when a draft of this paper
was well advanced, and after I had included the reference to Kant and Newton in Section 2.
Geach’s paper encourages me to think that the line I am taking is more respectable for an analytical

philosopher than I had feared.
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their past or their beliefs, 4 and B would give quite different answers. This is true
and important, but it seems to me that there is something current and implicit
in the subject’s sense of himself that undetlies at least some of such responses.
Adapting Berkeley’s jargon, one might say that part of the nozion that we have of
ourselves includes an implicit or tacit grasp on much information not currently
being rehearsed, explicitly, in consciousness. It is still in some broader sense part
of the phenomenology of our current existence. (Some useful thoughts on this
can be found in Slors (2004), and in his development of the idea of diachronic
mental holism.)

What is needed for an adequate theory of the self is a framework within
which one can explain both the implicit and the explicit forms of the self’s self-
understanding and expression. My suspicion is that the metaphysical psychology
of Plotinus and the empirical (if one can call it that) psychology of Jung give one
material for developing such an account. That, however, would be another essay,
and one not yet developed to the point where it is fit for the eyes and minds of
properly rigorous analytical philosophers!

11. CONCLUSION

The argument of this paper has been both counterintuitive and convoluted. It
might help, therefore, to summarize the positions presupposed or defended and
look briefly at the metaphysical interpretations of them that are available. The
positions, and the location of the relevant discussions in the body of the text, are
as follows:

(i) There are simple, immaterial selves (initial assumption, § 1).

(ii) These selves stand in an awareness relation to contents that, taken
individually, possess proto-temporal properties. The contents are proto-temporal
because, taken individually, the nature of the experience is not sufficient either to
constitute or to guarantee the existence of any genuine time series. The awareness
relation should not be characterized using temporal concepts (‘(temporally)
present 10’ § 2). These contents will be part of an A- and-B-property-possessing
temporal flow iff, both:

(iii) the individual experiences are S(uccession)-related, and

(iv) thereisanappropriate kind of continuity in the contents of the experiences
in the series (§ 3). (ii) to (iv) give an account of one continuous period of
consciousness of the individual self.

(v) Temporality in the life of the self across several such periods is constituted
by appropriate memory-type matchings of content (§ 8).

(vi) The full manifest image world, and its associated temporal flow arises if
different subjects’ experiences harmonize in the appropriate way (§ 8).

(vii) The structural features of the manifest image are elaborated and explained
in the scientific image (§ 5).
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(viii) The time of the manifest image world is a different time from that of
the scientific image (§ 4).

(ix) And the temporality of thought is different from either (§10), though
this is not properly explored in this essay.

(x) Because the two images are in different times, it would not be helpful
to talk of an event in one of these realms causing one in the other, but it is
correct to say that events in the manifest image happen because of events in the
scientific picture. And, if one has a libertarian account of freedom, one will think
that events occur in the scientific image because of things brought about in the
manifest world (§ 8).

This last point raises the question of how the relationship between these
two realms, the manifest and the scientific, is to be understood. As they are
temporally distinct realms, it might seem odd to think of the ‘because’ invoked in
the previous paragraph as a causal one: causes, it might be said, either precede or are
simultaneous with their effects, and these are temporal notions, presupposing that
both events are in the same time series. The issue is not quite so straightforward,
however. The point of the emphasis on precedence or simultaneity of causes is to
rule out backward causation: in other words, it concerns events within the same
time series, and says nothing about relations between events in different series.
So exactly what the nature of the ‘because’ is, might depend on which of the
following theories one adopts.

(A) Realism with mono-temporalism. According to this theory, the scientific image
presents the definitive picture of physical reality and, therefore, of physical time.
If the manifest world and the experiences on which it is based can be integrated
into the scientific image, then materialist monism is true; if it cannot, then
there is some sort of dualism. Nevertheless, whether dualistic or monistic about
substances, this theory is monistic about time, and is the picture this paper has
been seeking to replace.

(B) Realism with temporal pluralism. This is the realist version of the theory for
which I have been arguing. The manifest world and the scientific one are both
real, and they are separate temporal realms. Things happen in one because of
things in the other; and, because of the temporal disconnection, this may seem
mysterious. Perhaps this theory calls for some kind of occasionalism; perhaps
there can be causal influence across temporal realms. Unhappiness with these
options might lead one to prefer one of the following accounts.

(C) Kantian® conceptual pluralism.6 The intrinsic nature of realitcy—if that
expression means anything—can only be accessed by means of various kinds

6 T am well aware that this is a multiply deviant use of ‘Kantian’, but, in this context, I am merely
using the name to signify the fact that there is a radical divide between the world as it is ‘in itself’
and as it is when presented within a certain conceptual framework.



82 Howard Robinson

of conceptualization. The manifest image that flows from experience is one of
these, and the scientific is another. Because neither is to be interpreted in a
simple realist way, there is no need to synthesize them into one unitary account.
Amongst other things, their notions of time are different; but because they are
both attempts at understanding the same reality, it makes sense to say that events
picked out in one way occur because of events designated in the other.

(D) The Berkeleian interpretation. On this theory, the scientific image represents
either the divine blueprint for the world of experience, or our best approximation
to it. Its atemporality is to be explained by its status as a blueprint or template,
rather than as embodying a different kind of time. Whilst, in a sense, the
manifest world is the only real empirical world, it would be incomplete without
the scientific image that represents its intellectual underpinning.

The present author prefers some version of (D), but the more secular-minded
reader might be tempted by (C).
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Cartesian Dualism

John Hawthorne

In this short paper, I shall examine some key structural features of Descartes’s
metaphysics, as it relates to mind—body dualism. The style of presentation will
partly be one of rational reconstruction, designed to present the Cartesian system
in a way that will be of maximal interest to contemporary metaphysicians.
Section 1 focuses on five key Cartesian theses about principal attributes. Sections
2 and 3 examine how those theses play themselves out in Descartes’s discussion

of mind—body dualism.

1. FIVE AXIOMS CONCERNING PRINCIPAL ATTRIBUTES

Let me begin by presenting five axioms concerning principal attributes tha, as
we shall see, play a key role in Descartes’s thinking about the relation of mind to
body.

A Cartesian principal attribute is a kind of property to which the following
five distinctive principles apply:

Axiom 1. coMPLETENESS: Principal attributes are complete.

Axiom 2. ESSENTIALITY: If a substance has properties belonging to some principal
attribute, then it is essential to that substance that is has properties
belonging to that attribute.

Axiom 3. UNIQUENEsS: If a thing x has properties belonging to a principal
attribute, then it has a part y which has that principal attribute as its
only principal attribute.

Axiom 4. COMPREHENSIVENESS: For each fundamental property of a thing, there
is some principal attribute of the thing that it belongs to.

Axiom 5. ExcLUSIVITY: No fundamental property belongs to more than one
principal attribute.

I am grateful to Maya Eddon, David Manley, Dean Zimmerman, and especially Tamar Szabo
Gendler for comments on an earlier draft of this paper.
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In the remainder of this section, I will say more about what these axioms
amount to.

Axiom 1. COMPLETENESS

A kind of property is complere iff it is possible that there be a thing whose
fundamental intrinsic properties all belong to that kind. We can see Completeness
at work in Descartes’s replies to the first set of objections to the Meditations,
where Descartes rejects motion as a candidate principal attribute:

I can very well understand the motion apart from the shape, and vice versa. . . But I
cannot have a complete understanding of the motion apart from the thing in which
motion occurs. . .and I cannot imagine there to be motion in something which is
incapable of possessing shape.!

The reason motion could not be a principal attribute is that it is not complete:
there could not be an object whose only fundamental intrinsic properties were
motion properties.

It is important to note that the completeness constraint applies only to
fundamental intrinsic properties. Consider the kind #hinking. It is clearly not
possible that there be a being all of whose intrinsic properties belong to that
kind: after all, a purely ratiocinative substance would also have the intrinsic
property of not being a banana. Does that mean that thinking could not be a
principal attribute, since a thinking thing would also be a non-banana thing?
The natural response here is to appeal to a distinction between fundamental
and derivate intrinsic properties—akin to David Lewis’s distinction between
perfectly natural and (more or less) gerrymandered intrinsic properties?—and
to restrict completeness accordingly. This makes it possible to attach good sense
to the idea that the profile of some substance might be exhausted by its mental
life, so that ‘whatever we find in mind is simply one of the various modes of
thinking’.3

That said, it is worth remarking that in Descartes’s hands the notion of a
fundamental property is given a particular spin. Descartes distinguishes those
properties that exist in things from those properties that exist merely as ‘modes of
thinking’. This means, roughly, that there are predicates which express concepts
but for which there are no corresponding properties in things. For example, he
treats existence and duration as properties that exist only as modes of thinking
and thus does not reckon existence a challenge to the completeness of mentality,

1 The Philosophical Writings of Descartes, vol. ii, ed. John Cottingham, Robert Stoothoff, and
Dugald Murdock (hereafter CSM) (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 86. (vol. i is
1985, vol. iii 1991.)

2 See e.g. his ‘New Work for a Theory of Universals’, Australasian Journal of Philosophy, 61
(1983), 343-77.

3 CSM, i. 210.
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even though existence and duration are not intuitively mental.4 For Descartes,
then, the properties relevant to completeness are those that exist in the object.
(Obviously, someone might accept something like the principle outlined above
without endorsing the Cartesian conception of the fundamental properties of an
object.)’

Axioms 2 and 3. ESSENTIALITY, UNIQUENESS

Regarding 2. Principal attributes constitute the nature of a substance; they could
not do this unless essentiality held.

Regarding 3. Descartes distinguishes simple from composite substances. A com-
posite substance may have more than one principal attribute, but a simple
substance exemplifies only one principal attribute. And wherever there is a
composite substance with some principal attribute, it has as a component some
non-composite substance with that principal attribute. (Note that our concern
here is with ‘parts’ not ‘proper parts’: if y is non-composite, then the part of y
relevant to the principle may be y itself.)

Axioms 4 and 5. COMPREHENSIVENESS and EXCLUSIVITY

Regarding 4. All the fundamental properties of a substance are modes of a
principal attribute: if a substance s exemplifies a fundamental property p, then p
exemplifies a principal attribute associated with s.

Regarding 4 and 5. Related challenges to Comprehensiveness and/or Exclusivity
can be handled with the strategies introduced in the discussion of Complete-
ness. So, for example, existence can’t be treated as fundamental, since either
one will have to deny that it belongs to the principal attributes—violating
Comprehensiveness—or else treat it as belonging to all of them—violating
Exclusivity.

General Remarks

Quite obviously, the axioms are interconnected. For example, and notably, the
thesis that it is possible that something have some principal attribute A, together
with Uniqueness and Comprehensiveness, entail that A is Complete.

4 See Principle LVII of Principles of Philosophy, CSM, i. 212.

5 Philosophers fond of the Cartesian system who are unhappy with Descartes’s conceptualist/anti-
realist treatment of a large class of properties will have to look for a different fix for the case of
existence and persistence: either claim that existing and persisting are not fundamental in the
relevant sense, or else formulate these axioms in a way that sets to one side certain very general
properties.
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I have spoken of principal attributes as kinds of properties and particular
fundamental properties as belonging to kinds. It would hardly be true to the
Cartesian vision to think of principal attributes as properties of properties and
construe ‘belonging to” as ‘instantiation’. Far better to think of principal attributes
and their modes on the familiar model of determinables and determinates.
Principal attributes are determinables for which the above five axioms hold.
Modes are determinates of those determinables. Predicates which express neither
those determinables nor their modes do not express any fundamental property
at all—which, on a Cartesian spin, means that these predicates express modes of
thinking about a thing that can be true of the thing despite the fact that they do
not correspond to any real property in the thing.

2. THE FIVE AXIOMS AND MIND-BODY DUALISM

According to Descartes, thinking and extension are the only two principal
attributes exemplified by God’s creatures. If we assume that this is true and that
the above five axioms govern principal attributes, many of the familiar features
of Cartesian dualism follow as a result. Given Completeness, and the fact that
thinking and extension are principal attributes, it follows both that it is possible
that there be things that are purely thinking (i.e. whose fundamental intrinsic
profile is entirely mental) and there be things that are purely geometrical (i.e.
whose fundamental intrinsic profile is entirely geometrical). Given Uniqueness,
it follows, moreover, that any possible thinking thing has a part that has thinking
as its only principal attribute and that any possible extended thing has a part
that has extension as its only principal attribute. Given Comprehensiveness,
it follows moreover that any possible thinking thing has a part that is purely
thinking (i.e. whose fundamental properties all belong to the attribute thinking)
and any possible extended being has a part that is purely geometrical (i.e. whose
fundamental properties all belong to the attribute extension). Given Exclusivity,
it follows that any possible thinking thing has a part that is thinking and not
extended and any possible extended thing has a part that is extended and does
not think.

Let us see some of these themes at work in the Cartesian texts. I shall begin
with Completeness, which Descartes famously deploys in his replies to the fourth
set of objections of the Medijtations (by Antoine Arnauld). Arnauld complains
that nothing interesting follows from the fact that we can be certain of our
thinking even while imagining that there are no bodies, urging that this is
petfectly consistent with the hypothesis that being embodied is essential to us.
He points out that our facility with the relevant imaginative exercise may simply

6 Or, on some of Descartes’s uses, trope-like instances of determinates.
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be due to the fact that we fail to notice that embodiment is essential to us. He
draws an analogy, suggesting that someone might know

for certain that the angle in a semi-circle is a right angle. . .. In spite of this, he may
doubt, or not yet have grasped for certain, that the square on the hypoteneuse is equal to
the squares on the other two sides; indeed he may even deny this if he is misled by some
fallacy.”

Descartes replies by distinguishing between adequate and complete under-
standing. For understanding to be adequate, one has to appreciate all the
properties of a thing. But for an understanding of a thing to be complete one has
merely to understand it to be ‘a complete thing’. He goes on:

the mind can be perceived distinctly and completely (that is, sufficiently for it to be
considered as a complete thing) without any of the forms or attributes by which we
recognize that body is a substance, as I think I showed quite adequately in the Second
Meditation. And similarly a body can be understood distinctly and as a complete thing,
without any of the attributes which belong to the mind.8

The key thought is that while the relevant understanding is not adequate, it is
complete; and this is enough to underwrite a real distinction between mind and
body. He makes some similar remarks in correspondence with Gibieuf:

[TThe idea of a substance with extension and shape is a complete idea, because I can
conceive it entirely on its own, and deny of it everything else of which I have an idea.
Now it seems to me that the idea which I have of a thinking substance is complete in this
sense.”

I do not on that account deny that there can be in the soul or the body many properties
of which I have no ideas; I deny only that there are any which are inconsistent with the
ideas of them I do have, including the idea that I have of their distinctness.1?

It is fairly clear what is going on here. Descartes is claiming, nter alia, to
be able to see that the kind shinking satisfies the criterion of completeness. He
does not pretend to have an adequate conception of his own mind: there may
be mental properties of his that he is unaware of (just as there are geometrical
properties of a right-angled triangle that he is unaware of). But he claims to be
able to see that a thing could exist ‘entirely on its own’ with nothing but mental
properties in its fundamental intrinsic make-up. He presumes, moreover, that
he can see that mental properties do not suffice for bodily properties—after
all, it seems clear that a mentalistic groundfloor could not suffice for extension.
And thus Descartes may claim to have successfully conceived of a substance
that has mentality but no corporeality, even as he admits that he does not have
an ‘adequate’ understanding of such a thing (similarly, muzatis murandis, for
corporeal substance). The relevant exercise of thinking of a mental substance

7 CSM, ii. 141-2. 8 CSM, ii. 157. 9 CSM, iii. 202. 10 CSM, iii. 203.
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without thinking of it as corporeal substance is not a mere abstraction: it involves
a positive modal insight that there be a thing whose entire intrinsic life is
mental.!

No wonder Descartes is unmoved by Arnauld. Given that he takes himself
to have successfully conceived of a substance whose fundamental intrinsic
character is mental, the only residual concern is that extension might arise as
an unnoticed but inevitable epiphenomenon of certain mental properties in a
way that certain geometrical properties attach unavoidably to certain types of
geometrical configurations. But one can consistently and reasonably claim to
know that this couldn’t happen. One doesn’t need to have a comprehensive
understanding of an individual’s profile (where a profile is the complete set of
its intrinsic properties) in order to know that certain kinds of properties are not
necessitated by it; knowing that all the fundamental members of the profile are
of a certain type will be a sufficient basis for the relevant knowledge.

(Contemporary philosophers could certainly join Arnauld in complaining
about Descartes’s claim to have recognized completeness for the kind thinking
(construed as mentality). Such philosophers would probably concede the prima
facie possibility of a thing whose basic intrinsic profile is entirely mental, but
would question the trustworthiness of the relevant intuitions given what they
take to be the best, all things considered, metaphysical perspective on the world.
I do not wish to engage with those philosophers here.)

Suppose that thinking is complete. That, by itself, leaves a number of issues
untouched. First, it does not settle whether all, some, or no possible thinking
things are essentially thinking things. Second, it does not settle whether 7 have
as a part something that is thinking but not corporeal. Even granting the
possibility of a thing whose entire fundamental profile is mental (a consequence
of the completeness of mentality) and which lacks corporeality (a consequence
of the fact that no mental profile is sufficient for corporeality), it hardly follows
immediately that every possible thinking thing has a part that is incorporeal.
Certain of Descartes’s contemporaries suggested that thought and extension may
be metaphysically independent, but compresent in us:

since these attributes are not opposites but merely different, there is no reason why the
mind should not be a sort of attribute co-existing with extension in the same subject,
though the one attribute is not included in the concept of the other.12

The axioms outlined above offer definitive answers to these further questions.
Descartes articulates them most clearly in his Principles of Philosophy. In Principle
LIII he endorses Uniqueness and Essentiality:

11 To De Launay: “When things are separated only by a mental abstraction, you cannot help
noticing their conjunction and union when you consider them together. But in the case of body
and soul, you cannot see any such connection. CSM, iii. 188.

12 CSM, i. 294-5. The author is Regius, quoted by Descartes in Comments on a Certain
Broadsheet.
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each substance has one principal property which constitutes its nature and essence, and
on which all the others are referred.!3

He then gives voice to Comprehensiveness:

Everything else which can be attributed to body presupposes extension, and is merely a
mode of an extended thing; and similarly, whatever we find in the mind is simply one of
the various modes of thinking.!4

A commitment to Exclusivity is then immediately apparent a few lines later
in his injunction to ‘carefully separate all the attributes of thought from those of
extension’.!s

Given an unwavering commitment to these axioms, one would expect
Descartes to have no patience whatsoever with the idea that thought and
extension can combine in a substance, unless that thesis is one about composite
substances.!6 For given his commitments, there is no room for a simple substance
that combines those attributes. And that is precisely the attitude we find. Thus
in response to Regius, he says:

when the question concerns attributes which constitute the essence of some substances,
there can be no greater opposition between them than the fact that they are different. . ..

As for the attributes which constitute the natures of things, it cannot be said that
those which are different, and such that the concept of the one is not contained in the
concept of the other, are present together in one and the same subject; for that would be
equivalent to saying that one and the same subject has two different natures—a statement
that implies a contradiction, at least when it is a question of a simple subject (as in the
present case) rather than a composite one.!”

3. THE JUSTIFICATION OF UNIQUENESS

There is nothing surprising about these remarks given Descartes’s background
commitments—but they don’t take us far in understanding why those commit-
ments are there in the first place. We have seen already that a mere commitment
to Completeness will not yet support a commitment to the other theses. The

13 CSM, i. 210. Uniqueness follows from this in combination with the thesis that all entities are
composed of substances.

14 CSM, i. 210.

15 He explains in LVI that he is using ‘mode’ as a name of attributes—the point of that use
being to highlight the fact that attributes are modifications of substance.

16 Note that Descartes’s use of ‘composite’ is rather special. He tells us that ‘A composite
entity is one which is found to have two or more attributes, each one of which can be distinctly
understood apart from the other.” CSM, i. 299. This means that having parts is not sufficient for
being composite in Descartes’s sense: a purely extended thing has parts, but is not composite since it
does not have diverse principal attributes. For Descartes, then, composite means having a composite
nature/essence. Given Uniqueness, having parts is necessary but not sufficient for being composite.

17 CSM, i. 298.



94 John Hawthorne

status of Uniqueness is particularly pressing in this regard. Why is Descartes so
convinced that things with a mixed nature are composed of things with a simple
nature? It is to that question I now turn.

To begin, we should note that Uniqueness has a special appeal within a
framework that reckons all the fundamental properties to be either mental or
geometrical. Descartes thought the patterns of motion of extended substance
provided a supervenience base for everything else in the corporeal world; the
four-dimensional geometry of the spatio-temporal manifold fixes everything else.
Properties such as mass, color, and so on are not fundamental: they reduce to
geometrical facts about the manifold. Nor did Descartes believe in occupants of
space: he identified matter with space itself. In essence the corporeal world is a
world of moving regions of space.

Within such a framework, the hypothesis that at the most basic level there are
things that are both extended and thinking is tantamount to the hypothesis that
some regions of space think, are conscious, and so on. Should we be so scornful
of Descartes’s confidence that this was impossible? After all, most philosophers
will find it obviously impossible that the number 3 thinks, or that a particular
moment in time thinks. Such a commitment relies on our having some kind of
modal insight as to what sorts of things can think; and there may be no better
reason to think that a region of space could think than that a moment of time or
a natural number could think. (Granted, Cartesian regions do not just sit there;
they move like a fluid. But granting that static container space could not think, it
is hard to see how the mere addition of movement will help much.) Assuming the
background metaphysics of corporeal substance, the view that body and mind
do not mix at the fundamental level is rather compelling.

Let me now elaborate on the justification Descartes actually gives for Unique-
ness, articulated in the following famous passage from Meditation Six:

Hence the fact that I can clearly and distinctly understand one thing apart from another
is enough to make me certain that the two things are distinct, since they are capable of
being separated, at least by God.18

The same theme is frequently reiterated. For example:

the only criterion that we have enabling us to know that one substance differs from
another is that we understand one apart from the other.1?

Itis not immediately clear how these passages are supposed to engage an opponent
who holds that he is a substance which both thinks and is extended and who
denies that he has a merely thinking part. Talk of ‘one thing’ and ‘another’
seems already to presuppose there are two substances in view. If there is only
one thing to begin with, then there is no ozber thing to be understood apart
from it. Meanwhile, if Descartes means to apply the thesis not to things but to

18 CSM, ii. 54. 19 CSM, iii. 214. To Regius.
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conceptions of things, the idea is altogether hopeless: for it ought to have been
obvious to him that there can be two concepts (‘modes of presentation’) of the
same thing that can with perfect coherence be thought of as applying to different
things.

I think it is illuminating to set these passages alongside Descartes’s attack on
the coherence of extended atoms. Here are some representative passages:

[Aln indivisible thing cannot have any length or breadth or depth. If it had, we could
divide it at least in our imagination, which would suffice to guarantee that it was not
indivisible: for if we could divide it in imagination, an angel could divide it in reality.2°

I say that it involves a contradiction that there should be any atoms which are conceived
as extended and at the same time indivisible. Though God might make them such that
they could not be divided by any creature, we certainly cannot understand that he might
deprive himself of the power of dividing them.2!

Both cases (minds and atoms) rely on dividing things in imagination. In each
case, a real distinction is then inferred. Excessive preoccupation with the status
of that inference obscures a more basic question. What does it mean to ‘divide
something in imagination’? Certainly there are situations of ignorance where, in
some sense, we divide things in our imagination. Suppose one thought (falsely)
that an angel, say the angel Gabriel, is some complex union of body and soul.
One might ‘divide Gabriel in imagination’, but that would show nothing—one’s
imaginative exercise is grounded on a false conception of the angel. On the other
hand, one cannot insist that imaginative exercises ‘count’ only if they are based
on complete knowledge about a thing. For complete knowledge about a thing
would carry the information whether or not it was complex: in that case, one
wouldn’t need to use one’s imagination to test for mereological complexity.

Let me suggest one helpful reconstruction of the Cartesian perspective. I shall
begin by focusing on the simple monadic profile of things. The simple monadic
profile of s consists of the set of §’s simple fundamental monadic properties.
Monadic properties built out of relations—like being five feet from the Eiffel
Tower, or having multiple parts, do not count as simple; but being extended,
thinking, being rectangular, being in pain do count. One further stipulation: we
shall say that a simple monadic profile x is possibly divided into subsets y and
z iff it is possible that there exists a being whose simple monadic profile is x
and which has parts that compose it whose simple monadic profiles are y and z
respectively.

Certain paradigmatic Cartesian exercises in modal imagination involve coming
to know that some simple monadic profile x possibly divides into subsets y and
z. But such exercises will not by themselves permit one to deduce that a thing
with x actually has parts that have y and z respectively. That some possible thing
with x subdivides in that way does not show that everything with x does.

20 CSM, iii. 155. To Mersenne. 21 CSM, iii. 363. To More.



96 John Hawthorne

Descartes seems to have endorsed a certain picture concerning how our
understanding is configured, namely:

Understanding. 1f some simple monadic profile x is possibly divided into y
and z, then we are disposed to clearly and distinctly think of anything with
x as being composed of something with y and something with z.

He combines this with a basic trust in the calibration of understanding to reality:

Calibration. If our understanding clearly and distinctly divides something
in imagination, then that thing is divided in reality.

For this package to run smoothly, one of two scenarios must obtain. Either
(i) God was kind enough not to actualize any being whose monadic profile is
possibly divided in a certain way but which is itself not actually divided in that
way, or else (ii) the following thesis holds:

Necessitation. If simple monadic profile x is possibly divided into subsets y
and z then x is necessarily divided into subsets y and z.

The latter thesis is the alternative that best captures Descartes’s perspective.22

Rather than dwell on predictable worries about Calibration, let us focus on
Necessitation itself. That thesis delivers a prohibition on extended atoms. Given
that we can see that a region of a certain extension and shape could be composed
of smaller subregions, if follows from Necessitation that extended atoms are
impossible. And it delivers a route to Uniqueness: given that any simple monadic
profile of a being that thinks and is extended could attach to a composite of a
being that is merely mental and a being that is merely geometrical, it follows
from Necessitation that any profile of that kind necessarily attaches to a being
composed of a merely mental and a merely geometrical being.

Now some of us will be quite ready to relinquish the Necessitation thesis. But it
is at least worth pausing to acknowledge one potential cost of eschewing it. Just as
one might ask after principles concerning the conditions under which a plurality
compose a thing, one might also think that there are perfectly general and
informative principles concerning the conditions under which a thing decomposes
into a plurality. Now, obviously, a thing’s total intrinsic makeup determines
whether it decomposes into a plurality, since whether it has proper parts is

22 My discussion has oversimplified matters somewhat. Given that our knowledge is not
adequate—in the Cartesian sense—our minds never engage with complete descriptive information
about the monadic profile of a thing. What we in fact do, according to Descartes, is to know enough
about the simple monadic profile of a thing to know that its profile is possibly divided into profiles
of certain types. That said, the basic mechanism is as above: we are so constituted that insofar as we
know that a thing’s simple monadic profile is possibly divided into certain kinds of profiles, we are
disposed to think (with an internal fanfare suitable to clearness and distinctness) that the thing to
which the profile belongs is divided in a corresponding way. And given that our minds are calibrated
to reality, such thoughts are unerring.
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intrinsic to it. But are there any general and informative principles concerning
decomposition?

What bears emphasis is that if Necessitation is wrong, then that makes real
trouble for the view that there are such principles.2? After all, a denial of
Necessitation means that there are pairs of possible objects that are duplicates
with respect to their simple monadic profile but which differ with respect to
mereological complexity. Suppose, for example, that we were to allow for the
possibility of a five inch diametrical spherical object that was red all over that
decomposed into a plurality of smaller parts, and also the possibility of a five
inch diametrical spherical object that was red all over that had no proper parts.
Once counterexamples to Necessitation like this are admitted, it seems hardly
likely that any informative sufficiency condition for simplicity or complexity can
hold of either member of the pair. Now some of us have learnt to live with this
and have learnt to recognize that there is no deep incoherence in the putative
possibility of extended simples (and thus that the kind of rationalist dream
behind Necessitation is chimerical). But we are, I think, in the minority. Those
who agree with Descartes that extended atoms are impossible may very well find
Necessitation appealing. Where else might they complain?

4. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Odur rational reconstruction of Descartes has taken something like the following
shape

(1) Necessitation. If a simple monadic profile x is possibly divided into subsets
y and z, then x is necessarily divided into subsets y and z.

(2) Possible Division. The simple monadic profile of any human being x is
possibly divided into a subset of fundamental properties pertaining to
(conscious) mentality and a subset of fundamental properties pertaining
to corporeality.

Therefore

(3) Every human being is composed of a part that is purely mental and a part
that is purely corporeal.

The argument is clearly valid. So if we assume Necessitation, the only line
of resistance will be a denial of (2). One challenge to (2) relates to the issue of
Completeness above: can there be a thing whose entire intrinsic life is mental and
which has no corporeal properties? Can there be a thing whose entire intrinsic
life is corporeal and which has no mental properties? But that is not the only
possible reason for complaining about premise (2). Even if we grant that there

23 At least insofar as they take the form of sufficiency conditions.
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could be a zombie that corporeally duplicates me but which has no consciousness
that coexists with a non-corporeal being whose entire intrinsic life duplicates
mine, and even if we grant that such things could interact, is it clear that the
union of those beings would be a simple monadic duplicate of me? For example,
it might be argued that while I instantiate consciousness, consciousness would
not be instantiated by that union (only by its incorporeal part). In this way,
there may be a disanalogy between the application of Necessitation to prohibit
extended atoms and its use in securing Uniqueness.

I don’t suppose that the above discussion will persuade fence-sitters to endorse
a Cartesian metaphysics. Nor do I pretend to have made significant advances in
Cartesian scholarship. But I hope to have done something to show that serious
intellectual engagement with the Cartesian system—as opposed to frivolous
dismissal of its pale caricature— may be metaphysically fruitful.
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Materialism and Christian Belief

Alvin Plantinga

According to materialism, human persons are material objects. They are not
immaterial things, or objects, or substances; neither do they contain as parts
immaterial selves or souls or entelechies. Their parts are material: flesh and bones
and blood, molecules, atoms, electrons and quarks (if in fact there are such
things). This view, of course, goes contrary to the vast bulk of the Christian
tradition. This is not to say, pace Plato (or anyway Socrates), that the body
is the prison house of the soul, or that our present attachment to the body
is to be deplored, as if it were a temporary, makeshift arrangement (due to
sin?) to be jettisoned in the next life. Not at all; on the traditional Christian
view, God has designed human beings to have bodies; they function properly
only if embodied; and of course Christians look forward to the resurrection
of the body. My body is crucial to my well-being and 1 can flourish only
if embodied. As W. H. Auden put it, “I wouldn’t be caught dead without
my body.”

Materialism goes contrary to the Christian tradition; even worse (so T’ll
argue), it is false. As I see it, therefore, Christian philosophers ought to be
dualists. Now most naturalists, of course, are materialists; but so are a surprising
number of Christian philosophers.! T'll argue that this is a mistake. In “Against
Materialism™2 I also argue that materialism is false. This paper covers some of
the same ground as that one. It differs in that it omits a couple of sections; it

In addition to the people mentioned in the text, I thank Michael Bergmann, E. J. Coffman, Evan
Fales, Richard Fumerton, Trenton Merricks, William Ramsey, and the members of the Notre
Dame Center for Philosophy of Religion discussion group, in particular Thomas Flint and Peter
van Inwagen, as well as the others I have inadvertently overlooked.

1 See e.g. Peter van Inwagen, Material Beings (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1990),
and “Dualism and Materialism: Athens and Jerusalem?”, Faith and Philosophy, 12/4 (Oct. 1995),
475-88; Trenton Merricks, “The Resurrection of the Body and the Life Everlasting”, in Michael
Murray (ed.), Reason for the Hope Within (Grand Rapids, Mich. Eerdmans, 1999); Nancey Murphy
“Human Nature: Historical, Scientific, and Religious Issues”, in Whatever Happened to the Soul?
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1998), 1 -30; Lynne Rudder Baker, “Need a Christian Be a Mind/Body
Dualist?”, Faith and Philosophy, 12/4 (Oct. 1995), 498—504; and Kevin Corcoran, “Persons and
Bodies”, Faith and Philosophy, 15/3 (July 1998), 324—40.

2 In Faith and Philosophy, 23/1 (January 2006), 3—32.
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also adds sections dealing with (1) the alleged arguments for materialism, and
(2) the relevance of Christian theism to the question, and (3) an appendix dealing
with the way in which materialists try to explain how it could be that a material
structure or event could be a belief. With respect to (2), there are, I believe, at
least three points to be made. First, there is Scripture; the New Testament in
particular contains much that at any rate strongly suggests that materialism is
false. Second, Christian theism is crucially relevant to the epistemology of the
situation, and that in at least two ways:

(@) Given Christian theism, we know that it is at any rate possible that there
be immaterial thinking things. God Himself is an immaterial thinking thing;
hence, by the argument form aé esse ad posse, the most powerful argument for
possibility, it follows that immaterial thinking things are possible. Furthermore,
Christian theism strongly suggests that there are creared immaterial thinking
things: angels, for example, as well as Satan and his minions.

(b) Considerations from the Christian faith are powerfully relevant to the
alleged objections to dualism and arguments for materialism.3

Finally, certain crucial Christian doctrines (for example, Incarnation and the
resurrection of the dead) fit better—much better, I'd say—with dualism than
with materialism.

Il restrict myself, for the most part, to the second of these three points.
Section 1 of this paper will follow “Against Materialism™ in presenting a couple
of “strictly philosophical” arguments against materialism; in Section 2 I'll turn
to the considerations from Christian theism.

1. TWO ARGUMENTS FOR DUALISM

Christian philosophers, so I say, should be dualists; but of course dualism itself
is multiple, if not legion. There is the view—embraced by Plato, Augustine,
Calvin, Descartes, and a thousand others—according to which a human person
is an immacerial substance: a thing, an object, a substance, a suppositum (for my
Thomist colleagues), and a thing that isn’t material. Second, there is the view
the name ‘dualism’ suggests: the view according to which a human person is
somehow a sort of composite substance S composed of a material substance $*
and an immaterial substance S**.4

Third, there is also the important but obscure view of Thomas Aquinas and his
followers. Is this a form of dualism? The question is vexed. According to Aquinas,

3 Substance dualism and materialism are not uncontroversial contradictories (perhaps, as some
suggest, we aren’t substances at all, but events, or maybe momentary collections of mental states,
or transtemporal collections of person states or stages). For present purposes, however, T'll take it
that substance dualism and materialism are the only relevant positions, and speak indifferently of
arguments for materialism and arguments against dualism.

4 See Richard Swinburne, The Evolution of the Soul (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), 145.
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ahuman person is a material substance with an immaterial part, the soul. Aquinas
says, of this immaterial part, that it is itself a substance. Furthermore the soul,
this immaterial part, has the property of possibly thinking (believing, desiring,
hoping, deciding, etc.), and after death, does think. But Aquinas, also says that
the soul is the form of the body.5 A form, however, at least as far as I can see,
is or is like a property; and a property, presumably, can’t think. If the soul is a
form, therefore, how can it be capable of thinking?é This is a tough question,
but perhaps we needn’t go into it at the moment. A more pressing question is
this: I'll be arguing that it is possible that I exist when my body doesn’t; is that
a possibility, on Thomas’s view? True, on his view my sou/ can exist when my
body doesn’t; but it also seems, on this view, that I am not identical with my
soul. Rather, I am a material object that has an immaterial soul as a part. So (on
his view) can I exist when my body does not? If the answer is no, then Aquinas’s
view is not felicitously counted as a version of dualism; at least it is not among
the versions of dualism for which I mean to argue. If, on the other hand, the
answer is yes, we can welcome Aquinas (perhaps a bit cautiously) into the dualist
camp.

Three more initial comments: (2) when I speak of possibility and necessity,
I mean possibility and necessity in the broadly logical sense— metaphysical
possibility and necessity, as it is also called; (4) I won’t be arguing that it is
possible that I (or others) can exist disembodied, with no body at all, although
I believe that this is in fact possible;” (c) I will make no claims about what is
or isn’t conceivable or imaginable. That is because imaginability isn’t strictly
relevant to possibility at all; conceivability, on the other hand, is relevant only
if “it’s conceivable that p’ is to be understood as implying or offering evidence
for “it’s possible that p’. (Similarly for ‘it’s inconceivable that p’.) It is therefore
simpler and much less conducive to confusion to speak just of possibility. I
take it we human beings have the following epistemic capacity: we can consider
or envisage a proposition or state of affairs and, at least sometimes, determine
its modal status—whether it is necessary, contingent, or impossible—just by
thinking, just by an exercise of thought.8

5 Summa Theologiae, 1, Q. 75.

6 For an interesting suggestion as to the answer, see Brian Leftow’s “Souls Dipped in Dust”, in
Kevin Corcoran (ed.), Soul, Body and Survival (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2001), 120 ff.

7 T can’t help concurring with David Armstrong, no friend of dualism: “But disembodied
existence seems to be a perfectly intelligible supposition . . .. Consider the case where I am lying in
bed at night thinking. Surely it is logically possible that I might be having just the same experiences
and yet not have a body at all. No doubt I am having certain somatic, that is to say, bodily
sensations. But if I am lying still these will not be very detailed in nature, and I can see nothing
self-contradictory in supposing that they do not correspond to anything in physical reality. Yet
I need be in no doubt about my identity” (A Materialist Theory of Mind (London: Routledge,
1968), 19).

8 See my Warrant and Proper Function (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), ch. 6. See
also George Bealer, “Intuition and the Autonomy of Philosophy” in Michael DePaul and William
Ramsey (eds.), Rethinking Intuition (Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield, 1998), 201 ff.
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The Replacement Argument: An Argument from Possibility

I begin by assuming that there really is such a thing, substance, or suppositum
as I, I myself. Of course I'm not unique in that respect; you too are such that
there really is such a thing as you, and the same goes for everybody else. We are
substances. Now suppose I were a material substance: which material substance
would I be? The answer, I should think, is that I would be my body, or some
part of my body, such as my brain or part of my brain. Or perhaps I would
be something more exotic: an object distinct from my body that is constituted
from the same matter as my body and is colocated with it.> What I propose
to argue is that I am none of those things: I am not my body, or some part
of it such as my brain or a hemisphere or other part of the latter, or an object
composed of the same matter as my body (or some part of it) and colocated with
it. For simplicity (and nothing I say will depend on this simplification) I shall
talk for the most part just about my body, which I'll name ‘B’. (I was thinking
of naming it ‘Hercules’ or maybe ‘Arnold’, but people insisted that would be
unduly self-congratulatory.)

The general strategy of this first argument is as follows. It seems possible that I
continue to exist when B, my body, does not. I therefore have the property possibly
exists when B does not; B, however, cleatly lacks that property. By Leibniz’s Law,
therefore (more specifically, the Diversity of Discernibles), I am not identical
with B. But why think it possible that I exist when my body does not? Strictly
speaking, the replacement argument is an argument for this premise. Again, I
conduct the argument in the first person, but naturally enough the same goes for
you (although of course you will have to speak for yourself).

So first, at a macroscopic level. A familiar fact of modern medicine is the pos-
sibility and actuality of limb and organ transplants and prostheses. You can get a
new heart, liver, lungs; you can also get knee, hip, and ankle replacements; you
can get prostheses for hands and feet, arms and legs, and so on. Now it seems
possible—possible in that broadly logical sense—that medical science should
advance to the point where I remain fully dressed and in my right mind (per-
haps reading the South Bend Tribune) throughout a process during which each
of the macroscopic parts of my body is replaced by other such parts, the original
parts being vaporized in a nuclear explosion—or better, annihilated by God. Butif
this process occurs rapidly—during a period of one microsecond, let’s say—B will

9 See, e.g. Dean Zimmerman, “Material People”, in Michael Loux and Dean Zimmerman (eds.),
The Oxford Handbook of Metaphysics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 504 ff. Zimmerman
himself seems attracted to the thought that “the mass of matter” of which one’s body is composed is
an object distinct from the latter but colocated with it (although of course he is not attracted to the
idea that a person just is this mass of matter). He regards the mass of matter as more fundamental
(and therefore more ontologically respectable) than the ever-changing body; so he is inclined to
regard the latter as a mere “logical construction” or some other sort of entity dependent upon
different masses of matter at different times.
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no longer exist. I, however, will continue to exist, having been reading the comic
page during the entire process.

But what about my brain, you ask—is it possible that my brain be replaced by
another, the brain I now have being destroyed, and I continue to exist? It certainly
seems so. Think of it like this. It seems possible (in the broadly logical sense) that
one hemisphere of my brain be dormant at any given time, the other hemisphere
doing all that a brain ordinarily does. At midnight, we can suppose, all the
relevant ‘data’ and ‘information’ is ‘transferred’ via the corpus callosum from
one hemisphere—call it ‘H;’—to the other hemisphere—H; —whereupon H,
takes over operation of the body and H; goes dormant. This seems possible;
if it were actual, it would also be possible that the dormant half, H, be
replaced by a different dormant half (in the same computational or functional
state, if you like) just before that midnight transfer; then the transfer occurs,
control switches to the new Hj, and H; goes dormant—at which time it
is replaced by another hemisphere in the same computational or functional
condition. In a period of time as brief as you like, therefore, both hemispheres
will have been replaced by others, the original hemispheres and all of their parts
annihilated by God. Throughout the whole process I serenely continue to read
the comics.

This suffices, I think, to show that it’s possible that I exist when neither my
body nor any part of it exists. What about material objects distinct from my
body and its parts, but colocated with it (or one of them) and constituted by the
same matter as they? I doubt very much that there could be any such things. If
objects of this kind are possible, however, the above argument also shows or at
least suggests that possibly, I exist when none of them does. For example, if there
is such a thing as the matter of which B is composed—if that phrase denotes a
thing or object!®— it too would be destroyed by God’s annihilating all the parts
of my body.

Of course very many different sorts of object of this kind— objects constituted
by the matter of my body and colocated with it—have been suggested, and
I don’t have the space here to deal with them all. However, we can offer a
version of the replacement argument that will be relevant to most of them. Turn
from macroscopic replacement to microscopic replacement. This could go on at
several levels: the levels of atoms, molecules, or cells, for example. (It could also
go on at the level of elementary particles—electrons and quarks, if indeed there
really are such things, and if indeed they are elementary particles.) Let’s think
about it at the cellular level. It seems entirely possible that the cells of which my
body is composed be rapidly—within a microsecond or two—replaced by other
cells of the same kind and in the same state, the original cells being instantly
destroyed. It also seems entirely possible that this process of replacement take
place while I remain conscious, thinking about dualism and marveling at some

10 jbid.
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of the appalling arguments against it produced by certain materialists.!* Then I
would exist at a time at which B did not exist.

But is it really true that this process of replacement would result in the
destruction of B? After all, according to current science, all the matter in our
bodies is replaced over a period of years with other matter, without any obvious
compromise of bodily integrity or identity. As a matter of fact, so they say, the
matter in our brains is completely replaced in a much shorter time.12 Why should
merely accelerating this process make a difference?!3

Well, speed kills. When a part (a cell, say) is removed from an organism
and replaced by another cell, the new cell doesn’t become part of the organism
instantaneously; it must be integrated into the organism and assimilated by
it.14 This takes time—maybe not much time, but stll a certain period of
time. At the instant the new part is inserted into the organism,!> and until
the time of assimilation has elapsed, the new part is not yet a part of the
organism, but a foreign body occupying space within the spatial boundaries of
the organism. (Clearly not everything, nor even everything organic, within the
spatial boundaries of your body is part of your body: think of the goldfish you
just swallowed, or a tapeworm.) Let’s use the phrase ‘assimilation time’ to denote
the time required for the assimilation of the new part. To be rigorous, we should
index this to the part (or kind of part) and the organism in question; different
parts may require different periods of time for their assimilation by different
organisms. For simplicity, though, let’s assume all parts and organisms have
the same assimilation time; this simplification won’t make any difference to the
argument.

That a given part and organism are such that the time of assimilation for the
former with respect to the latter is 4 for some specific period of time 4 is, 1
take it, a contingent fact. One thinks the velocity of light imposes a lower limit
here, but the time of assimilation could be much greater. (For example, it could
depend on the rate of blood flow, the rate of intracellular transport, and the

11 One such argument, for example, apparently has the following form: (a) Many people who
advocate p, do so in the service of a hope that science will never be able to explain p; therefore
(b) not-p. See Daniel Dennett, Darwin’s Dangerous Idea (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1995), 27.

Another seems to have the form (a) If you believe p, prestigious people will laugh at you;
therefore (b) not-p. (or perhaps (b*) don’t believe p?) See Daniel Dennett, Explaining Consciousness
(Boston: Little, Brown, 1991), 37.

12 “But on the kinds of figures that are coming out now, it seems like the whole brain must get
recycled about every other month.” John McCrone, “How Do You Persist When Your Molecules
Don’e?” Science and Consciousness Review (web-journal, June 2004, No. 1).

13 Here I am indebted especially to Michael Rea.

14 See e.g. David Hershenov, “The Metaphysical Problem of Intermittent Existence and the
Possibility of Resurrection, Faith and Philosophy, 20/1 (Jan. 2003), 33.

15 Complaint: this new ‘part’ as you call it, isn’t really a part, at first, anyway, because at first it
isn’t yet integrated into the organism. Reply: think of ‘part’ here, as like ‘part’ in ‘auto parts store’.
Would you complain that the auto parts store is guilty of false advertising, on the grounds that none
of those carburetors, spark plugs and piston rings they sell is actually part of an automobile?
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rate at which information is transmitted through neuron or nerve.) God could
presumably slow down this process or speed it up.

There is also what we might call ‘the replacement time’: the period of time
from the beginning of the replacement of the first part by a new part to the end of
the time of the replacement of the last part (the last to be replaced) by a different
part. The time of replacement is also, of course contingent; a replacement can
occur rapidly or slowly. Presumably there is no non-zero lower limit here; no
macter how rapidly the parts are replaced, it is possible in the broadly logical
sense that they be replaced still more rapidly.

What’s required by the Replacement argument (or at any rate what’s sufficient
for it) is

Replacement It is possible that: the cells in B are replaced by other cells and
then instantly annihilated while I continue to exist; and the replacement time
for O and those cells is shorter than the assimilation time.16

Can a Material Thing Think? An Argument from Impossibility

The replacement argument is an argument from possibility; as such, it pro-
ceeds from an intuition, the intuition that it is possible that my bodily parts,
macroscopic or microscopic, be replaced while I remain conscious. But some
people distrust modal intuitions. Of course it’s impossible to do philosophy
(or for that matter physics) without invoking modal intuitions of one sort or
another or at any rate making modal declarations of one sort or another.!”
Still, it must be conceded that intuition can sometimes be a bit of a frail reed.
True, there is no way to conduct philosophy that isn’t a frail reed, but intuition
is cer