DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
FACULTY OF ARTS
NATONAL OPEN UNIVERSITY OF NIGERIA

Course Guide for PHL 342 Early Modern Philosophy

Course Code PHL 342
Course Title Early Modern Philosophy
Course Writer Dr Precios N. Obioha

Department of Philosophy
Akwa-lbom State University
Akwa-Ibom State

Nigeria

Course Editor Prof. Godfrey Ozumba
Department of Philosophy
University of Calabar
Cross-River State
Nigeria



PHL 342 — EARLY MODERN PHILOSOPHY

Module 1

Unit 1: Cultural Context: Renaissance, Reformasind the Rise of Modern Science
Unit 2: Nicolaus Copernicus

Unit 3: Gordiano Bruno

Unit 4: Galileo Galilei

Module 1: Unit 1: Cultural Context: RenaissanceforReation and the Rise of
Modern Science

Contents

1.0. Introduction

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOS)
3.0. Main Content

3.1. The Renaissance

3.2. The Reformation

3.3. The Rise of Modern Science
4.0. Conclusion

5.0. Summary

6.0. References/Further Readings
1.0. Introduction

The modern period of Philosophy is marked by thdidimg authority of the
church and the increasing authority of reason asidnse. During this period,
philosophy ceased to be a handmaid of theologystarted enjoying the freedom of
reason that characterizes the discipline. And sxad the new found freedom of
reason, the period witnessed an unprecedentedogeneht in scientific discoveries
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and inventions. Hence, the modern period is oftescdbed as the period of the
unfolding world of science.

Modern philosophy has its origin in seventeenthtugnWestern Europe
(Darty and Uduigwomen, 2016: 2). However, Bertr&wbsell in his, The History
of Western Philosophy (1945), summarizes the risaarlern philosophy thus:

The period of history which is callédodern™ has a mental outlook which
differs from that of the medieval period in manyysaOf these, two are the
most important: the diminishing authority of theuoth, and the increasing
authority of science. With these two, others areneated. The culture of
modern times is more lay than clerical. Stateseiasingly replace the church
as the government authority that controls cultpret@1).

From the above excerpts, it is clear that theafdbe modern period marked
the decline of the authority of the church, thereisering in a new culture, the
liberal culture. This liberal culture brought witha form of individualism. Hence,
modern philosophy has retained for the most partridividualistic and subjective
character” (Russel 1945: 493). This unit, therefdiscusses the cultural context of
the modern period. In this unit, you will learn tmele of the renaissance,
Reformation and the rise of modern science to tbdem period.

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs)

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1.0utline the three major events that led to thergence of the modern period
2. Explain the role of each of the cultural contexthe rise of modern philosophy
3.0. Main Content

3.1. The Renaissance

The modern period as opposed to the medieval dubdegan in Italy with the
movement called the Renaissance (Russell, 1945). 49%e term Renaissance
literarily means "rebirth." The Renaissance, thenesfwas a time of rebirth and
renewal; a time of release and discovery. It wasbath of learning in the letters,
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humanism and philosophy (Essien, 2011: 184). Duhmgperiod, men began, once
again, to emphasize the natural abilities of theduu person to reason independently
of faith. The Renaissance marked the age of hummatiie focus on man.

The Renaissance began in Italy in the fourteenucgrgnd spread to other
parts of the world. The period started with thdidta artists and intellectuals who
felt that they had broken with the glory and cialiion of the past, of the erstwhile
Roman Empire. Motivated by this mindset, they sodgha rebirth of civilization.
For them, the Dark Ages, that is the medieval timed all its concomitant
theocentricism, did not bring much progress. Hettoe Jtalian intellectuals sought
a rebirth of ideas, after the intellectual and wat stagnation of the middle age
(Essien, 2011: 185). They, therefore, turned toieamticGreece and Rome for
inspiration.

An outstanding conviction of the Renaissance movemas that the ancient
literatures had an invaluable source of knowleddcivthe modern should turn,
such as better answers to the questions of theenatuman, of the question of how
to achieve happiness and also of the questioneofdlationship between man and
God. Because of this idea, a foundation was laidnty for a culture of scholarship
that was centred on ancient texts and their ingapions, but also encourages an
approach to textual interpretation aimed at harmiogiand reconciling different
philosophical views. Against the dominance enjolygdhe philosophy of Aristotle,
which was the major philosophy of most medievalttus, the Renaissance period
widened the philosophical horizon through reviewei@rests in Neo-Platonism,
Stoicism, Epicureanism and so on (Darty and Uduigem, 2016: 9).

However, it should be noted that the Renaissanog&dts "who studied and
analyzed classical philosophy did so for scienaficl secular reasons, with no direct
interest in religion or theological questions" (Baand Uduigwomen, 2016: 9).
Once again, like in the ancient period, the Remaaiss thinkers sought natural
explanations to natural occurrences as against dingernatural (religious)
explanations offered by the medieval period. Thed&sance thinkers in their
projects, became interested in the Revival of @étphilosophy, methodology and
theory of knowledge.



The Renaissance was characterized by humanisnit, @wad these humanists
that called for a radical change in philosophy. &e® of the focus on human
fulfilment, there was an attendant emphasis orofitanistic assessment of human
nature. Essien (2011: 186), maintains the opin@t humanism and optimism in
human nature were significant during this time. Hwmmts valued grammar,
philology, and rhetoric more highly than the tedahphilosophical studies that had
preoccupied scholars during the Middle Ages. Thespised the Latin that had been
the lingua franca of medieval universities, far oaed in style from the works of
Cicero and Livy (Kenny 2006). Hence, new schoolasg up in most Italian city-
states in response to the demand of humanisticitearThe Renaissance paved way
for thinkers to challenge the orthodoxy of the meedl ideas by raising serious
guestions and seeking answers independent of &ththis gave rise to such ideas
being challenged where they were found wanting thigdencouraged the rise of
new philosophies or nature.

3.2. The Reformation

The Reformation or Protestant Reformation, washaramportant wave that
played a significant role in the rise of modern Ipdophy. The Protestant
Reformation, spearheaded by a young Austinian mitaktin Luther (1483-1546),
started in Germany. The reformation started asran fof rebellion against the
authority of the Pope and the Catholic Church whials the seat of Christianity in
Europe. This rebellion arose as a result of théipal and spiritual decline of the
church's influence. Political battles in the chulzbught about the Great Schism
(division), which lasted between 1378 to 1417. Tédsto the division of the church
into two opposing factions with each having its okepe and college of Cardinals.
As noted by Lawhead (2002: 204), secular rulermeskihe opportunity to jump into
the battle, supporting whichever side that wouldvesetheir interests, thereby
resulting in massive corruption in the church.

Martin Luther became concerned about the conddiahe church. Of major
concern to him was a controversial fund-raisindntegue of the church which was
the sale of "Papal indulgences" by a DominicanrFiatzel, to church goers. The
central claim of the Papal indulgences was thaaftee, a person could gain relief
from both the guilt and penalties of his/her smsleéad, thereby granting the person
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entrance to heaven. Convinced that corruption dieth aoctrine has set into the
church, Luther posted his famous "Ninety-Five Tlsgsa document attacking the
corruption and abuses that was ongoing in the ¢hucocthe door of Wittenberg

Castle church in 1517. When the story of the redrefinally reached Rome, Luther
was excommunicated from the church. His excommuaoicaresulted in the

Protestant Reformation and the widespread religionigllectual, cultural and

political changes that it brought in its wake (Laa&d, 2002: 205). The Reformation
was welcomed in most part of Europe, which ledh® waning influence of the

church in France, Holland, Scotland and England.

During the medieval period, the church had maimtdia strict censorship of
books and ideas of scholars. Ideas that contratitie doctrine of the church and
the philosophy of Aristotle which was the officialhilosophy of the church, were
considered heretic and such scholars punished ¢éwedeath. However, the
Protestant Reformation, according to Fieser (20lb®sened the grip of medieval
church on European intellectual thought. Becausthief the Reformation opened
up the weaknesses of the church herself, theredgtinog a favourable atmosphere
to the rise of modern philosophy since it creatednéellectual movement outside
the centralized control and authority of the chuihrty and Uduigwomen, 2016:
12). The Reformation, therefore, elicited a genegalttion against all intellectual
conventions.

3.3. The Rise of Modern Science

According to Stumpf and Fieser (2012), there am@ dvgtinct components to
the rise of modern scientific revolution. Firsttie the new scientific discoveries
and (2) new methods of conducting scientific inguiAs to new discoveries, to
enhance the exactness of their observations, stemvented various scientific
instruments. In 1590 the first compound microscoyses created. In 1608 the
telescope was invented. The principle of the batemeavas discovered by
Evangelista Torricelli (1608-1647). Otto von Gukdq1602-1686) invented the air
pump, which was so important in creating a vacuanitfe experiment that proved
that all bodies, regardless of their weight or sfa#é at the same rate when there is
no air resistance. With the use of instruments iamaginative hypotheses, fresh
knowledge began to unfold. Galileo Galilei (15642 discovered the moons
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around Jupiter; and Anton Leeuwenhoek (1632-17283odered spermatozoa,
protozoa, and bacteria, and William Harvey (15787)&liscovered the circulation
of the blood. William Gilbert (1540-1603) wrote ajor work on the magnet, and
Robert Boyle (1627-1691), the father of chemisfigrmulated his famous law
concerning the relation of temperature, volume, pnedsure of gases.

Among the more dramatic discoveries of the timeensgw conceptions of
astronomy; Medieval astronomers believed that hub®ings were the focus of
God's creative activity; and thus, God placed ugediterally in the center of the
universe. Renaissance astronomers shattered tiesption. The Polish astronomer
Nicolaus Copernicus (1473-1543) formulated a newokliyesis in his Revolutions
of the Heavenly Spheres (1543), which said thatstine is at the center of the
universe and that the earth rotates daily and wegohround the sun annually.
Copernicus was a faithful son of the church andr@thought of contradicting any
traditional biblical doctrines. His work expressadher his irrepressible desire to
develop a theory of the heavens that would contorthe available evidence. Tycho
Brahe (1546-1601) made additional and correctiveeolations, and his young
associate Johannes Kepler (1571-1630) formulatee important laws of planetary
motion in which he added mathematical equationsufgport mere observation. It
was Galileo, though, who provided the greatest rit@zal precision to the new
astronomy and, in the course of this endeavor, dtated his important laws of
acceleration and dynamics.

The second contribution of the scientific revolatiavolved the development
of new scientific methods. Medieval approaches ¢ieree were grounded in
Aristotle's system of deductive logic. Several Resence and early modem
scientists proposed alternative systems, ofteredlifferent from each other. The
scientific methods that we follow today; thoughe amn many respects the direct
descendants of these early theories, particulbolye of Francis Bacon (1561-1626),
which stress the importance of observation and dtidel reasoning. Scientific
methodology made further progress as new fieldsnathematics were opened.
Copernicus had employed a twofold method: firs,dbservation of moving bodies,
and, second, the mathematical calculation of theam@f bodies in space.



Bertrand Russell (1945: 525), tells us that "almeasterything that
distinguishes the modern world from earlier cemtsiris attributable to science,
which achieved its most spectacular triumphs indteenteenth century." As the
thinkers of the Renaissance laid more emphasisaom matter and reason, the belief
in Aristotle's speculations about motion of bodieshe universe waned. These
thinkers also countered faith with reason, dogméh vekepticism, and divine
intervention with natural law. The early modermitérs made mathematics their
pillar in the search of truth. For them, mathensmati@s at the centre of knowing,
and this was a bend towards Plato and Pythagonagh&sis, therefore, moved from
reading classical texts to observation and formutedf hypothesis which led to the
introduction of the scientific method. Thus, thisripd witnessed many scientific
inventions like the invention of the telescope bypErshey and Galileo, invention
of the printing press by Guttenberg and so on.

Accordingly, the scientific wave influences philp$y in two ways. First, it
challenged the Aristotelian view that everythingifmovms to a mechanical model.
According to this model, every event including humheehaviour is determined and
not a product of free will. Second, it brought almunew role of man in the universe.
The mechanical view of events was given impetushgy geocentric theory of
Aristotle and the astronomic model of Claudius éwy.

However, with the opposing theories of Copernidispler, Galileo and
Newton, the Aristotelian model and the Ptolemiatiyewere laid to rest. The new
conception that science introduced greatly infleghenodern philosophy, for as
Stumpf (1994: 226) observed, "The whole drift of thew scientific method was
towards new conception of man, of nature and ofwthele mechanism of human
knowledge."

4.0. Conclusion

In this chapter, you have learnt the cultural crintef early modern
philosophy. The unit stated that the modern pesitede as a result of dissatisfaction
in the theocentric model of the medieval periocerBfiore, the emergence of modern
philosophy came as a result of the declining aithof the church and a rebirth of
knowledge based on human reason.



5.0. Summary
The following are what you have learnt in this unit

1. The rise of the renaissance and its focus on hwsmaiis a precursor to
modern philosophy.

2. The Protestant Reformation led to the decline afircihh power thereby
creating an intellectual movement outside the edimgd control and
authority of the church.

3. The new scientific model brought with it, a new ception of man, of nature
and the whole mechanism of human knowledge.

Self-Assessment Exercise

What is the focus of the Renaissance period?

What is the contribution of scientific revolution?

Discuss how the Reformation influenced the risenoflern philosophy.
6.0. References/Further Readings

Darty, E. D. and Uduigwomen, A. F. (2016). "Cullueontext: renaissance,
reformation, modern science and the rise of mogdmiosophy.” In A.F.
Uduigwomen, M.E. Uka and E. C. Uduma. (Eds.). Aiaai history of
philosophy, vol. 2. Ultimate index books. Pp 2-25.

Essien, E. S. (2011). Summa philosophica: an inztdn to philosophy and logic.
Lulu press.

Fieser, J. (2015). The history of philosophy: arsbarvey. www.utm.edu

Lawhead, W. F. (2002). The voyage of discovery:istonical introduction to
philosophy, 2nd Ed. Thomson and Wadsworth

Russell, B. (1945). The history of Western phildsppgSimon and Schuster
Stumpf, E. S. (1994). Philosophy: history and pesb$. McGraw Hill Inc.



Tutor Marked Assignment
What was the renaissance movement's reaction terdriceratures?

Answer: The Renaissance movement had an outstandingatmmvihat the ancient
literatures had an invaluable source of knowleddecivthe modern should turn,
such as better answers to the question of theenafuman, of the question of how
to achieve happiness, and also of the questioheofdlationship between man and
God.
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Nicholas Copernicus

Module 1: Unit 2: Nicolaus Copernicus
Contents
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4.0. Conclusion

5.0. Summary

6.0. References/Further Readings
1.0. Introduction

In unit 1, you have learnt about the cultural cahtd modern philosophy and
how each of these cultures influenced the rise @flem philosophy. In this unit,
you will be learning about the thought of NicolaDepernicus and how his idea
contributed in shaping the modern period.

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Articulate Copernicus contribution to the rise addern science.
2. Explain the Copernican Revolution in Astronomy.

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Nicolaus Copernicus

Nicolaus Copernicus (1473-1543) was a Polish Cathplest and scientist
of unimpeachable theological orthodoxy. During yaaithful days, he traveled in
Italy, and became exposed to the atmosphere dRémaissance. In 1500, he took
up a job as a mathematics lecturer in Rome. Howdwequit the position in 1503
and returned to his native land, where he beca@Ganan of Fraeunberg. Copernicus
took interest in Astronomy as his pastime whickraesulted in the publication of
his major work,De Revolutionibus Orbium Coelestium (The Revolution of the
Heavenly Bodies), in 1543, where his ideas arerckszb

3.2. Nicolaus Copernicus' Contribution to the Riseof Modern Science

Nicolaus Copernicus, all scientists, truly produ@edevolution in science.
Prior to Copernicus man believed himself to béham¢enter of the universe with all
that implied. While some had proposed otherwiseais Copernicus’ theory for a
heliocentric universe that changed our perceptitmsver. This change took
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upwards of 150 years to be fully realized with ¥herk of Newton and much later
for ultimate proof with the first measurement célstr parallax. If anyone’s work
both put science on edge and required such a lengd of acceptance it was
Copernicus (Cusick, 2007). Before Copernicus, atgsystem of scientific and
religious thought” had been built up to explaineamth centered view. Copernicus,
therefore, was a product of his time and the bsliefctures of that place. He had to
overcome these beliefs to propose his alternate. Vigy examining the ancient
views on the universe, we can see how far he tedviel thought to arrive at his
theory.

Copernicus' contribution to modern science was dosfrontation of the
popular orthodoxy in Astronomy. Adopting the newfpund methods of
mathematics and observation, Copernicus broughevalution to the field of
astronomy with his theory of heliocentricism. Tth&ory maintains that the sun is
at the centre of the universe and that the eak#hpther planets revolves on its axis
while also revolving around the sun (Lawhead, 2@0&). The sun-centred theory
of Copernicus was a direct attack on the eartheasgre (geocentric) model adopted
by the church. It should be noted here that thidheat-the-centre model was
conceived and put forward by Claudius Ptolemy amdly established by Aristotle.
Ptolemy believed that the earth was static, resttrige centre of universe, with the
sun, moon and stars rotating around it. Ptolemgstesn was in harmony with
Aristotelian physics. These two systems, therefpreyided a scientific worldview
that was reconciled with the perceived theologyheftime. However, Copernicus
replaced this idea by placing the sun at the cafttke Heavenly bodies.

Copernicus essentially proposed more than discdvre following facts,
that:

» The Earth is a rotating planet (diurnal rotation);
= The Earth revolves around a fixed sun (annualltgim);
= Also, that there was a motion of declination €tltaxis);

= That the Planets also revolve around sun, Merand/ Venus inside the earth’s
orbit and the rest outside the earth’s orbit;
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= And to nearly correctly calculate the distancéhef planets from the sun as ratios
of earth-sun distance (Cusick 2007).

Bertrand Russell (1945), points out that apart ftbenrevolutionary impact
on how we imagine the cosmos, the new astronomy eeaith two great advantages.
First, the recognition that what had been beliesiade ancient times might be false.
Second, that the test of scientific truth is pdtisilection of facts, combining with
bold guessing as to laws binding the facts togeffper 528). Nevertheless,
Copernicus' astronomy generated a serious congpverthe Church. Because of
this, the Church rejected the new science and swthidthe earth-centred model
because the earth is man's home and cannot bmgaatit may provide contrasting
position. For instance, following the new modelstane thrown up will end up
falling elsewhere, since the rotation of the eamtist have taken it to a different
place. According to Darty and Uduigwomen, the dohfenerated by the new
astronomy was simply a "conflict between faith awience" (2016: 17). Hence,
fearing what would be his fate, Copernicus withheldblication of his book until
few days before his death in 1543.

4.0. Conclusion

In this unit, you have learnt that Nicolaus Copeusi started a revolution in
astronomy by offering a new way of understandirgg tiotion of the cosmos and
the entire heavenly bodies. This position was awbdirable to the Church as it
challenged the divine authority that governs thenoos.

5.0. Summary
The following are what you have learnt in this unit

1. Before Copernicus, it was accepted that the earthtithe centre of the
universe, the sun, stars and other planetary boehedve around it.

2. Copernicus revolutionized astronomy by maintainimggead that it is the sun
that is at the centre while the earth and othargilry bodies revolve around
it.

3. The sun-at-the-centre model is called heliocesmciwhereas the earth-at-
the-centre model is called geocentricism.
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4. The change from geocentric model to heliocentricdehas termed the
Copernican Revolution in Astronomy.

Self-Assessment Exercise
Explain a brief biography of Nicolaus Copernicus
Explain what you understand by Copernican Revatutio
Explain Copernicus contribution to modern science
6.0. References/Further Readings

Darty, E. D. and Uduigwomen, A. F. (2016). "Cullueontext: renaissance,
reformation, modern science and the rise of mogdmiosophy.” In A.F.
Uduigwomen, M.E. Uka and E. C. Uduma. (Eds.). Aiaai history of
philosophy, vol. 2. Ultimate index books. Pp 2-25.

Lawhead, W. F. (2002). The voyage of discovery:istonical introduction to
philosophy, 2nd Ed. Thomson and Wadsworth.

Russell, B. (1945). The history of Western phildsppgSimon and Schuster
Tutor Marked Assignment
What do you understand by heliocentric model ooty@

Answer: The heliocentric theory is simply the view thiaé tsun is at the centre of
the universe and the earth, like other planetglvesg on its axis while also revolving
around the sun.
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Gordiano Bruno
Module 1: Unit 3: Gordiano Bruno
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3.3 Metaphysics of Gordiano Bruno
4.0. Conclusion

5.0. Summary

6.0. References/Further Readings
1.0. Introduction

In the last unit, you learnt about how Copernicesotutionized the science
of Astronomy. His position became a reference pmirdther scholars after him. In
this unit, therefore, you shall be learning abounbther philosopher and his
contribution to the development of early science.

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Know the thought of Bruno
2. Outline Bruno's contribution to the rise of eantyesnce
3. Discuss his metaphysics

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Gordiano Bruno

Giordano Bruno (1548-1600), was an lItalian phildsap astronomer,
occultist and mathematician. He was born near Naghel became converted to the
Dominican order in 1565. In 1572, Bruno was orddiagoriest. However, because
of his teachings that were against the orthodorywhs suspected of heresy and
later expelled from the order in 1576. Bruno fledyl to Geneva, but he encountered
hostility there too because his position were ajdimat of the Calvinists, the popular
system in Geneva. In 1583, Bruno moved to Englamthasited Oxford, where he
gave some lectures on his ideas.

He is known for his system of mnemonics based garuzed knowledge, his
ideas on extrasolar planets and extraterrestrial] Bnd his support of Nicolaus
Copernicus's heliocentric model of the solar systérke other early thinkers
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seeking a more reasonable view of the universen®adopted a model of the world
comprising some aspects that have been incorporatedhe modern scientific
model and others, such as his animistic cosmolaogl disdain for mathematics,
which are inconsistent with the modern scientifmd®l. Expressing his ideas freely,
Bruno accepted an invitation from the Doge of Verand later found himself in the
prison of the local Inquisition in 1592. One yefieg he was transferred on to the
Roman Inquisition, and after a trial that lastgmbaod of seven years, he was burned
as heretic in the Campo de Fiori in 1600 (Kenn@&@1). His major works are On
the Shadows of Ideas (1582), Art of Remembering8),5Cause, Principle and One
(1584-1585), Supper on Ash Wednesday (1584), Onlrfieite Universe and
Words (1591), Heroic Frenzies (1585), Expulsiorthef Triumphant Beasts (n.d)
(Copenhaver, 1998: 319), among others.

3.2. Gordiano Bruno and the Rise of Modern Science

There are two basic features of Bruno's ideasiidmat caught the attention of
scientists and philosophers. The first was his adof the Copernican model of
heliocentricism and his postulation of multiple wenses (Kenny, 2006: 21). In
agreement with Copernicus, Bruno maintained thiattihe sun that is at the centre
of the universe while the earth move round theamahnot the sun that moved round
the earth. According to him, the earth is not teatee of the universe, and the sun
too is not. Bruno first developed the thesis thatdun too is just a star among others.
The space, for him, is boundless, therefore, imdtass space, there are many solar
systems. Hence, no sun or star can be called titeccef the universe, because all
positions are relative (Kenny, 2006: 21).

Bruno believed that the Earth revolves and thatat@arent diurnal rotation
of the heavens is an illusion caused by the ratatiothe Earth around its axis. He
also saw no reason to believe that the stellanregias finite, or that all stars were
equidistant from a single center of the universe.l1584 Bruno published two
important philosophical dialogues, in which he adjagainst the planetary spheres.
Bruno's infinite universe was filled with a substen-a "pure air, aether,
or spiritus—that offered no resistance to the heavenly bodibgh, in Bruno's
view, rather than being fixed, moved under theinampetus. Most dramatically,
he completely abandoned the idea of a hierarchitiakrse. The Earth was just one
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more heavenly body, as was the Sun. God had nmyartrelation to one part of
the infinite universe more than any other. Godpagiog to Bruno, was as present
on Earth as in the Heavens, an immanent God rétthara remote heavenly deity.

Bruno also affirmed that the universe was homogesiemade up everywhere
of the four elementswater, earth, fire, and ajryather than having the stars be
composed of a separate quintessence. Essentiadlysame physical laws would
operate everywhere. Space and time were both c@mwteais infinite. Under this
model, the Sun was simply one more star, and #rs sil suns, each with its own
planets. Bruno saw solar systenof a sun/star with planets as the fundamental unit
of the universe. According to Bruno, an infinite d>mecessarily created an infinite
universe that is formed of an infinite number ofassystems separated by vast
regions full ofaether, because empty space could not exist (New world
encyclopedia, n.d).

Bruno argued that the earth and the whole solaesysio not enjoy any
special privilege because just as there is lifeearth, there is also a possibility of
intelligent life at other times and places withine tuniverse. Bruno contended that
the things we observe in the world are the effe€ta world-soul which animates
nature and makes it a single organism. He saw thysigal world as infinite;
however, the world's infinity, for him, is not tkame as God's infinity because the
world has infinite parts, but God is a whole. Brisnmysticism and his theory of
multiple worlds challenged the orthodoxy of Godisarnation and Christianity as a
religion based on divine revelation.

Bruno's cosmology is marked by infinitude, homoggnandisotropy, with
planetary systems distributed evenly throughoutitéddollows an active animistic
principle: it is intelligent and discontinuous imsture, made up of discrete atoms.
The cosmos and its components act independently ehiiracteristics of living
creatures.

3.3 Metaphysics of Gordiano Bruno
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Bruno began his study on Metaphysics with the esewmement of
philosophical terminology and concepts. In his vgpe la causa, he reflected on
the traditional philosophy of cause and effect, texatnd form, substance and
accident, and also one and many. The Aristoteli@taphysics prioritizes finality
over causality as the dominating force. Again, §tfan thought, that had been
identified with God who governs the world. Brunawever, correlated universal
finality with the internal living power and conttiolg reason in all things. He argued
that if God is usually understood as beyond theldvand now identified as the
internal principle, then there is no need to trgtaw a distinction between internal
and external causation. Bruno uncovers the conaépitwblems of Aristotelian
causality, which includes matter and form as twahef principles: if they are only
descriptors of things, they are not real, but étlare supposed to be real, they need
to be matching to the extent that there is no mattdhout form, no form without
matter, and both are co-extensive (Internet enpgd@ of philosophy). For him,
what is logically necessary to be kept distincghsas forms and matter or the whole
and its parts, is metaphysically one and also fsitm as all potentialities. Bruno
closes his dialogue on Cause, Principle, and theev@th an encomium of the One.
Being, act, potency, maximum, minimum, matter aadyh form and soul — all are
one. However, Bruno’s use of the one shows theRi@h theme in his metaphysics.

4.0. Conclusion

In this unit, you have learnt that Bruno acceptezl 2un-centred position of
Copernicus and even moved further to postulatenthay worlds thesis. Bruno,
through careful investigation, arrived at the positthat the earth is just a planet
among other planets.

5.0. Summary
The following are what you have learnt in this unit

Giordano Bruno advanced the heliocentric model.
He postulated plurality of worlds.
The sun, for him is also a star

The physical world is infinite because the world hafinite parts.
20
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Self-Assessment Exercise

Outline the two basic features of Bruno's ideaswlas of interest to scientists
and philosophers.

Briefly discuss the metaphysics of Gordiano Bruno

Briefly discuss Gordiano Bruno and the rise of modsience

What was Bruno's belief about the things we obsartke world
6.0. References/Further Readings

Copenhaver, B. P. (1998). "Doubt and innovationopln, R. H. (Ed.). The
Columbia history of western philosophy. Columbiaversity press.

Kenny, A. (2006). The rise of modern philosophyar€hdon press.
Tutor Marked Assignment
What was Bruno's belief about the things we obsertke world?

Answer: Bruno believed that the things we observe intbeld are the effects of a
world-soul which animates nature and makes it glsiarganism.
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Galileo Galilei

Module 1: Unit 4: Galileo Galilei
Contents

1.0. Introduction

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOS)

3.0. Main Content

22



3.1. A Brief Biography of Galileo Galilei

3.2. Galileo Galilei's Contribution to the RiseMbdern Science
4.0. Conclusion

5.0. Summary

6.0. References/Further Readings

1.0. Introduction

In units 2 and 3, we learnt about the developmeitscientific ideas in
Copernicus and Bruno. However, their postulatioeseanot based on experiment
but basically on observation. With Galileo, an expental background was
provided to these thoughts. Galileo, thereforeahegysecond phase of early modern
science where theories were backed by experimetttid unit, you shall be learning
about the exploits of Galileo to the new scientige.

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Explain the Galileo's project.
2. Outline his contribution to early science.

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Galileo Galilei

Galileo Galilei (1564-1642), was an Italian philpker mad scientist. He was
a younger contemporary of Bruno. Born in Pisa, Iéalstudied mathematics at the
University of Pisa. In 1589, he was appointed dga®or of mathematics in the same
University, and later a professor in the UniversifyPadua. In 1633, Galileo faced
the Roman Inquisition. He was later found guiltythg Inquisition and condemned
to life imprisonment because of scientific positieapecially in astronomy of which
he offered an experimental shield to heliocentnci&alileo died while under house
arrest in 1642. However, Pope John Paul Il offeredblic apology on behalf of the
Catholic Church for the injustice that the Churetd hmeted on Galileo, 350 years
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later after his death. His major works are, A magse from the stars (1610),
Dialogue on the two chief world systems (1632), Bigtourses and mathematical
demonstrations concerning two new sciences (1638ng others.

3.2. Galileo Galilei's Contribution to the Rise ofModern Science

Bertrand Russell refers to Galileo as the greait#ite founders of modern
science, with the exception of Newton. He markeskeond phase of scientific
development in the history of renaissance scieiibe.second phase was marked
not by speculative science that preceded it, bedpgrimental science. Accordingly,
Galileo was not only an important astronomer, b @ founder of dynamics. He
first discovered the importance of acceleratiomlynamics. ‘Acceleration’” means
change of velocity, whether in magnitude or di@ati thus a body moving
uniformly in a circle has at all times an accelemtowards the centre of the circle.
In the language that had been customary beforetithes, we might say that he
treated uniform motion in a straight line as alamsural’, whether on earth or in
the heavens. It had been thought ‘natural’ for beéyvbodies to move in circles,
and for terrestrial bodies to move in straight $inbut moving terrestrial bodies, it
was thought, would gradually cease to move if theye let alone. Galileo held, as
against this view, that every body, if left alomell continue to move in a straight
line with uniform velocity; any change, either imetrapidity or the direction of
motion, requires to be explained as due to th@adf some ‘force’. This principle
was enunciated by Newton as the ‘first law of mtidt is also called the law of
inertia. | shall return to its purport later, bust something must be said as to the
detail of Galileo’s discoveries (Russell, 1946)

Galileo was the first to establish the law of fadlibodies. This law, given the
concept of ‘acceleration’, is of the utmost simjiclt says that, when a body is
falling freely, its acceleration is constant, eXciepso far as the resistance of the air
may interfere; further, the acceleration is thes#&nall bodies, heavy or light, great
or small. The complete proof of this law was nosgible until the air pump had
been invented, which was about 1654. After thisyas possible to observe bodies
falling in what was practically a vacuum, and itssfaund that feathers fell as fast
as lead. What Galileo proved was that there is prasurable difference between
large and small lumps of the same substance. bistilime it had been supposed
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that a large lump of lead would fall much quickkann a small one, but Galileo

proved by experiment that this is not the case.ddesmment, in his day, was not such
an accurate business as it has since become; Inelesit he arrived at the true law
of falling bodies. If a body is falling freely inxmacuum, its velocity increases at a
constant rate (Russell, 1946).

Galileo also studied projectiles, a subject of im@oce to his employer, the
duke of Tuscany. It had been thought that a pribgefited horizontally will move
horizontally for a while, and then suddenly begrfdll vertically. Galileo showed
that, apart from the resistance of the air, theizbotal velocity would remain
constant, in accordance with the law of inertid,dwvertical velocity would be added,
which would grow according to the law of falling dies. To find out how the
projectile will move during some short time, sageond, after it has been in flight
for some time, we proceed as follows: First, Wvére not falling, it would cover a
certain horizontal distance, equal to that whicbowered in the first second of its
flight. Second, if it were not moving horizontallyut merely falling, it would fall
vertically with a velocity proportional to the tingnce the flight began. In fact, its
change of place is what it would be if it first neavhorizontally for a second with
the initial velocity, and then fell vertically f@a second with a velocity proportional
to the time during which it has been in flight. Anple calculation shows that its
consequent course is a parabola, and this is cesdiroy observation except in so
far as the resistance of the air interferes (Riysk@46).

The above gives a simple instance of a principléecviproved immensely
fruitful in dynamics, the principle that, when sealeforces act simultaneously, the
effect is as if each acted in turn. This is paraahore general principle called the
parallelogram law. Suppose, for example, that yewa the deck of a moving ship,
and you walk across the deck. While you are walkivegship has moved on, so that,
in relation to the water, you have moved both foohend across the direction of the
ship’s motion. If you want to know where you wilhve got to in relation to the
water, you may suppose that first you stood stilileithe ship moved, and then, for
an equal time, the ship stood still while you wallkecross it. The same principle
applies to forces. This makes it possible to warktbe total effect of a number of
forces, and makes it feasible to analyse physite@npmena, discovering the
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separate laws of the several forces to which mobodjes are subject. It was Galileo
who introduced this immensely fruitful method (Rel§s1946).

The law of inertia explained a puzzle which, befGa&lileo, the Copernican
system had been unable to explain. As observedealfoxou drop a stone from the
top of a tower, it will fall at the foot of the t@m, not somewhat to the west of it; yet,
if the earth is rotating, it ought to have slip@adhy a certain distance during the fall
of the stone. The reason this does not happeitighi stone retains the velocity of
rotation which, before being dropped, it sharechwveverything else on the earth’s
surface. In fact, if the tower were high enougleyréwould be the opposite effect to
that expected by the opponents of Copernicus. dpet the tower, being further
from the centre of the earth than the bottom, isingpfaster, and therefore the stone
should fall slightly to the east of the foot of #wsver. This effect, however, would
be too slight to be measurable.

In the exact words of Cushman, "Galileo gave tdulire thought a wisely
formulated method of dealing with the new mater@figshe nature world" (1911:
36). From his observatory result, Galileo commengisdoroject by criticizing the
still dominant physics of Aristotle. The Aristot@ti physics maintained the position
that nothing moves unless there is an externalandtiat it acts upon. As against
Aristotle's physics, Galileo formulated a new theof motion through his newly
discovered laws of projectiles, falling bodies d@hd pendulum. The reformulated
theory maintains that a body in motion will con&ni® move unless there is an equal
contrary force such as friction.

Galileo gave an open acceptance to the Copernganiution in 1610 when
he invented a telescope (Cushman, 1911: 36). Ukiagewly invented instrument,
he observed four moons of Jupiter, which he nanvedicean Stars" in honour of
Grand Duke of Cosimo Il of Tuscany (Kenny, 2006). Zurther observations also
led him to observed that the planet Venus moveghiases similar to that of the
moon. Accordingly, he concluded that the only piales explanation to these
phenomena is only possible if Venus was orbitirgy sbn and not the earth. This
position provided a strong argument that favourked €Copernican hypothesis
(Kenny, 2006: 23). Again, following the discovery the moons that revolved
around Jupiter, one of the strongest argumentasigheliocentricism was put to
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rest, the argument that the moon would only be &blerbit the earth if the earth
itself was static.

Galileo stressed the importance of direct obsayumaind avoided secondhand
information based simply on tradition and opposingjectures contained in books.
This led to his discovery of the satellites arotimel planet Jupiter. He writes, "To
demonstrate to my opponents the truth of my comwhss | have been forced to
prove them by a variety of experiments" (cited iar§pf and Fieser, 2012: 189). In
a letter to Kepler, he reflects on the stubborituakes of old-school astronomers of
his time: "My dear Kepler; what would you say oé tlearned here, who, filled with
the stubbornness of a venomous snake, have stidpdffsised to cast a glance
through the telescope? What shall we make of @PtBhall we laugh or shall we
cry?" In addition to his emphasis on observatioalil€o sought to give astronomy
the precision of geometry. By using the model afrgetry for his reasoning about
astronomy; he assumed that he could demonstratetugacy of his conclusions if
he could, as one does in geometry, produce bagmaxrom which to deduce his
conclusions. Moreover, he assumed that empiricak faorrespond to geometric
axioms, or that the axioms that the mind formulatesrespond to the actual
characteristics of observable moving bodies. Takthn terms of geometry is to
know how things actually behave. Specifically; @Galiformulated, for the first time,
a geometric representation of the motion of bodied their acceleration (Stumpf
and Fieser, 2012: 189).

Galileo was condemned by the Inquisition, firstvptely in 1616, and then
publicly in 1633, on which latter occasion he réaednand promised never again to
maintain that the earth rotates or revolves. Tlgiisition was successful in putting
an end to science in Italy, which did not reviverthfor centuries. But it failed to
prevent men of science from adopting the helioeetteory, and did considerable
damage to the Church. Fortunately there were Restesountries, where the clergy,
however anxious to do harm to science, were urn@blgin control of the State.
Galileo died defending his ideas. Neverthelessid@as became very important to
the revolution of modern science, especially tldfiof astronomy and modern
physics.

27



4.0. Conclusion

In this unit, you have learnt that Galileo Galileegan a new phase of
renaissance science based on observation and memation as against the
speculative method adopted by others before hina vesult, he was able to provide
a practical demonstration of the new theory ofdesdntricism and also discovered
other planets and their motions, thereby puttinget the geocentric argument that
the moon would only be able to orbit the earting earth itself was stationary.

5.0. Summary
In this unit, the following are what you have learn

1. The invention of the telescope by Galileo providegractical proof to the
theory of heliocentricism.

2. Through the use of the telescope, Jupiter and Vemue discovered and the
motion of stars and moons were clearly explained.

3. Galileo's polarization of the heliocentric theonydathe discovery of other
planets, their motions, stars and moons, were basexkperimentation.

Self-Assessment Exercise
Briefly explain what you understand by Aristoteligysics.
Briefly explain Galileo Galilei's contribution thé rise of modern science

In what way did Galileo put to rest the argumeat the moon would only be
able to orbit the earth if the earth was static?

In what way did Galileo put to rest the argumeat the moon would only be
able to orbit the earth if the earth was static?

6.0. References/Further Readings

Cushman, H. E. (1911). A beginner’s history of pbdphy: modern philosophy, vol.
II. The Riverside press.

Kenny, A. (2006). The rise of modern philosophyar€hdon press.
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Lawhead, W. F. (2002). The voyage of discovery:istonical introduction to
philosophy, 2nd ed. Wadsworth and Thomson.

Stumpf, S. and Fieser, J. (2012). Socrates to &sanmid beyond: A history of
philosophy. 8th ed. McGraw hill education.

Tutor Marked Assignment

In what way did Galileo put to rest the argumeit the moon would only be
able to orbit the earth if the earth was static?

Answer: Galileo was able to put this argument to restulgh his discovery of the
moons that revolved around Jupiter.
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Francis Bacon

Module 2: Unit 1: Francis Bacon and Early Empiriciam
Contents
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5.0. Summary
6.0. References/Further Readings
1.0. Introduction

In module 1, you learnt about the transition froradmeval synthesis to the
reawakening of reason in search of knowledge. Yiso &arnt how scientific
innovations contributed to the decline of the medi¢houghts. As science gained
dominance, the modern philosophers saw the neqatawide a logical ground
through which we come to know what we claim to knde aim of this, we could
assume, was to enable them establish a proper defrecience and philosophy.
As science thrives in observation and experimesrtathe call for experience as the
source of knowledge gained prominence. In this, wou shall be learning the
empiricism of Francis Bacon, one of the earliestomdtes of scientific method.

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Explain the empirical idea in Bacon's thought.
2. Outline the four idols according to Bacon, thatdenknowledge.
3. Understand induction as a method in science arildsaihy.

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Francis Bacon

Francis Bacon (1561-1626), was born in London a&eéived his University
education at Cambridge where he studied law. Aaaly age, he joined the English
diplomatic service, but later returned to Londonptactice law. When he was
twenty-three, Bacon was elected into the BritisHigaent. He rose to the position
of a legal adviser to the Crown aged forty-threacd later became the Lord
Chancellor. However, all did not go well for him las was accused and convicted
of corruption charges, this forced him to abandohlip life. His major works are,
Instauratio Magna (The Great Instauration), Novum Organon and New Atlantis.

3.2. Bacon's Empiricism
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Bacon's goal as expressed in his work, Great Iretian, was to attain a "total
reconstruction of sciences, arts, and all humamideage raised upon the proper
foundations" (Bacon, 1980). Bacon saw the medith@lghts as complicated and
unable to be used to conquer nature. His reasdmliding such position against the
medieval thoughts, according to Lawhead, was bectngsr thought had no ties to
observable facts (2002: 213). Hence, Bacon settmwsecularize philosophy by
making it the same as science, and on the proappgaled to knowledge that are
observable. Any claim to knowledge that is base@loservation or experience is
called empiricism.

Bacon'’s popular dictum is that “knowledge is poin@acon, 1939). This as
explained by Cushman (1911:43), implies that kndgée is the only kind of
permanent power, and man can master the world wieergives up verbal
discussions and belief in magic. To gain the poafeknowledge, then, has to do
with man gaining a positive insight into nature.

3.3. Theory of Knowledge: Reconstructing the Humaimind

In his theory of knowledge, Bacon maintains, asphniacipal objective, the
total reconstruction of the sciences, arts antwathan knowledge and he called this
his great instauration or restoration. But befogechuld proceed with his creative
task, he level some fierce criticisms against tigtitutions of learning of his time,
and also against the reigning schools of philospml®nouncing them for their
slavish attachment to the past. He thus soundechihor a break with the lingering
influence of Aristotle.

The Distempers of Learning

In his theory of knowledge, Bacon attacked pasyswaf thinking, calling
them "distempers of learning” to which he offeredwe. These distempers of
learning are: fantastical learning, contentiousrig, and delicate learning.

Fantastical learning is a practice in intellectssaliwhich emphasizes the use
of high flown languages that are in themselves guounis. In fantastical learning,
people concern themselves with words, emphasieixtg tlanguages, and style, and
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hunt more after words than matter, and more afteiceness of phrase than after
the weight of matter.

Contentious learning, according to him, is worsedose it begins with the
fixed positions or points of view taken by earlieinkers, and these views are used
as the starting point in contentious argumentation.

Delicate learning, the last of Bacon’'s distempeéssa condition wherein
earlier authors, who claim more knowledge than lsarproved, are accepted by
readers as knowing as much as they claim. Thisumtsdor the acceptance of
Aristotle, for example, as the authority of scienthese three diseases, according
to Bacon, must be cured if we are to relieve thednaif the errors they create.

The Four Idols

Bacon believed that the human mind has been cadupt dogmas such that
it affects our ability to acquire knowledge. Heemesfto these dogmas as “idols.” To
restore the mind to its original position, therefothe mind must be purged from
these “idols” that corrupts its natural powers. éwbng to Bacon there are four idols
that hinder the mind from acquiring knowledge. Thase:

The Idols of the Tribe

These are the false beliefs systems that are inbhgréduman nature. It is the
habit of expecting more order in natural phenomiaa is actually to be found
(Russell, 1945: 544). Bacon traces the origin ¢ itiol to the the false assertion
that the sense of man is the measure of thinge Bacon wanted to make the point
that simply looking at things is no guarantee thatwill see them as they really are,
because we all bring our hopes and fears, prejsdaad impatience to things and
thereby affect our understanding of them (Stumplf Bieser, 2012).

The Idols of the Cave

These are individual prejudices which arise withmmind of an investigator.
The idol of the cave is derived from Plato’s allegdccordingly, the human mind
is presumed to be caved in our prejudices and $iss¢hat our knowledge reflects
the pattern of our experience more than that dityea
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The Idols of the Theatre

The Idols of the Theatre are the grand systematgnws of long
philosophical treatises. These represent "worldbeaf own creation after an unreal
and scenic fashion" (Stumpf and Fieser, 2012: 1B3¢on includes here not only
whole systems but all principles or axioms in sceethat by tradition, credibility
and negligence have come to be received. Idolkeotheatre, therefore, have to do
with uncritical reception of the various dogmatystems of thoughts, notably Plato,
Aristotle, and the scholastics. According to Lawh¢2002:215), Bacon believed
that all the received systems are but so many gikys, representing worlds of
their own creation after an unreal and scenic ashi

The Idols of the Marketplace

These are frequently used language or expresdmansaffect the pursuit of
truth because of the influence such languages wiBzldon calls this idol thus since
it stands for the words people use in the commefcdaily life, words that are
common coin in daily conversation. In spite of thesefulness, words can weaken
knowledge because they are not created with cgpesaision but rather are framed
so that the common person will understand their Egen philosophers, according
to Bacon, are diverted by these Idols, for thegmfjive names to things that exist
only in their imaginations. In addition, they fashinames for mere abstractions,
such as "element" of fire, or the "qualities" obkimess, rareness, or denseness

3.4. Bacon's Inductive Method

Bacon was the first of the long line of scientfly minded philosophers who
have emphasized the importance of induction assgmbto deduction. Like most of
his successors, he tried to find some better kinohduction than what is called
‘induction by simple enumeration’. Induction by gl® enumeration may be
illustrated by a parable (Russell, 1945: 498).

Bacon believed that once the mind has been purgedthe “idols” to acknowledge,
we need to establish a method that will help udisaover the workings of nature,
thereby leading to true and certain knowledge.dvghg from this, Bacon rejected
the classical deductive logic of Aristotle and thedieval thinkers. This is because

the deductive logic starts with given premises Wwhare symbols of concepts.
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However, if our original concepts are confused aatladequately grounded in the
facts, then the whole structure of reasoning with@y fix and give stability to
original errors (Lawhead, 2002: 215). Hence, “Onilydiope,” according to Bacon,
“lies in a true induction” (Bacon, 1939).

The method of induction proceeds from the pardiculacts given in
observation and then rises cautiously to the leygéneralizations (Lawhead, 2002:
215). As against the previous notions of inductwhich simply consisted of
collection of multiple observation and then jumpintp conclusions, Bacon argued
that such method is not capable of providing u$ wdientific knowledge because
of its hasty and inaccurate generalizations. Faligwhis criticism of the previous
notions of induction, Bacon believed that:

Induction could be made something better than tiéswished, for example,
to discover the nature of heat, which he supposeglitly) to consist of rapid
irregular motions of the small parts of bodies. histhod was to make lists
of hot bodies, lists of cold bodies, and lists oflies of varying degrees of
heat. He hoped that these lists would show somectaistic always present
in hot bodies and absent in cold bodies, and ptdsevarying degrees in
bodies of different degrees of heat. By this methecexpected to arrive at
general laws, having, in the first instance, thedst degree of generality.
From a number of such laws he hoped to reach ldwsecsecond degree of
generality, and so on. A suggested law should stedeby being applied in
new circumstances; if it worked in these circumsésnit was to that extent
confirmed. Some instances are specially valuabéalise they enable us to
decide between two theories, each possible s@farevious observations are
concerned; such instances are called "prerogaingtances (Russell, 1945:
543).

Bacon introduced the inductive method as the nesthad of acquiring
knowledge. His inductive method involved enumerabd instances of the data of
experience, observation and experiment. This versfonduction advocated for by
Bacon gave rise to the development of the scientigthod. However, his inductive
method has been criticized of failing to providéfistent emphasis on hypothesis.
Again, Lawhead and Stumpf criticized Bacon’s induetfor his use of Aristotelian
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and scholastic terminologies like “form,” and “esse” (Lawhead, 2002: 215;
Stumpf, 1994: 224).

4.0. Conclusion

Bacon advocated for a method of induction differéom the logic of
Aristotle. His position is that induction shouldgie with observation and followed
by experiment. In this unit, also considered heotly of knowledge. Accordingly,
Bacon believes that human beings can attain kn@eleging the new method of
induction. But he observes that there are certdimls" that hinders knowledge. To
attain knowledge, therefore, he advocates the medceke one’'s mind from these
idols. The call to free our mind is a call for fdeen to explore the corridors of
knowledge. However, although science was whatested Bacon, and although his
general outlook was scientific, he missed mostluditwas being done in science in
his day. He rejected the Copernican theory, whids vexcusable so far as
Copernicus himself was concerned, since he did aaance any very solid
arguments. Again, Bacon’'s inductive method is fatiitough insufficient emphasis
on hypothesis. He hoped that mere orderly arrangeaielata would make the right
hypothesis obvious, but this is seldom the casea Age, the framing of hypotheses
is the most difficult part of scientific work, aritie part where great ability is
indispensable. So far, no method has been foundhaould make it possible to
invent hypotheses by rule. Usually some hypothesisnecessary preliminary to the
collection of facts, since the selection of facésndnds some way of determining
relevance. Without something of this kind, the mexétiplicity of facts is baffling.

5.0. Summary
In this unit, you have learnt the following:

1. Bacon was an empiricist because he advocated f@rexce as the source of
knowledge.

2. There are idols that hinder the human mind fromaiaittg knowledge and
until the mind is free from this idols, it beconshfficult to have knowledge
of reality.

3. Bacon modified the theory of induction through achwy for induction
method based on observation and experimentation.
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4. Bacon’s method of induction marked the beginningsoientific method.
Hence, he is often referred to as one of the fatbéscience,

Self-Assessment Exercise
What goal did Bacon set to achieve in his phildg&p

According to Bacon there are four idols that hmthe mind from acquiring
knowledge briefly discuss?

Briefly discuss Francis Bacon’'s theory of knowledgeconstructing the
human mind?

6.0. References/Further Readings

Lawhead, W. F. (2002). The voyage of discovery:istonical introduction to
philosophy, 2nd ed. Wadsworth and Thomson.

Stumpf, E. S. (1994). Philosophy: history and pesb$. McGraw Hill Inc.
Russell, B. (1945). The history of Western phildsppgSimon and Schuster
Tutor Marked Assignment

What do you understand by Bacon’s idol of the cave?

Answer: Idols of the cave are individual prejudices whafse within the mind of
an investigator. The idol of the cave is derivaeahirPlato’s allegory. Accordingly,
the human mind is presumed to be caved in our giegs and biases so that our
knowledge reflects the pattern of our experienceentioan that of reality.
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1.0. Introduction

Thomas Hobbes is a philosopher whom it is diffitoiclassify (Russell, 1945:
546). He belongs to the empiricist tradition. Hoeewnlike other empiricists like
Locke, Berkeley and Hume, Hobbes admired the metloddnathematics. He is
more relevant in his political philosophy importadéas which, of course, is the
centerpiece of his philosophical endeavor. In ting, you shall be learning about
some of his important ideas, not limited to hiswi@n empiricism as a method, but
his thought on metaphysics, morality, society aolitips.

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOS)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

Identify the empirical tradition in Thomas Hobbdslpsophy.

Have an insight into his thought on the natureeafity.

Pinpoint his position on morality.

Have knowledge of Hobbes’ political thoughts, esgfchis social contract
theory.

rwpPE

3.0. Main Content

3.1. A Brief Biography of Thomas Hobbes
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Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) was born in Englanad tinaducated vicar. He
was brought up by his uncle when the father finkist his job. Hobbes acquired a
good knowledge of classics at a tender age, apgstfourteen, he translated the
ancient classic of Euripides, The Medea, into Lattobbes attended Oxford
university at age fifteen. He would later confdsst the profited little in his years at
Oxford, in 1610, aged twenty-two years old, he beza personal tutor to Lord
Hardwick, the second Earl of Devonshire. While nari€e, Mersenne introduced
him into the philosophical and scientific circlés.1636, Hobbes travelled to Italy
where he visited Galileo Galilei in Florence.

Following the build-up to the Civil War in Englama 1640, Hobbes feared
that his safety was not guaranteed in England Isecafihis royalist convictions, so
he travelled to Paris. While in France, he sen&tha tutor to the Prince of Wales
was in exile. He returned to England after the &asibn and made peace with the
commonwealth in 1652. Hobbes died in the wintet®79 aged Ninety-one years.
His major works are, The Elements of Law, Naturad @olitic (1640), Leviathan
(1651), Form and power of Commonwealth (1651), DexGre (1655), De Homine
(1658), among others.

3.2. Hobbes Empiricism/Theory of Knowledge

In the introduction, you learnt that Hobbes belotmshe empiricist, but he
admired the way of mathematics. Thomas Hobbes as$uhat empirical facts
correspond to geometric axioms, or that the axidha the mind formulates
correspond to the actual characteristics of ob&égvamoving bodies (Essien, 2011:
195). As an empiricist, Hobbes begins his philogopith the given, with sense-
impressions made on us by external bodies, and wuith memories of such
impressions (Coplestone, 1994: 3). For him, theegfphilosophy is knowledge of
effects or appearances as we acquire by true nagioen from the knowledge we
have first of their causes or generation.

Hobbes divided knowledge into two kinds. The fissknowledge of facts and
the second is the knowledge of consequence. Kngeled fact is when one sees
something done or remember seeing it done, them lsumwledge is knowledge of
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fact. Knowledge of fact is an absolute knowledges & kind of knowledge that a
witness offers in a court of law. On the other hadatwledge of consequence is a
conditional or hypothetical knowledge. It is knodde of relations or cause and
effects, example, if A is true, then B will be triitobbes maintained that knowledge
of consequence is scientific knowledge, the kin&radwledge which is required of
a philosopher, who, according to him, only pretetad®ason (Coplestone, 1994: 4).
Hobbes described scientific or philosophical knalgke as knowledge of
conseguence because he considered them to beigoabidtr hypothetical. They are
concerned with the causes and properties of badiesotion. He is a materialist
who maintains that philosophy only takes accounbadies. For him, authentic
knowledge is knowledge of facts.

3.3. Metaphysics

Hobbes’ metaphysics is seen in his materialisnn. I, reality is simply
bodies in motion. The goal of philosophy, accordiaghim, is the discovery of
causes. But what does Hobbes mean by causes? A, dausim, is the sum or
aggregate of all accidents. His metaphysics is e with causal explanation.
And by causal explanation, Hobbes has in mindcanant of the generative process
by which some effect comes into being (Coplestdr@94: 5). This implies that
whatever that fails to come into existence throggherative process cannot be part
of the subject matter of metaphysics.

For him, therefore, metaphysics is concerned Wighcauses and properties
of bodies. However, all motions, according to hsrdetermined, which also follows
that human actions and behaviours are determinedh®wv does Hobbes account
for our internal actions? He accounts for it by maining that motions are of two
kinds; vital and voluntary motions. Vital motiongauch automatic activities as the
circulation of blood, breathing, digestion etc. lghioluntary motions are the aspects
of our behaviours that show freewill (Lawhead, 20820). Voluntary motions
begin with our individual endeavours such as desiraversion. Hobbes’ vital
motions have no problems at all, but the problestsren the voluntary motions. He
maintains that voluntary motions correlate with exjperiences either as pleasurable
or painful. However, if we take Hobbes materialigo far, the result will be the
mechanical outcome of forces acting on every nealit
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3.4. Ethics

Hobbes’ moral philosophy is enshrined in his tjasfrmotion and also in his
political philosophy. According to Asukwo (2016: )3%is moral and ethical
perception hinges on the human nature which masifi@esman’s interaction in a
political society; it is also in line with the laaf nature, which is the natural law.
Hobbes conceived of the goal of morality as justicéhe society. Justice for him,
then, is “keeping of covenant which is a rule atsen, by which we are forbidden
anything destructive to our life and consequentlgva of nature” (Hobbes, 1988:
374).

Hobbes contended that the society rules are ordsredtural law, the law of
reason, which also governs the state. He ascrigedd” to the object of desire,
whereas evil is the object of aversion. Hence, tlile Epicureans, he conceived of
good and evil as terms derived from pleasure and flawhead, 2002: 220).
However, since good and evil are subjective, Holllatieves that we are guided by
subjective pursuit of pleasure. This position deplooth psychological hedonism
and psychological egoism. On the critical perspectHobbes sees good as what
gives an individual pleasure. The implication attls that morality. But how can
we can control people’s pleasure in the face ojestilvity? This became the central
task of his political thought which we shall ex@on the next section.

3.5. Socio-Political Philosophy

Thomas Hobbes had experienced a turbulent pemodnglish history
following the civil war of 1642. From this experm® he came to the conclusion
that chaos is inevitable where there is no stablegqment to prevent it. He also
believes that for any government to control chédasust possess an absolute power.
With these conclusions, Hobbes set out to solveptioblem of political society
where, as exemplified in his moral theory, he pnés¢he political states also as
moving bodies.

Thomas Hobbes political theory is also his themfrgocial contract. Hobbes
began with a hypothetical position of men before fibrmation of the civil state.
According to him, people had lived in a naturatestar state of nature prior to the
formation of a civil state. The word, right, in tbare state of nature is a person's
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freedom "to do what he would, and against whonmhbeght fit, and to possess, use
and enjoy all that he would, or could get." Thevihg force in a person is the will
to survive, and the psychological attitude pervgdifi people is fear—the fear of
death, and particularly violent death. In the stdteature all people are relentlessly
pursuing whatever acts they think will secure tlsafiety. The picture we get of this
state of nature is of people moving against eabtlerptbodies in motion, or the
anarchic condition Hobbes called the war of alliagfeall (Stumpf and Fieser, 2012:
200).

Hobbes analyzes human motivation by saying thatyewe possesses a
twofold drive, namely; appetite and aversion. These drives account for our
motions to and from other people or objects, amy tave the same meanings as
the words love and hate. People are attracted &t Wiey think will help them
survive, and they hate whatever they judge to theeat to them. The words good
and evil have whatever meaning each individual giveem, and people call good
whatever they love and evil whatever they hatetetihmeing nothing simply and
absolutely so." We are fundamentally egotisticathat we are concerned chiefly
with our own survival, and we identify goodnesshaatur own appetites. It would
appear; therefore, that in the state of natureetiemo obligation for people to
respect others and there is no morality in theticaghl sense of goodness and justice
(Stumpf and Fieser, 2012).

In the state of nature, there was no governmentreméhws to guide the
activities of people. However, there was a law atfure or the natural law which
directed man to choose between good and evil. Rdwal in his moral theory
Hobbes had suggested that we are guided by suwgeuirsuit of pleasure. Because
of this, there was bound to be crises in the sihteature. Hence, he presents the
state of nature as a state of chaos. Becausesptliel condition life in the state of
nature was poor, solitary, nasty, brutish and sh®eople became wolves unto
themselves and everyone lived in a state of peapétar because even the strongest
where also weak.

However, the natural law, which is the law of asuggested to people that
they should create for themselves a fearful beliege (Leviathan) and hand over all
their power to it. This being will then control tpeople, wielding all the powers to
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punish, protect and adjudicate laws. This is hosvdivil state came into existence.
For Locke, the state is more powerful than thewiddial and exist to control the
affairs of people. For the state to be able toguerfits function, Hobbes advocates
for an absolute state. Hence, the objective mgraiftthe state supersedes the
subjective morality of individuals. The state, fom, therefore, is an instrument of
control which limit the power of people.

4.0. Conclusion

In the introduction, you learnt that Thomas Hobbekng to the empiricist
tradition, although he admired the method of mathi#s. Thomas Hobbes assumed
that empirical facts correspond to geometric axiconshat the axioms that the mind
formulates correspond to the actual characterizadioobservable moving bodies
(Essien, 2011: 195). As an empiricist, Hobbes bdgsuphilosophy with the given,
with sense-impressions made on us by external bpdied with our memories of
such impressions (Coplestone, 1994:3). For himyetbes, philosophy is a
knowledge of effects or appearances that we actpyiteue ratiocination from the
knowledge we have first of their causes or genaemati

5.0. Summary
In this unit, you have learnt the following:

1. Hobbes begins his philosophy with the given, wighse-impressions made
on us by external bodies, and with our memoriesuch impressions

2. He divided knowledge into two kinds. The first isokvledge of facts and the
second is the knowledge of consequence.

3. A cause, for him, is the sum or aggregate of alicemnts.

4. Hobbes conceived of the goal of morality as jusiicthe society.

5. Metaphysics is concerned with the causes and piepaf bodies.

Self-Assessment Exercise
What makes Hobbes an empiricist philosopher?
Hobbes divides knowledge into two list and briedkplain?

Briefly explain Hobbes Metaphysics and Ethics?
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6.0. References/Further Readings

Asukwo, O. 0. (2016). “Thomas Hobbes” in A.F. Uduamen, M.E. Uka and E.
C. Uduma. (Eds.). A Critical History of Philosophyol. 2. Ultimate index
books. Pp 289-303

Coplestone, F. (1994). A History of Philosophy: Mad Philosophy, The British
Philosophers from Hobbes to Hume. Volume V. Imagekis.

Essien, E. S. (2011). Summa philosophica: an inztdn to philosophy and logic.
Lulu press.

Lawhead, W. F. (2002). The voyage of discovery:istonical introduction to
philosophy, 2nd ed. Wadsworth and Thomson.

Tutor Marked Assignment

What is the difference between knowledge of faatsl &nowledge of
conseguence, according to Hobbes?

Answer: Knowledge of fact is when one sees something @ormemember seeing
it done, then such knowledge is knowledge of fidabwledge of fact is an absolute
knowledge. It is a kind of knowledge that a witheffers in a court of law. On the
other hand, knowledge of consequence is a conditimnhypothetical knowledge.
It is knowledge of relations or cause and effeesample, if A is true, then B will

be true.
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John Locke

Module 2: Unit 3: John Locke and the Rise of ModerrEmpiricism
Contents

1.0. Introduction

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOS)

3.0. Main Content

3.1. A Brief Biography of John Locke

3.2. Locke's Empiricism/Theory of Knowledge
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3.4. Simple and Complex Ideas
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3.5. Primary and Secondary Qualities
3.6. Degrees of Knowledge

3.7. Socio-Political Philosophy

4.0. Conclusion

5.0. Summary

6.0. References/Further Readings
1.0. Introduction

This unit discusses Locke’s empiricism. It adoptstep-by-step analysis of
Locke’s process of knowledge acquisition. Accordingt is worthy of note that
Locke has written on many areas of philosophy. Buthis unit, we are more
committed to his empiricism and how he attemptedn@llenge the position of the
rationalists

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

Explain the process of knowledge acquisition inkeds empiricism
Differentiate between simple and complex ideas

Discuss the various degrees of knowledge in Locke

Discuss the social relevance of Locke’s philosophy

rwbnPE

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of John Locke

John Locke was born in 1632 into a Puritan homes f&ther was a lawyer of
somewhat meager means. Locke studied theologyratattience, philosophy, and
medicine at Oxford University. After his graduatidtocke stayed at Oxford for a
while to lecture in Greek and rhetoric. Howeverpbleeame occupied by public life
instead of academics for the majority of his IBeiring the years 1667-1683 he was
the personal physician and adviser to Lord Ashlaje( to become the Earl of
Shaftesbury). Before doing any work in politicallpkophy, Locke acquired a good
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deal of practical, political experience through &ssociation with Shaftesbury. In
addition to holding a number of political positioh®cke helped draft a constitution
for the American Carolinas in 1669 (Lawhead, 20331). Faced with recurring
health challenges, he retired from public life 801. Locke died quietly in 1704.
His major works are, Two Treatises on Governmemt An Essay Concerning
Human Understanding, (both published in 1690), drsttConcerning Toleration
(1689-1692). Some Thoughts Concerning Education936and The
Reasonableness of Christianity (1695).

3.2. Locke's Empiricism/Theory of Knowledge

In his philosophy, John Locke set out the cenaagktof his project as that of
enquiring into the origin, certainty, and extenhaman knowledge. Locke believed
that if he could describe what knowledge consistnd how it is obtained, he could
determine the limits of knowledge and decide wimsistitutes intellectual certainty.
His believe was that knowledge is restricted t@gland not the innate ideas of the
rationalists but ideas that are developed by thigsexperience. According to
Locke, all our ideas come from some kind of expex@ This implies that we are
all born without knowledge; and that each persomsl at birth is like a blank slate
upon which experience alone can subsequently Wwmnibgvledge. But to inquire into
the limit of human knowledge, Locke thought it weecessary for him to first of all,
dismantle the theory of innate ideas, a positisreatlier discussed, which holds that
we all come into the world with some sort of id¢laagt are already built into the
mind from birth.

3.3. A Rejection of Innate Ideas

One of the major doctrines of the rationalisthe&theory of innatism or innate
ideas (Stumpf and Fieser, 2012: 231). Accordinglis theory claims that some
kinds of ideas, principles, or knowledge are ngpua@d through experience, but are
built into the mind itself (Lawhead, 2015: 303). cke rejected this position.
According to him, knowledge arises from the sensies, a child at birth is born
empty and it is experience that writes knowledde the child as he grows. Locke
also claimed that knowledge emanates from ideashwdre promoted by experience.
For him, an idea is that object which forms the raaterial which understanding is

concerned with while thinking (Ekanem, 2016: 195).
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3.4. Simple and Complex Ideas

Locke believes that knowledge could be explainedeaf discover the raw
materials out of which it was made. According tmhexperience provides us with
two sources of ideas, sensation and reflectionké&aeoaintains that all the ideas we
have can be traced either to sensation or to teftecand these ideas in turn are
either simple or complex (Stumpf and Fieser 232).

Simple Ideas

Simple ideas constitute the chief source of the materials out of which our
knowledge is made (Stumpf and Fieser, 2012: 23Rgs& ideas are received
passively by the mind through the senses. Sim@asidaccording to Locke, come
from sensation. But he also believes that somealareed from reflection. Just as
our senses grasp the object, our minds also beegraes of the object when we
reflect on them. In relation to the ideas receitl@dugh the senses, our minds can
develop other simple ideas by reasoning and jud@tgmpf and Fieser,2012: 232).

Complex Ideas

Complex ideas, on the other hand, are not recgrasdively but rather are
put together by our minds as a compound of simpéas. In other words, when
Locke talks about Complex ideas, he is simply tajlabout the collection of simple
ideas such that it presents us with an idea of @eviComplex ideas deal with the
workings of the minds with we are presented witlitiple simple senses. For Locke,
ideas are produced by objects of experience, twexedll knowledge is derived from
sense experience.

3.5. Primary and Secondary Qualities

Locke introduced the term "quality" to refer to Hiality of matter to produce
ideas in our mind. Locke here makes an importastiraition between two different
kinds of qualities in order to answer the questibhow ideas are related to objects.
He terms these qualities primary and secondarynd®y qualities are those that
really do exist in the bodies themselves (Stumpiflaieser, 2012: 233). It has to do
with qualities that belong to objects such as,dgli extension, figure, motion or
rest, and number. Thus, our ideas which are caogguimary qualities resemble
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exactly those qualities that belong inseparabliheoobject. Locke, however, says
that secondary qualities, such as colors, souadid, and odors, do not belong to
or constitute bodies except as powers to produesetideas in us. According to
Stumpf and Fieser the importance of Locke's disbncbetween primary and
secondary qualities is just an attempt to distislglietween appearance and reality
(Stumpf and Fieser, 2012: 234).

3.6. Degrees of Knowledge

In the process of acquiring knowledge, Locke ishefview that our ideas fit
or do not fit. What we then call knowledge is thath proper related ideas. He
classified knowledge into three degrees, dependmgts method of acquisition.
These are intuitive, demonstrative and sensitiveadge. By intuitive knowledge,
he refers that form of idea which is immediateyésano doubt, and is the clearest
and most certain that human frailty is capable. Destrative knowledge occurs
when our minds try to discover the agreement cagtsement of ideas by calling
attention to still other ideas ((Stumpf and Fie2&12: 235).

Locke cautions that each step of the demonstratiust have intuitive
certainty. This is particularly the case in math&osabut again, Locke thought that
demonstration is a type of perception that leadsind to knowledge of some form
of existing reality. Thus, man knows, by an inetcertainty; that bare nothing can
no more produce any real being than can be equaldaight angles. However,
sensitive knowledge, the last degree of knowledgsgording to him, is not
knowledge in the strict sense of the term; it ggdgses under the name of knowledge.
But sensitive knowledge does not give us certainty,does it extend very far. In
particular, sensitive knowledge does not assuréhas qualities that seem to be
related are in fact necessarily connected. We sisghse things as they are, and as
we never sense substance, we never know from semdaiw things are really
connected (Stumpf and Fieser, 2012: 236).

3.7. Socio-Political Theory

Locke begins his political theory like Hobbes didhna treatment of the state
of nature. However, unlike Hobbesian state whicls wharacterized by chaos,
Locke's state of nature was peaceful, for accortlingim, there was the law of
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nature that guided the actions of people. But thaihgre was the law of nature to

regulate the affairs of men, there was no univdegaslator. Everybody, he noted,

has rights that are natural to him/her. But asetheas no government, everyone was
an umpire unto his/herself in the state of nature.

Locke held in high esteem, our rights to the wdrkwr hand. This is the right
to private property. | have a right to the prodafciny own labour when | turn virgin
soil into farmland. And everyone has a right in disher own person to freedom
from assault or other interference (Rogers, 19988).3 Unfortunately, the
continuance of these rights without a power to @Ehvhenever conflict arises led
to the formation of a civil society, and so peogigee to give up the freedom of the
state of nature by entering into compact with ather accept the authority of
political society. Power is then given to the gaveent (the sovereign) to protect
the natural rights of those who enter into the @it When government fails to
protect the individual's natural rights, then piohltl society ceases to exist and
executive action returns to the individual and unslech conditions, government
forfeits its right to rule and rebellion is juséf.

4.0. Conclusion

In the beginning of his philosophical journey, ddlocke maintained that his
major mission was to set out the grounds of knogadeethics, politics, and religion.
In tackling this set of problems, he took on a taEkmmense proportions that he
had inherited from the rationalists. His philosaahioptimism is indicated by the
fact that he hoped to accomplish this mission whh modest and humble tools of
empiricism. The outcome is that he ended up inteamgpt to steer a path between
dogmatism and skepticism.

In this unit, therefore, we made a case for Lockefspiricism and his
rejection of the innate ideas thesis. The unitulised the process of knowledge
acquisition in his philosophy beginning with ideasthe raw material through which
human knowledge is possible. Substance then, bexomthing but object of
sensitive knowledge.

5.0. Summary

In this unit, you have learnt that:
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1. Experiences provides us with two sources of ideasyely, sensation and
reflection.

2. There is no innate idea because the human mindiis bmpty and it
experience that write knowledge on it.

3. In knowledge acquisition, there primary and secondaalities

4. Ideas are either simple or complex.

Self-Assessment Exercise
What arguments does Locke raise against the deadfimnate ideas?
Briefly explain simple and complex ideas accordmd.ocke?
Briefly explain primary and secondary qualities@cing to John Locke?
6.0. References/Further Readings

Ekanem, S. A. (2016). “John Locke” in A.F. Uduigwem M.E. Uka and E. C.
Uduma. (Eds.). A critical history of philosophy,lva. Ultimate index books.

Stumpf, S. E. and Fieser, J. (2012). Socrates tweSand Beyond: A History of
Philosophy. McGraw-Hill Education.

Rogers, G. A. (1998). “John Locke” in R. H. Popk&al.). The Columbia History of
Western Philosophy. Columbia University press. 8p-351

Lawhead, W. F. (2002). The voyage of discovery:istonical introduction to
philosophy, 2nd ed. Wadsworth and Thomson.

Stumpf, S. and Fieser, J. (2012). Socrates to &sanmid beyond: A history of
philosophy. 8th ed. McGraw hill education.

Tutor Marked Assignment
How does Locke define “idea’?

Answer: According to Locke, an idea is that object whfohms the raw material
which understanding is concerned with while thimgkin
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Module 2: Unit 4: George Berkeley
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6.0. References/Further Readings

1.0. Introduction

In unit 3, you learnt about the empiricism of Lecknd how he limits the data
of knowledge to ideas. Locke sees substance asbjbets of our ideas. In this unit,
you shall be introduced into the thought of GeoBprkeley and how it led to
idealism. You shall also learn about his conceptibmatter and substance and the
disparity between his thought and that of otheti€riempiricists.

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Discuss Berkeley’'s empiricism and the nature olityea
2. Discuss his notion matter and substance and hdifats from that of Locke.
3. Explain his notion of God and the existence ofghin

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of George Berkeley

George Berkeley was born in Ireland in 1685. At élge of 15, he entered
Trinity College, Dublin, where he studied mathemrstilogic, languages, and
philosophy. He became a Fellow of the College ayears after he earned his B.A.
degree and was also ordained a clergyman in thecGhaf England, becoming a
bishop in 1734. George Berkeley died in 1753 and tvaried in Christ Church
Chapel in Oxford. His major works includes, Essayw&rds a New Theory of
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Vision (1709), A Treatise Concerning the PrinciptésHuman Knowledge (1710),
and Three Dialogues Between Hylas and Philonus3j171

3.2. The Nature of Existence

Influenced by Locke, George Berkeley began hisgsbibhy by denying the
existence of matter. His philosophy is summed ughleypopular dictum accredited
him, "to be is to be perceived." Clearly, this wbualean that if something were not
perceived, it would not exist. Berkeley speaks aisible things as collections or
combinations of 'sensations or ideas' and drawsdhelusion that they ‘cannot exist
otherwise than in a mind perceiving them'. In hesaNTheory of Vision, he argues
that all our knowledge depends on actual vision @ihér sensory experiences. In
particular, he argues that we never sense spanagmitude; we only have different
visions or perceptions of things when we see theam fdifferent perspectives.
According to him, all that we ever see are the itjgalof an object that our faculty
of vision is capable of sensing (Stumpf and Fie240). We do not see the closeness
of an object; we only have a different vision ofvbhen we move toward or away
from it. The more Berkeley considered the workinghis own mind and wondered
how his ideas were related to objects outside ®infind, the more certain he was
that he could never discover any object indepenailnis ideas (Stumpf and Fieser,
240).

3.3. Matter and Substance

Berkeley denies the independent existence of thitiger than that which is
given by perception in the mind. Berkeley's coritenttherefore, is that to say of a
sensible thing or body that it exists is to say th& perceived or perceivable: in his
opinion, there is nothing else that it can means &@nhalysis, he maintains, does not
affect the reality of things. 'Existence is perappercipere (Coplestone, 1994: 219).
He described matter as an unthinking substancengdarther, Berkeley says that
If, then, | try to describe or interpret realityterms of my experience, | first come
to the conclusion that there are other peoplertigself who have minds. From this
it can be assumed that, just as | have ideas, pduple likewise have ideas.

Apart from my finite mind and the finite minds others, there is a greater
Mind analogous to mine, and this is God's Mind (3ttiand Fieser, 2012: 243).
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God's ideas constitute the regular order of nafline. ideas that exist in our minds
are God's ideas, which he communicates to us sdhhabjects or things that we
perceive in daily experience are caused not byemattsubstance but by God. It is
God, too, who coordinates all experiences of finmii@ds, assuring regularity and
dependability in experience, which in turn enalisgo think in terms of the "laws
of nature.” Thus, the orderly arrangement of id@aSod's Mind is communicated
to the finite minds or spirits of people, with allance made for the differences in
competence between the divine and finite minds. Ullienate reality, then, is
spiritual (God) and not material, and the continagdtence of objects when we are
not perceiving them is explained by God's contirsuperception of them (Stumpf
and Fieser, 2012: 244).

3.4. God and the Existence of Things

Berkeley claims that every individual mind existezior to other minds. And
so also, human minds are diverted from things. & ietherefore some other mind
wherein they exist, during the intervals betwees time of our perceiving them.
And because all human minds are intermittently dece from things, "there is an
omnipresent eternal Mind, which knows and comprdball things, and exhibits
them to our view in such a manner and accordingutth rules as he himself has
ordained, and are by us termed the Laws of Na(@tlmpf and Fieser, 2012: 243).
Berkeley, therefore, concluded that the existeri¢hings depends on the existence
of God, and God is the cause of the orderlineskings in nature

4.0. Conclusion

In this unit, we discussed the empiricism of GeolMye noticed that Berkeley
gave us an empiricist impression which holds tleatlity consists of perception.
However, he landed himself in contradiction whercle@med that whatever exists
is either an idea in the mind or perceiving mindisTis an idealist position, which
IS a theory in Metaphysics. His philosophy, therefas criticized of mixing up
perception with being.

5.0. Summary

In this unit, you have learnt that:

56



1. The crux of Berkeley’'s empiricism is perception.

2. There is no independent existence other than thmathwvs given by the
perception of the mind.

3. God is the cause of the orderliness of things tanea

4. The ultimate reality is spiritual and not material.

Self-Assessment Exercise
What does Berkeley mean when he says “to be is fpelbceived”?
What does matter and substance mean to Berkeley?
Briefly discuss God and the existence of thing&Geyprge Berkeley?
6.0. References/Further Readings

Stumpf, S. E. and Fieser, J. (2012). Socrates tweSand Beyond: A History of
Philosophy. McGraw-Hill Education.

Coplestone, F. (1994). A History of Philosophy: Mad Philosophy, The British
Philosophers from Hobbes to Hume. Volume V. Imagekis.

Lawhead, W. F. (2015). the Voyage of Discovery: #stbrical Introduction to
Philosophy. Fourth edition. Cengage learning

Russell, B. (1945). The History of Western Philgsp Simon and Schuster
Tutor Marked Assignment
What is Berkeley’'s argument for the existence ofi%o

Answer: Berkeley's argument for the existence of Gaithad all human minds are
intermittently diverted from things, therefore, ithés an omnipresent eternal Mind,
which knows and comprehends all things, and exithiém to our view in such a
manner and according to such rules as he himselbitained, and are by us termed
the Laws of Nature. The existence of things, tlweefdepends on the existence of
God, and God is the cause of the orderliness nghin nature.
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1.0. Introduction

David Hume took the genuinely empirical elementsha philosophy of
Locke and Berkeley, purged them from the lingemmgtaphysics in their thought,
and gave empiricism its clearest and most rigofotraulation. In fact, he has been
described as the most consistent of the Britishiecmis. In his skepticism, Hume
denied the idea of substance and causality for déekpressions producing them.
In this unit, therefore, you shall be learning atibe skepticism of Hume. We shall
discuss his theory of knowledge, view on causaétyd also his denial of
metaphysical realities.

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Identify and discuss the empirical thought in Husnéhilosophy.
2. Differentiate between impressions and ideas
3. Give reason(s) for Hume's rejection of causality ametaphysics

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of David Hume

David Hume was born in 1711 in Edinburgh, Scotlanth, a Calvinist family
of modest means. He attended Edinburgh Universihgre he studied Classics,
Mathematics, Science, and Philosophy. In 1763 het we Paris to serve as an
assistant to the English ambassador. His reputasanhistorian and man of letters
preceded him, and his three years in France wexat $iging the life of a celebrity
and being the idol of all the leading social cisclele lived out the last years of his
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life in his hometown of Edinburgh where he was tbading light in Scottish

intellectual and literary circles. Hume died in §7His major works are, A Treatise
of Human Nature, An Enquiry Concerning Human Unterding, An Enquiry

Concerning the Principles of Morals, Natural Higtaf Religion and Dialogues
Concerning Natural Religion.

3.2. Theory of Knowledge: Impressions and Ideas athe Origin of Our
Knowledge

Hume begins his philosophy with an analysis of @arceptions. By
Perceptions, he simply means the contents of comscess (Lawhead, 2015: 336).
Consequently, Hume divides perceptions into impoessand ideas. Impressions
and ideas make up the total content of the min@. driginal stuff of thought is an
impression (a sensation or feeling), and an idenaarely a copy of an impression.
According to Hume, the difference between an impmsand an idea is only the
degree of their vividness. The original perceptgoan impression, as when we hear,
see, feel, love, hate, desire, or will. These irapi@ns are "lively” and clear when
we have them. When we reflect on these impressiwedjave ideas of them, and
those ideas are less lively versions of the origimpressions. To feel pain is an
impression, whereas the memory of this sensati@niglea. In every particular,
impressions and their corresponding ideas are,alikiering only in their degree of
vividness with which they strike upon the mind amake their way into our thoughts
or consciousness (Coplestone, 1994: 265).

Besides distinguishing between impressions andsidélume argues that
without impressions there can be no ideas. Thisesause if a particular idea is
simply a copy of an impression, it means for evielga there must be a prior
impression. Nevertheless, it is not every idea, dwaw, that reflects an exact
corresponding impression, for instance when weahtkut a flying horse or a golden
mountain even though we have ideas of them. But édemplains such ideas as
being the product of the mind's "faculty of compdung, transposing, or
diminishing the materials afforded us by the sers®$ experience"(Stumpf and
Fieser, 2012: 247).
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3.3. Association of Ideas

Hume argues that it is not by mere chance thatdmas are related to each
other. There must be, Hume says, some bond of us@mne associating quality; by
which one idea naturally introduces another. Hiplaxation was that, whenever
there are certain qualities in ideas, these ideaassociated with each other (Stumpf
and Fieser 247). These qualities are, resemblaociguity in time or place, and
cause and effect. As resemblance, Hume says thah wie see a picture, our
attention is often drawn to the original. Contiguatith time or place has to do with
an idea that a part indicates a whole, like whennestion a room and someone
thinks about other parts and the building as a wtéihally, the quality of cause and
effects has to do with succession of events, whdren one event is preceded by
another.

3.4. On Causality

Hume's most original and influential ideas deahvifte problem of causality
(Stumpf and Fieser, 2012: 247). For Hume the vdeaiof causality cannot be
proven. But Hume intend to investigate it a litde, he asked "What is the origin of
the idea of causality?" Since ideas are copiesmgressions, Hume asks what
impression gives us the idea of causality. His a@amsw that there is no impression
corresponding to this idea. How, then, does tha mlecausality arise in the mind?
His response is that the idea of causality is angynidea that has no corresponding
Impressions but only arises in the mind when weeegpce certain relations
between objects. For him, when we speak of caudeeiact, we mean to say that
A Causes B. But what kind of a relation does tlhevg between A and B? in his
response, Hume claims that in our experience, webaing furnished by two
relations, namely, (1) contiguity, for A and B abvays close together, and (2)
priority in time, where event A (cause) always pdes B, the effect. But how do
we tell if at very point A happens that B will fow? Hume argued that there is no
such necessary connection. According to him, wiviée do have impressions of
contiguity in space and priority in time, we do hatve any impression of necessary
connection. Thus, causality is not a quality in dlgects we observe but is rather a
mental habit of association” produced by the réipetof instances A and B (Stumpf
and Fieser, 2012: 248).

61



3.5. Rejection of Metaphysics

Hume denied that substance in any form exists stang coherent meaning.
If what is meant by the self is some form of subséa Hume argued that no such
substance can be derived from our impressionssts®n (Stumpf and Fieser, 249).
Hume, therefore, submit that notions like substaneality, mind, matter, etc, are
actually meaningless and unintelligible. He alsoyssahat questions that
metaphysicians seek to answer, like what is thareadf reality, what is the cause
of the world, what is the relationship between eratind mind, etc, are all
meaningless. They are meaningless because whemalgza these questions in
terms of our empirical meaning criteria, these tjoas dissolve into nothingness
(Essien, 2011: 231). For him, any material contajmmetaphysical knowledge of
realities should be discarded as containing saptestd illusion. He asserts:

When we run over libraries, persuaded of thesecypies, what havoc must
we make? If we take in our hand any volume, ofrdiyior school of metaphysics,
for instance; let us ask: "Does it contain any @z$treasoning concerning quantity
and number? No. Does it contain any experimengsdaeing concerning matters of
fact and existence? No. Commit it then to flames,iff can contain nothing but
Sophistry and illusion (Hume, 1748: 132)

Hume also denied the existence of self. He questibwe have any one
impression that is invariably associated with dgai of self. Finding none, he argues
that the human mind is a kind of theatre wheresgyerceptions successively make
their appearance and then disappear. Hume deriexigtence of a continuous self-
identity and sees the self as nothing but a bumdlecollection of different
perceptions.

3.6. the Notion of God

Hume emphasizes that the order of the universarply an empirical fact
and that we cannot infer from it the existence ofl(He points out that from a finite
effect you cannot conclude an infinite cause (Laadh015: 349). However, this is
not purely indicative that Hume denied the exiséeeotGod.

4.0. Conclusion
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Hume’s philosophy leads to skepticism. However, sk@ptical thought
remains unchallenged for; little wonder that higmicism awoke Kant from his
dogmatic slumber, who responded with his critidalgsophy as we shall see later

5.0. Summary
In this unit, you have learnt that:

Hume was the most consistent of the empiricists.
He denied the existence of matter and substance.
He denied causality.

4. Impressions and ideas are the origin of our knogded

whn e

Self-Assessment Exercise

What are the three ways in which one idea becoms&scated with another
idea?

Briefly discuss the notion of causality accordingHume’s?
How is David Hume an empiricist?
6.0. References/Further Readings

Stumpf, S. E. and Fieser, J. (2012). Socrates tweSand Beyond: A History of
Philosophy. McGraw-Hill Education.

Coplestone, F. (1994). A History of Philosophy: Mad Philosophy, The British
Philosophers from Hobbes to Hume. Volume V. Imagekis.

Lawhead, W. F. (2015). the Voyage of Discovery: #stbrical Introduction to
Philosophy. Fourth edition. Cengage learning.

Essien, E. S. (2011). Summa philosophica: an ingtdn to philosophy and logic.
Lulu press.

Tutor Marked Assignment

What is the distinction Hume makes between impoessand ideas?
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Answer: The original stuff of thought is an impressiorsénsation or feeling), and
an idea is merely a copy of an impression. Accgdim Hume, the difference
between an impression and an idea is only the degfrtheir vividness.
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1.0 Introduction

In module 2, we studied about the empiricists whiionraed the power of the
senses as the source of our knowledge. Howevardiatn in opposition to the
empiricists are the rationalists who maintain that source of knowledge is reason.
Rationalism, headed by Descartes, was the most ndwaoctrine of the 17th
century. In this unit, we shall discuss the idelB@scartes, its founder.

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Discuss Descartes method of investigation

2. Explain how he arrived at the cogito

3. Understand his metaphysics vis-a-vis his notioaulifstance and God
4. Discuss his mind-body dualism and the problem agtstwith it

3.0. Main Content

3.1. A Brief Biography of Rene Descartes
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Rene Descartes was born in Touraine in 1596. Hiefavas a councilor of
the Parliament of Brittany. From 1604 to 1612 Dessastudied in the Jesuit college
of La Fleche, where his curriculum included matheesalogic, and philosophy. He
was most impressed during these years with theaiogt and precision of
mathematics, as compared with traditional philogpp¥hich invariably produced
doubts and disputes. After traveling widely throaghEurope, he decided, in 1628,
to settle in Holland, and it was here that Dessantmte his principal philosophical
works, including his Discourse on Method (1637),dtations on First Philosophy
(1641), Principles of Philosophy (1644), and Thedians of the Soul (1649). He
went to Sweden in 1649 at the invitation of Qued&nigina, who wanted Descartes
to instruct her in his philosophy. As the queenld@ee him only at five o'clock in
the morning, this unaccustomed encounter with tterlzold at that hour made him
easy prey to illness. Within a few months he seffieain attack of pneumonia and in
February 1650, at the age of 54, he died.

3.2. Theory of knowledge: The quest for certainty

Descartes assumes that everyone is familiar wghptienomenon of being
deceived by his senses. One may see somethingvhich turns out to be quite
otherwise when seen close up, or see things wiegnaite in water from when they
are out of it, example, when one is rowing, the @gpears to be bent. Since this
sometimes happens, Descartes suggests we caniipbeeaertain that we are not
always mistaken (Popkin and Stroll, 1996: 215prié grants this is sometimes the
case, but objects that in most cases we can be c¢eiitain that our senses are not
deceiving us, then Descartes presses:

But perhaps, even though the senses do sometincesvelais when it is a
guestion of very small and distant things, stitréh are many other matters
concerning which one simply cannot doubt, even ghothey are derived
from the very same senses: for example, that lisimgshere next to the fire,
wearing my winter dressing gown, that | am holding sheet of paper in my
hands, and the like. But on what grounds coulddarey that these hands and
this entire body are mine? Unless perhaps | welikén myself to the insane,
whose brains are impaired by such an unrelentipgvaf black bile that they
steadfastly insist that they are kings when theyudter paupers, or that they
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are arrayed in purple robes when they are nakatiaothey have heads made
of clay, or that they are gourds, or that theyraagle of glass. But such people
are mad, and | would appear no less mad, weréeakt their behavior as an
example for myself (Descartes, 1998: 60).

Descartes, therefore, begins to question the krdgelef whatever is given

to us by experience. In fact, he raises anothernt@ubling problem when he
reflects:

This would all be well and good, were | not a mamows accustomed to
sleeping at night, and to experiencing in my dreémasvery same things, or
now and then even less plausible ones, as thearensople do when they
are awake. How often does my evening slumber pdesoee of such ordinary
things as these: that | am here, clothed in mysingsgown, seated next to
the fireplace - when in fact | am lying undresseded! But right now my
eyes are certainly wide awake when | gaze uporstiast of paper. This head
which | am shaking is not heavy with sleep. | egtéinis hand consciously
and deliberately, and | feel it. Such things waudd be so distinct for someone
who is asleep. As if | did not recall having beeteived on other occasions
even by similar thoughts in my dreams! As | consitteese matters more
carefully, | see so plainly that there are no dafiea signs by which to
distinguish being awake from being asleep (1998. 60

The fundamental aim of Descartes was, obviouslyughp to attain
philosophical truth by the use of reason (Coplestd®94: 66). Descartes was
chiefly concerned with the problem of intellectusdrtainty. So he sought to
construct the system of true knowledge upon thaacéps of human reason alone.
Descartes broke with the past and gave philosodhgsh start. In particular, since
his system of truth would have to be derived frosidwn rational capacities, he
would no longer rely on previous philosophers f@r ideas, now would he accept
any idea as true simply because it was expresssdrbgone with authority (Stumpf
and Fieser, 2002: 207). He therefore gave philog@plresh start by using only
those truths he could know through his own powsrgha foundation for all other
knowledge.
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3.3. A Search for Method

Descartes's method consists of harnessing thdiebibf the mind with a
special set of rules. He insisted on the necesditpethod and on systematic and
orderly thinking. Descartes looked to mathematicdlie best example of clear and
precise thinking. Indeed, he wanted to make allvkadge a sort of universal
mathematics. He was convinced that mathematicédiogy and self-evidence of it
reasoning are results of a special way of thinKlregvhead, 2002: 208). Descartes,
therefore, thought that if he could discover thsywhe would have a method for
discovering true knowledge. In mathematics Dessadescovered something
fundamental about mental operations.

Descartes held on to the mind's ability to apprdhdinectly and clearly
certain basic truths. He placed the whole edificknowledge on the foundation of
intuition and deduction, and he believed that thesemethods are the most certain
routes to knowledge adding that any other apprshohld be rejected as suspect of
error and dangerous. In a nutshell, intuition giwssfoundational concepts, and
deduction draws more information from our intuiso(Gtumpf and Fieser, 2012:
207). Descartes describes intuition as an inteldcctivity or vision of such clarity
that it leaves no doubt in the mind. Descartes ries deduction as “all necessary
inference from facts that are known with certaintyWhat makes intuition and
deduction similar is that both involve truth. Bytuition we grasp a simple truth
completely and immediately, whereas by deductiommee at a truth by a process,
a continuous and uninterrupted action of the mind.

3.4. Methodic Doubt

Descartes used the method of doubt in order to dimcabsolutely certain
starting point for building up our knowledge. Twagyaments persuaded Descartes
that he could doubt virtually all his normal bediefrhe first is the argument from
dreaming. | believe that | am sitting by the firghwa piece of paper in my hand.
Why? Because my senses tell me so. But could baalreaming? In dreams my
senses present me with information of the same &snideceive waking. So how do
| know that | am not dreaming now? Having set autis Rules that we should never
accept anything about which we can entertain anybyche now tries to doubt

everything. His intention is clear; for he wantsteeep away all his former opinions,
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"so that they might later on be replaced, eitheotbwers which were better, or by the
same, when | had made them conform to the unifgrmita rational scheme”
(Stumpf and Fieser 2012:207). By this method ofkbdpolescartes shows how
uncertain our knowledge is, even of what seems oimsbus to us. While Descartes
was doubting everything, there was one thing whiettould not doubt, and that is
the fact that he was doubting. In discovering tRlgescartes makes his point as
expressed by Stumpf and Fieser thus:

But | was persuaded that there was nothing irhalMtorld, that there was no
heaven, no earth, that there were no minds, norbaaljes: was not then
likewise persuaded that | did not exist? Not gtadla surety | myself did exist
since | persuaded myself of something. But thesoime deceiver or other,
very powerful and very cunning, whoever employsitggnuity in deceiving
me. Then without doubt | exist also if he deceines and let him deceive me
as much as he will, he can never cause me to bengato long as | think that
| am something (2012: 211).

According to Descartes, even if God is deceiving m every possible way;
he knows that he exists since; in the very memttbadoubting, he is affirming his
own existence. Descartes, therefore expresseshihipopular dictum "I think,
therefore | am" (cogito ergo sum). Thought (reaso@omes the instrument of
which Descartes intend to use as the foundatikmoiviedge.

3.5. Metaphysics: The Existence of God and Eterndlhings

The kind of ideas that Descartes believed must rimaté are those of
mathematical objects, like the idea of a circlel also, and most important, the idea
of a perfect being, God. These ideas have propettiat do not appear in our
experience. No circle that we see is perfectly couBut the one that we can think
about, is. We ourselves are not perfect enoughcddtes claimed, to invent the sort
of perfection that appears in some of our idegse@ally that of God (Popkin and
Stroll, 1993: 236). We are merely finite, temparadatures, and yet we have an idea
of an infinite and eternal God. How then, Descadslsed, can we create concepts
of properties, which we neither discover in our expnce, nor in ourselves? From
such reasoning, he concluded that mathematicas ided the idea of God must be
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of a special category, called ‘innate’, which mostmplanted in us by some agency
other than ourselves and other than the eventardives.

Developing the concept of a perfect being, Dessartacluded that this idea
can only be caused by something that had at leastame perfections as the idea
itself exhibited. The idea is that of ‘a substatitat is infinite, eternal, immutable,
independent, all-knowing, all-powerful, and by whitmyself and everything else,
if anything else does exist, have been createtb. not have properties like these to
make use of in inventing an idea, and in my exmpeeel never see anything with
such perfection (Popkin and Stroll, 1993: 237).r€fare, the idea of a perfect being
must come from something that is at least as pea®the idea. Hence, Descartes
reasoned, there must be a God, who has creatednaeyho has implanted in me
the idea of a perfect being (Popkin and Stroll,319B7).

3.6. Substance: Mind-Body Relation

Descartes defines substance as a thing which exist&h a way as to depend
on no other thing for its existence (Lawhead, 227). Descartes definition of
substance would only fit God’s description, singergthing else depends on him.
According to Descartes there are two main categodt substances: mental
substances and physical substances. This implegsthie mind and body are two
completely different entities. You will recall thBescartes started out by being sure
of his own mental existence but in doubt as to Yweobr not his body existed. This
led him to conclude that the mind is a separatstamgce from the body because it
does not need the body in order to exist or tormkerstood.

Furthermore, the mind and the body are separastautes because they have
completely different attributes. Minds are capaifleonscious acts such as thinking,
doubting, and willing. Bodies are not conscious aar@ simply moved by
mechanical forces acting on them. Minds are not¢redéd and so do not take up
space. They are a kind of nonphysical or spiriteallity. Because they are not
extended, they are not made up of parts and cdrendivided. Bodies, of course,
are extended, occupy space, and can be dividedmoi@® elementary particles
(Lawhead, 2015: 256).
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However, the problem so generated by this positgoif the spiritual can
influence the physical, and if yes, where do thagract? While he tried to locate
the mind in the pineal gland, the technical probtdrimteraction remains. If there is
interaction, there would have to be contact, anchsw would have to be extended.
On this problem, his rules of method did not leath ko any clear and distinct
conclusion (Stumpf and Fieser, 2012: 215).

4.0 Conclusion

Descartes is the father of modern philosophy. Wnitke early modern
philosophers who did not develop any new systerthair philosophy, Descartes
introduced the cogito (reason), as the foundatiomuonan knowledge. His central
task was to establish science and philosophy imrshakable foundation using the
method of mathematics. As a mathematician, Descadiscovered that the
knowledge of mathematics is certain, distinct amdubitable. So he devoted his
time into creating a new foundation for philosophy the foundation of other
sciences. However, Descartes did not succeed guikist as he found himself drown
in mind-body dualism. Notwithstanding the probleenldter encountered, Descartes
projects truly opened up a new vista of investiggatthe nature of reality in
philosophy. He is the undisputed leader of the Téthtury rationalist movement, a
school of thought which emphasizes the power cfaerand not experience, as the
foundation of knowledge.

5.0 Summary
In this unit, you have learnt the following:

1. Knowledge, for Descartes, come from the facultyredsoning and not
experience.

2. The method he adopted to carry out his investigaidhe methodic doubit.

3. Human beings are born with some ideas or knowl¢digeare innate.

4. Descartes introduced the mind-body problem intéogbphy and the problem
S0 generated is the problem of interaction betwwkemind and the body.

5. The idea of God is innate and cannot be known Ipgeance.
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Self-Assessment Exercise

Discuss Descartes Methodic Doubt?

Discuss Descartes mind body relationship?

Discuss the existence of God and external thingerding to Descartes?
6.0. References/Further Studies

Coplestone, F. (1994). A History of Philosophy: Mad Philosophy: From
Descartes to Leibniz Volume IV. Image books.

Lawhead, W. F. (2002). The voyage of discovery:istonical introduction to
philosophy, 2nd ed. Wadsworth and Thomson.

Lawhead, W. F. (2015). the Voyage of Discovery: #stbrical Introduction to
Philosophy. Fourth edition. Cengage learning.

Lawhead, W. F. (2015). the Voyage of Discovery: #stbrical Introduction to
Philosophy. Fourth edition. Cengage learning.

Popkin, R H. and Stroll, A. (1996). Philosophy. ithedition. Made simple books.

Stumpf, S. E. and Fieser, J. (2012). Socrates tweSand Beyond: A History of
Philosophy. McGraw-Hill Education.

Tutor Marked Assignment
What is Descartes definition of substance?

Answer: Descartes defines substance as a thing whiclserisuch a way as to
depend on no other thing for its existence
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2.0 Introduction

In our previous unit, we noted how Descartes attémpstablish knowledge
on a firm foundation led him into creating a problef dualism. In this unit, we
shall consider Benedict Spinoza, another ratiopalisd how he solved the problem
of dualism that was started by Descartes as wélisaslea on the source and nature
of knowledge.

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

Discuss the pantheism of Spinoza.

Discuss his theory of knowledge.

Outline and distinguish the three levels of cogmiti

Discus his metaphysics vis-a-vis the notion of tafise and God as different
from Descartes

hwpnR

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Benedict Spinoza

Baruch Spinoza (or Espinosa) was born in Amsteraat632. He was among
the greatest of Jewish philosophers. His origipatit mind is suggested by his
expulsion from the Synagogue of Amsterdam for Imsrthodox views. His refusal
to accept the chair of philosophy at Heidelberg fuaiher evidence of his desire to
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preserve his freedom to pursue his ideas wherdxesdarch for truth might lead
him. Though he was content to live in simplicity,garn a modest living grinding
lenses, his fame as a thinker spread abroad amuradsboth admiration and
condemnation. Spinoza was born in Amsterdam in i632family of Portuguese
Jews who had fled from persecution in Spain. Hetnaased in the study of the Old
Testament and the Talmud and was familiar with wr&ings of the Jewish
philosopher Maimonides. Forced to leave Amsterda663 he went to The Hague,
where he carried on his literary career, of whieh Ethics is the crowning work.
Spinoza died in 1677 aged of 45.

3.2. Theory of Knowledge

Spinoza's theory of knowledge is based on the jpimof logical necessity.

In other words, Spinoza believes that the fabrithefuniverse is woven from the
warp and woof of logical necessity. “In Nature #és nothing contingent, but all
things are determined from the necessity of thendivature to exist and act in a
certain manner” (Lawhead, 2015: 265). Why, thensalme events seem contingent
to us? Spinoza replies that “a thing cannot bedalbntingent unless with reference
to a deficiency in our knowledge.” When we failsie that everything is necessary,
it is “because the order of causes is concealed &’ (qtd in Lawhead 2005: 265).
Hence, while we can deduce some truths apriory saimeone with the exhaustive
knowledge of the divine mind could deduce the exise and behavior of any
particular thing. The important point is that alliths are capable of demonstration,
though not for the human intellect.

3.3. Levels of Cognition

Spinoza holds that all human ideas fall into tloagegories, which range from
the most inadequate and confused to the highesiipp@sevel of human knowledge.
These categories are classified into:

1. Opinion or imagination: This is the source of inadequate ideas and fstefs.

The most inadequate form of information is mereoadband opinion (for example,
my belief that | was born on such and such a dag)so includes perception arising
from signs, such as the ideas and images | getliieaning or reading certain words.
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The most common form of this low-grade cognitiorwisat | receive from vague
experience.

2. ReasonThis is the second level of cognition. Reasorsgmeyond fleeting sense
experience and searches out the underlying chameasions or causes that make
something what it is. it is of the nature of reasmiperceive things under a certain
form of eternity

3. Intuition : The third and highest level of knowledge is ititii. Spinoza is not as
clear about this as we would like, for he descriteebeneficial effects more than he
does its nature. It is best seen as an integrasezhwof the whole that arises out of
the level of reason (Lawhead, 2015: 264-265).

3.4. Metaphysics: Substance, God and Attribute

Spinoza’s metaphysics revolves around his posit@t there is only one
substance, "God or Nature" (Russell, 1945: 571in&a offered a strikingly unique
conception of God, in which he identified God witle whole cosmos, a view that
we now call pantheism. His famous formula was "@GoNature" (Deus sive Natura),
as if to say that these two words are interchangg&bumpf and Fieser, 2012: 216).
The clue to Spinoza's unigue conception of Goausd in his definition: God |
understand to be a being absolutely infinite, had substance consisting of infinite
attributes, each of which expresses eternal amuitmessence (Stumpf and Fieser,
2012: 216). Spinoza's special thoughts revolveraddhbe ideas of substance and its
attributes and for him, there is only one singlbstance with infinite attributes.

An attribute, Spinoza says, is that which an ietglperceives as constituting
the essence of substance. Since God is definegasséance consisting of infinite
attributes, God thus possesses an infinite nunflespects to his essence. However,
as we examine God from our limited human perspeciie can comprehend only
two attributes of God's substance: thought andnside, that is, God's mind and
God's body. Descartes thought that these two attrdsshowed the existence of two
distinct substances, thereby leading him to affin@ dualism of mind and body.
Spinoza, though, saw these two attributes as diftavays of expressing the activity
of a single substance. God is therefore substaam®ped as infinite thought and
infinite extension. Being infinite, God containseeything (Stumpf and Fieser,2012:
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217). Through an intricate sequence of argumepigo3a arrives at the conclusion
that the ultimate nature of reality is a singlestabce. He defines substance as "that
which is in itself and is conceived through itsélhean that the conception of which
does not depend on the conception of another fhamg which it must be formed."

Everything, according to Spinoza, is ruled by arddiite logical necessity.
There is no such thing as free will in the menfaiese or chance in the physical
world. Everything that happens is a manifestatib@ad's inscrutable nature, and it
is logically impossible that events should be othan they are (Russell, 1945: 571).
If God is infinite, Spinoza reasoned, it must fallthat there cannot be anything that
Is not God. If you discover something in the unseethat is not God, then God can’t
be infinite, because God could have in principlerbthat thing as well as everything
else. We are all parts of God, but so are stomgs, blades of grass, and windows.
All of it. It all fits together into an incrediblcomplex whole, but ultimately
everything that exists is part of this one thingd@Warburton, 1962: 78).

3.5. Ethics

In his treatment of human behaviour, Spinoza betliethat people are an
integral part of nature. His point is that humatmdngor can be explained just as
precisely in terms of causes, effects, and mathemas any other natural
phenomenon. Spinoza argued for the unity of aluNgtwith people as an intrinsic
part of it, he develops a naturalistic ethics whgrall human actions, both mental
and physical, are said to be determined by priases. All people possess as a part
of their nature the drive to continue or persistheir own being, and this drive
Spinoza calls conatus, that is, innate strivingewthis conatus refers to the mind
and body; it is called appetite, and insofar ase#f#is conscious, it is called desire.
As we become conscious of higher degrees of selfgrvation and perfection, we
experience pleasure, and with a reduction of swfegtion, we experience pain.
Our ideas of good and evil are related to our cpticas of pleasure and pain. He
cautions that we must study not only our emotioumstbe whole order of Nature,
for is only from the perspective of eternity that wan really understand our own
particular lives, for then we see all events thiotlg idea of God as cause ((Stumpf
and Fieser, 2012: 220-221). According to him, Rassenslave us only when we
lack knowledge.
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3.6. Mind-Body Problem

Contrary to Descartes’s dualism, Spinoza repheas the mind and the body
are one and the same thing, conceived at one ttheruhe attribute of thought, and
at another under that of extension (Lawhead, 2269). Spinoza’s solution to the
problem of mind and body is ingenious, though campb assimilate. The mind and
the body are one and the same thing, which is ceadaow under the attribute of
thought, now under the attribute of extension.’ Timeory of the attributes implies
not only that the one substance can be known invays, but that the same two
ways of knowing apply also to the modes of thatssaice.

4.0 Conclusion

In this unit, we have discussed that Spinoza aedgpantheism where he sees
God and nature as opposites sides of the same Eomhim, everything is a
manifestation of God, hence, all things are deteechifrom the necessity of the
divine nature to exist and act in a certain marnwas have also noticed in his thought,
the mind-body problem is a pseudo-problem

5.0 Summary
In this unit, you have learnt the following:

1. There is only one substance and it is either Gathture.

There are three levels of cognition and the higlea&l is intuition.

3. All things are determined from the necessity ofdhene nature to exist and
act in a certain manner

4. The mind and the body and one and the same thing.

N

Self-Assessment Exercise
According to Spinoza, what are the three levelsogfition?
Discuss the theory of knowledge according to Smafoz

Discuss the mind-body problem according to Spinoza?
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6.0. References/Further Studies
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Tutor Marked Assignment

How would Spinoza respond to Descartes’s view tifiatmind and body are
completely separate?

Answer: Spinoza would respond by claiming that he mind Enite mode of the
infinite substance conceived as thought; the bady finite mode of the infinite
substance conceived as extension, and these tisrfiodes are in fact one and the
same. Hence, the mind is the idea of the body.
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Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz

Module 3: Unit 3: Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz
Contents

1.0. Introduction
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3.2. The nature of substance: monads
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3.3. The Principle of Pre-Established Harmony
3.4. Theory of Knowledge

4.0. Conclusion

5.0. Summary

6.0. References/Further Studies

1.0 Introduction

Dissatisfied with the thoughts of Descartes anch&gma, Leibniz came up with his
theory of deterministic monism. In this unit, weaBldiscuss his notion of substance
his solution to the mind-body dichotomy of Descarand also his theory of
knowledge.

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)
By the end of this unit, you will learn the followg:

Leinbniz’s conception of reality

His theory of pre-established harmony as a solutddescartes dichotomy
His theory of knowledge as necessity and contingenc

The difference between truth of reason and trutfacis

Explain his philosophy as centred on his theorgnohadology

akrwbdrE

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Gottfried Leibniz

Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz was born in 1646 in Leig, Germany. His father
was a professor of moral philosophy at the Universi Leipzig. Leibniz was
considered an intellectual genius. As a young beylearned to read the Greek and
Latin classics in their original languages. At dge fifteen, Leibniz was admitted
into the University of Leipzig and graduated at ageenteen. After a brief stint at
Jena, where he studied mathematics, he returneeipaig to study for a degree in
law. However, academic politics intervened andramittee of faculty and students

82



voted against giving him a doctorate, a situatidriclv been attributed to his young
age. This painful experience drove him to the Ursitg of Altdorf, near Nuremberg,
where he was readily accepted (Lawhead, 2015: Z8J-2At the completion of his
dissertation there, he not only received his dattegree in law at twenty-one years
of age, but was also offered a professorship. Altinoeibniz had enjoyed a fruitful
public life, his popularity declined at the endhud life and he died in obscurity in
1716 at the age of seventy (Minimah, 2016: 1043.Hajor works are Discourse on
Metaphysics (1690), Monadology (1714), New SysteinNature (1695), On
Individuation (1663), among others.

3.2. The nature of substance: monads

Leibniz was not satisfied with Descartes and Smawzlescription of the
nature of substance, because for him, their viewsolbstance affects our
understanding of human nature, the nature of freedmd God. He considered the
explanations inadequate and sets out to offer & meeful explanation. Whether he
succeeded or not is a case for philosophical natdion. But first, what does he
think of substance?

Descartes assumed that extension referred to arialasebstance that is
extended in space and is not divisible into sometimore primary. For Spinoza,
extension was an irreducible material attribut&ofl or nature. However, Leibniz
maintained that extension are aggregates of comgspucomposing of simple
substances called monads (Essien, 2011: 205). Mom@dsimple substances, but
unlike the atoms of Democritus and Epicurus whigneninert and only derive their
motions from something external to them, Leibnim®nads were described as
dynamic force capable of action. Every individualmad is different from the others,
and possesses its own force which is the prin@pkbection. For Leibniz, substance
must contain life or force.

3.3. The Principle of Pre-Established Harmony

Monads introduced the principle of established lmarynto describe how
monads interacts in nature. For him, the fact tnaderlies the appearance of
universal interaction between finite substancehbas the total state of each monad
at each moment is infinitely complex and each d&fife factor in it represents the
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contemporary total state of a different one ofré@aining monads (Essien, 2011:
216). In other words, every organism possessdsrihant monad’, distinct by the
clarity of its perceptions of all the others; ahétdominant monad is the source of
the unity within the organism (Scruton, 1984: 73)is means that the universe is
well ordered in a way so as to avoid interference

3.4. Theory of Knowledge

Leibniz’s deterministic conception of reality alseflected in this theory of
knowledge. Leibniz believes that some ideas (sucthase we find in logic and
mathematics) could not be derived from the sertdesargues for the weakness of
sense experience to lead us to truths that araicend necessary. Leibniz claims
that if some items of our knowledge possess theaktigs of necessity and certainty,
then they must be innate ideas that the mind dessowithin itself (Lawhead, 2015:
279).

Central to his theory of knowledge is his appro&ztithe notion of truth.
Leibniz distinguished between truths of reasontaumths of fact. According to him,
truths of reasoning are necessary and their opissitnpossible. Because they are
knowable only by reason, Leibniz says that theyreeessary, analytic and self-
evident truths. Their denial will lead to a conictin and it is the principle of
sufficient reason that attests to their facts. Karesses this thus:

When truth is necessary, the reason for it carobed by analysis, that is by
resolving it into simpler ideas and truths unté girimary ones are reached. It
IS in this way that mathematics, speculative thewsrand practical canons are
reduced by analysis to definitions, axioms andydasts (Leibniz, 1956: 184).

Truths of reason, therefore are tautologies suah ttiey cannot be denied
without one getting into self-contradiction. Theasaths need no empirical proof.
For instance, the assertion “A bachelor is an unedman” is a truth of reason and
it is not possible for it to be denied without ogetting into self-contradiction. A
truth of reason, therefore, is a necessary truthige the very meaning of the terms
used and the type of human understanding requateértain things be true (Stumpf
and Fieser, 2012: 228). If the truth of reasonraeessary truths, truths of facts,
therefore, are contingent truth and can be denigdowt one engaging in self-
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contradiction. Truth of facts are not known apriout aposteriori, and unlike the
truth of reason, their subjects are not containetheir predicates.

We live in the world of facts, because of this, Wiexige requires that we
verify what is given to us by the senses. Accorlyingeibniz made a distinction of
two ways by which we derive knowledge from factfieSe are perception and
apperception. Perception is the sense data whperaeption is the workings of
consciousness or the internal workings of the nomdthe data. Through this
reflective acts, the principal objects of our reasg is being furnished (Copleston,
1994: 312). To derive knowledge from truth of fdberefore, calls for our synthetic
faculty.

4.0 Conclusion

Our investigation into Descartes, Spinoza and Lieifthe rationalists) reveal
that knowledge is based on the rational capacityuofian minds to arrive at certain
systems of truths which are innate in them. Thaihgly all believe in reason as the
source of knowledge, they however, differ as totvdoastitute the nature of reality.
Descartes conceives of it as thought and extenBmmmSpinoza, it is God or nature.
For Leibniz, reality consists of just one substantkis means that among the
rationalists, we have a dualist, a pantheist amebgist.

5.0 Summary
In this unit, you have learnt the following:
Leibniz conceives of substance as an aggregate éagable of actions.

Extension are aggregates of compounds, composirgingfle substances called
monads.

There is necessity and contingency in knowledge.
The universe is well ordered in a way so as toduterference.

Every individual monad is different from the othea®id possesses its own force
which is the principle of action.
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Self-Assessment Exercise

What does Leibniz mean by “pre-established harm@Myhat problems is he
trying to solve with this notion?

What does theory of knowledge mean according tonia®

What does the nature of substance mean accordingltoiz?

6.0. References/Further Studies

Coplestone, F. (1994). A History of Philosophy: Mad Philosophy: From
Descartes to Leibniz Volume IV. Image books.

Essien, E. S. (2011). Summa philosophica: an ingtdn to philosophy and logic.
Lulu press.

Lawhead, W. F. (2015). the Voyage of Discovery: #stbrical Introduction to
Philosophy. Fourth edition. Cengage learning.

Leibniz, G.W. (1956). Discourse on Metaphysics.lgarD. and Ariew, R. (Trans.).
Hackett publishing.

Scruton, R. (1984). A Short History of Modern Phaphy: from Descartes to
Wittgenstein. 2nd edition.

Stumpf, S. E. and Fieser, J. (2012). Socrates tweSand Beyond: A History of
Philosophy. McGraw-Hill Education.

Tutor Marked Assignment
What is Leibniz’s distinction between truths oftfand truths of reason?

Answer: Truths of reasoning are necessary and their ojggssmpossible. Because
they are knowable only by reason, Leibniz saysttieyt are necessary, analytic and
self-evident truths. Their denial will lead to ant@diction and it is the principle of
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sufficient reason that attests to their facts. Asubf facts, on the other hand, are
contingent truth and can be denied without one gingan self-contradiction.
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4.0. Conclusion
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6.0. References/Further Studies

1.0 Introduction

The modern period became a period of unrestrigtest for knowledge. The
outcome was a gradual decline in the belief in &fam God and human beings were
more dependent on their abilities to manipulatengato their own advantage. This
new found religion and its new god, the god of sc&e worried Pascal, himself a
scientist. Despite his scientific background, Phdcaned to the defence of
Christianity as the only hope of man. In this upgu will learn about his thought.

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs)
By the end of this unit, you will learn the followg:

1. Pascal’s conception of God, nature and grace.
2. Explain Pascal wager.
3. Understand Pascal’'s argument for the misery of man.

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Blaise Pascal

Blaise Pascal was born June 19, 1623 in Clermgatde. He was the third
of Etienne Pascal's children and his only son.sBlaimother died when he was only
three years old. In 1632 the Pascal family, Etieand his four children, left
Clermont and settled in Paris. In 1632 the Pasaalily, Etienne and his four
children, left Clermont and settled in Paris. B¥alRascal's father had unorthodox
educational views and decided to teach his sondifnistienne Pascal decided that
Blaise was not to study mathematics before theodd® and all mathematics texts
were removed from their house. Blaise howeverchifosity raised by this, started
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to work on geometry himself at the age of 12. Ic&aber 1639 the Pascal family
left Paris to live in Rouen where Etienne had baepointed as a tax collector for
Upper Normandy. Pascal invented the first digitdtualator to help his father with
his work collecting taxes. He worked on it for targears between 1642 and 1645.
The device, called the Pascaline, resembled a maztiacalculator of the 1940s
(MacTutor-online). Pascal died on August 19, 1662da39 in intense pain after a
malignant growth in his stomach spread to the brHi& published many books
which include: The Generation of Conic Sections 48)6 Treatise on the
Equilibrium of Liquids (1653), New Experiments Cenaoing Vacuum (1647),
among others.

3.2. Pascal's Conception of God, Nature and Grace

Blaise Pascal was a scientist an inventor, anchealligent mathematician.
His most original mathematical ideas were aboubgbdity. However, he is best
remembered as a religious philosopher, althoughlidenot consider himself a
philosopher, following from his assumption thatlpsophers know little. Instead,
Pascal considered himself a theologian. Warburestibes Pascal's journey into
faith with the following clear expressions:

Pascal switched from work in mathematics and seietacwriting about
religion as a young man after he had been convedded controversial
religious sect known as Jansenism. The Jansembévdd in predestination,
the idea that we don’t have free will, and thatycmlfew people had already
been pre-selected by God to go to heaven. Theyoalkeved in a very strict
way of life (2011: 69).

For him, belief in God is about the heart and falle was not persuaded by
the sorts of reasoning about God’s existence théagophers generally use. He was
not, for example, convinced that you could seeewe of God’s hand in nature
(Warburton, 2011: 67). For him, it is the the headt the brain, shows us the way
to God.

Pascal integrated his mathematical ingenuity intonlessage. In his work,
Pensées, Pascal came up with a clever argumemrsogre those ponder on the
existence or non-existence of God to simply believ&od, an argument that has

90



come to be known as Pascal's Wager. Pascal Wageagisment shows his
knowledge of probability which he had earlier dexpd. This argument goes thus:
If you are a rational gambler, rather than jus&ddict, you will want to have the
best chance of winning a big prize, but you wilaivant to minimize your losses
wherever possible. Gamblers calculate odds angrintiple, bet accordingly. So
what does that mean when it comes to betting ornisGadstence? Assuming you
aren’'t sure whether or not God exists, there amenaber of options. You can choose
to live your life as if God definitely doesn’t ekisf you are right, then you will have
lived without any illusion about a possible afterliand so you will have avoided
agonizing about the possibility that you are toa@maf a sinner to end up in heaven.
You also won't have wasted time in church prayog hon-existent being. But that
approach, though it has some obvious benefitsiesawith it a huge risk. If you
don’t believe in God, but God does actually turhtowexist, not only might you lose
your chance of bliss in heaven, but you might epdruhell where you will be
tortured for the whole of eternity. That is the stdmaginable outcome for anybody
(Warburton, 2011: 72; Ukah, 2016: 122).

Coplestone in his History of Western Philosophyngobut that as Pascal is
concerned simply with knowledge of God as the sugueiral end of man, with God
as revealed in Christ, mediator and redeemer, kéudes natural religion and
philosophical theism to all intents and purposesp(€stone,1994:161). If
philosophy is unable to establish the existenc&od, at least if it is unable to
establish the existence in the only sense in wihishworth while doing so, it is also
incapable of revealing to man where lies true haggs (162). Pascal argues also
that reason is too limited to establish the scieofdeumanity. For without the light
of the Christian religion it is not possible forrhan beings to know themselves.

3.3. The Misery of Man Without God

Pascal argues that without God, our condition seesally characterized by
anxiety, alienation, loneliness and ennui (Ukahl&0123). Human beings are,
therefore, nothing without God. For him, humansrarthing in comparison to God.
They are unable to know the greater things of eatund even the smallest of them.
We conceal our true conditions from ourselves tglhoself-deception. And in our
bid to get ourselves distracted, we involve oumrsglin acts that are not morally
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justifiable. We are filled with an unsatisfied desfor happiness, and this desire in
turn brings us unhappiness. In the face of ouripagdents, Pascal describes us as
only a reed, the frailest thing in nature (Coplestol994: 172). Pascal holds that
our gulf can only be filled by God Himself.

However, Pascal has been described by some schekpscially Voltaire, as a
Christian apologetics. He argues against his posthat human condition is that of
anxiety and wretchedness by saying that we aréerests wicked not as miserable
as Pascal thought (Voltaire, cited in Ukah, 20145)1

4.0 Conclusion

In this unit, we discussed Pascal's defence ofsfiinity. We also noticed
how he described the situation of man without Géowever, for people to go to
God, the need faith and believe and not heir reason

5.0 Summary
In this unit, you have learnt the following:

The believe in God is all about heart and faith
Reason is too limited to proof the existence of God
Our gulf can only be filled by God Himself.

4. Human beings are nothing without God.

whn e

Self-Assessment Exercise
Discuss Pascal’s conception of God, nature andegrac
Discuss Pascal's conception of the misery of mahawuit God?
Briefly discuss Blaise Pascal biography

6.0. References/Further Studies

Coplestone, F. (1994). A History of Philosophy: Mad Philosophy, The British
Philosophers from Hobbes to Hume. Volume V. Imagekis

MacTutor. Blaise Pascal. www.athshistory.st-andrawsk
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Warburton, N. (2011). A Little History of PhilosophYale university press

Tutor Marked Assignment

Discuss Pascal Wager’'s arguments

Answer: This argument goes thus: If you are a rationatlglar, rather than just an
addict, you will want to have the best chance aining a big prize, but you will

also want to minimize your losses wherever possiBmblers calculate odds and,
in principle, bet accordingly. So what does thatmehen it comes to betting on
God’s existence? Assuming you aren’t sure whetherod God exists, there are a
number of options. You can choose to live youradigaf God definitely doesn’t exist.

If you are right, then you will have lived withoany illusion about a possible
afterlife, and so you will have avoided agonizirmpat the possibility that you are
too much of a sinner to end up in heaven. Youwalso't have wasted time in church
praying to a non-existent being. But that approdabbugh it has some obvious
benefits, carries with it a huge risk. If you dobelieve in God, but God does
actually turn out to exist, not only might you logeur chance of bliss in heaven, but

you might end up in hell where you will be tortured the whole of eternity. That
Is the worst imaginable outcome for anybody
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Nicholas Malebranche
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6.0. References/Further Studies

1.0 Introduction

Descartes mind-body bifurcation created a divisioong the rationalists. However,

there were others who agreed with him about thareaif the two substances, but
differ in terms of their relationship. Malebrancivas one of such disciples who

believed in the dualism of Descartes. However, idendt agree with the nature of

interaction as described by Descartes. This usisss Malebranche’s response to
interactionsm of Descartes.

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Differentiate between the nature of interactioDascartes and Malebranche.
2. Know the different attribute of both substancehigphilosophy

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Nicholas Malebranche

Malebranche was born on August 6, 1638 in Pareswids a student at the
College de la Marche, and after graduating he weestudy theology at the Sorbonne.
His education left him with a distaste for a scetasm that focused on the work
of Aristotle. Thus, in 1660 he decided to leave timversities and to enter the
Oratory, a religious congregation founded in 16¥1the Augustinian theologian
Pierre Bérulle. At the Oratory in Paris, Malebramcudied ecclesiastical history,
linguistics, and the Bible, and with his fellow déunts also immersed himself in the
work of Augustine. He was ordained a priest on &aper 14, 1664 (Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy). Malebranche died otober 13, 1715. He published
many books which include, De la Recheche Del Véi#d4), Traite de la Nature
et de la Grace (1680), Traite de Morale (1684), mgrathers.

3.2. The philosophy of Malebranche

95



Malebranche was a disciple of Rene Descartes. Hdisry, which is called
occasionalism, insists on the Cartesian distinddemveen mind and matter and how
they interact. Malebranche was dissatisfied witlsdaetes’s refusal to explicate the
relationship between mind and body. He argueddhatcannot dismiss the mind-
body question simply by saying that experiencenpfashows that the body and the
mind act on each other (Radner, 1993: 320). Astt@mat to tackle this problem,
he came up with his philosophy of occasionalismlddanche maintains that there
IS no interaction between the mind and the bodgesithey both possess different
attribute. Instead, the relationship is occasiomgdsod so that both the mind and
the body moves simultaneously in unity. Moreoverbklieves that it cannot be part
of the explanation that the mind and the body bexoapable of the same sorts of
modifications. Daisie Radner quotes Malebranchs:thu

Each substance remains what it is, and as theisautapable of extension
and movement, so the body is incapable of sensatwininclinations. The
only alliance of mind and body known to us consista natural and mutual
correspondence of the soul's thoughts with thenbiraices, and of the soul’'s
emotions with the movements of the animal spifRadner, 1993: 331).

This means that the relationship between the ramtithe body are mutual.
Malebranche initiated two types of argument agdimstcausal efficacy of bodies.
First, there is an argument of material substasgeaasive by nature. The only kinds
of properties that pertain to extension are figamel motion. As extended things,
bodies have the passive faculty of receiving suddens, but they lack the active
faculty of producing them. The second type of argonihas the form of reductio ad
absurdum. Suppose that bodies had a power to &otlaing about change. The
exercise of this power would involve some stataftdirs that is incompatible with
the Cartesian ontology. Malebranche uses this farargument against the human
body as cause of sensations in the mind, and @jamst one body as cause of
another body’s motion (Popkin and Stroll, 1996:)130

Malebranche insisted if the mind and body are strdit, then there cannot
be any interaction or connection between them. \ebatally happens, according to
Malebranche, is that although mental events hatleingpto do with physical ones,
whenever anything happens in one realm, God makegething corresponding to
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occur in the other (Popkin and Stroll, 1996: 13herefore, the relationship that

occur between the mind and the body are occasi@aderl by God. Malebranche

associated human act of imagination as the praslucif images in the ordinary

sense (Coplestone, 1994:186). Thus, even our iraagins are parallel to the senses
but weaker than what is given in actual existence.

4.0 Conclusion

This unit presented Malebranche’'s argument agdbesicartes nature of
interaction. In his thought, the mind is supermthe body, though equally distinct
their nature, hence, interaction between themtgpassible.

5.0 Summary
In this unit, you have learnt the following:

1. Although mental events have nothing to do with pdglsones, whenever
anything happens in one realm, God makes sometlaimgsponding to occur
in the other.

2. This position is called occasionalism’

3. The relationship that occur between the mind amdlibdy are occasions

created by God.
4. He denied Descartes theory of mind-body interaction

Self-Assessment Exercise
What is the difference between interactionism acmheionalism?
What is the similarity between interactionism awdasionalism?

Does the mind and body interact?

6.0. References/Further Studies

Coplestone, F. (1994). A History of Philosophy: Mad Philosophy: From
Descartes to Leibniz Volume IV. Image books.

Popkin, R H. and Stroll, A. (1996). Philosophy. ithedition. Made simple books.
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Routledge. Pp 320-352.

Tutor Marked Assignment
What is Malebranche’s argument against Descartesenaf interaction?

Answer: Malebranche initiated two types of argument agfaiine causal efficacy of
bodies. First, there is an argument of materiabtuire as passive by nature. The
only kinds of properties that pertain to extensaoa figure and motion. As extended
things, bodies have the passive faculty of recgignch modes, but they lack the
active faculty of producing them. The second type@ument has the form of
reductio ad absurdum. Suppose that bodies had arpimwact or to bring about
change. The exercise of this power would involvenscstate of affairs that is
incompatible with the Cartesian ontology.
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1.0 Introduction

The debate between the empiricists and the ratgisand their response to
the nature and source of human knowledge providedtound through which the
thought of Kant flourished. While the empiricist®ted for experience as the nature
and source of human knowledge, the rationalistewéthe claim that knowledge
comes from reason and that the human mind is crowuid ideas that are innate to
their existence. Immanuel Kant toed the middle gobuby attempting a
reconciliation between these two opposing trad#idrhis gave birth to a revolution
in epistemology in the same manner that Copermdaign Astronomy. In this unit,
you will learn about Kant’'s attempt at synthesiziagjonalism and empiricism.

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Explain Kant’'s Copernican Revolution in epistemaglog

2. Differentiate between the two types of judgment.

3. Differentiate between the noumena and the phenomena
100



4. Discuss Kant's ethics.
5. Understand Kant’'s position on the existence of God.

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Immanuel Kant

Immanuel Kant was born in Konigsberg, East Prussiad\pril 22, 1724. His
parents were Pietists, a sect of Protestants wieal Isevere, puritanical lives and
emphasized faith and religious feelings over reaand theological doctrines
(Lawhead, 2015: 355). Although Kant's later religgahought was hardly orthodox,
he was always sensitive to the longings of thethbat cannot be met by the cold
dictates of theoretical reason. He attended therdssity of Konigsberg and later
ended up becoming a professor there himself. Katited from public life and
lecturing in 1797. He died on February 12, 1804radt period of illness. His major
works are, Critique of Pure Reason (1781), Prolegmanio Any Future Metaphysics
(1785), Critique of Practical Reason (1788), Cu&iqof Judgment (1790),
Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science (178Bgligion Within the
Boundaries of Mere Reason (1793), Perpetual Pe&aé85), Groundwork of
Metaphysics of Morals (1797), among others.

3.2. Forms of Judgment: Analytic and synthetic Judment

As earlier stated in our introduction, Kant's tagks to reconcile empiricism
and rationalism. His epistemological quest, theefbecame the quest for a kind of
knowledge that is synthetic-apriori. He was abldotate synthetic or aposteriori
propositions in the empiricist programme, and appompositions in the rationalists
programme. The synthetic-apriori judgments syn#esbi rationalism with
empiricism, since it contains aspects of both doet(Essien, 2011: 239).

It is the believe of Kant that knowledge alwaype@ars in the form of
judgments in which something is affirmed or deniddawhead, 2015:360).
Therefore, to have a clear knowledge, he thoughtg necessary to begin with the
examination of the kinds of judgments that we m#ieeordingly, he maintains that
there are two categories of Judgments: analyticsgnthetic.
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Analytic judgments are based on the principle aft@diction. For example,
“all bachelors are unmarried” is a true analytidgment because the contradiction
of this statement is necessarily false. We caniaarthe truth of this judgment not
by going out and gathering facts but merely by wnag the meaning of the terms.
The predicate “unmarried” is already contained imitthe subject “bachelors.”
Furthermore, because the truth of this judgmeintispendent of any particular facts,
it does not give us any new knowledge about theldvd@ynthetic judgments,
however, do give us new information about the woidr example, “All the
bachelors in this class are six feet tall” is athgtic judgment. Judgments of this
sort synthesize or bring together the subject (Hedmws in this class”) with the
predicate (“six feet tall”). It would not be a lagl contradiction to deny this
statement about bachelors (Lawhead, 2015:360).

Kant makes a further distinction, this time betwgeatgments that are apriori
and judgments that are aposteriori. According to, hall analytic judgments are
apriori: Their meaning does not depend on our egpee of any particular cases or
events since they are independent of any obsengtas in the case of mathematics.
Synthetic judgments, on the other hand, are fontbst part aposteriori, that is, they
occur after an experience of observation ((Stumqif &ieser 276). Besides the
analytic-apriori and the synthetic-aposteriori, Kalocates another form of
judgments called the synthetic-apriori. The synthgudgment is located in
empiricism while the apriori judgment is rootedationalism

3.3. Kant's Copernican Revolution

In the first line of the Critique of Pure Reasomri asserts that, “There can
be no doubt that all our knowledge begins with ewpee...but though all our
knowledge begins with experience, it does not wlithat it all arises out of
experience.” From this position, it is evidenceattim the first part of the statement,
Kant supported empiricism, but in the second peetalso cite with the rationalists.
Kant rejected either absolute empiricism or ratiisna As a result, he struck a
synthesis between these two opposing epistemologeteols. Taking clue from
the revolution in astronomy initiated by Copernickiant proposes a “Copernican
revolution” in epistemology. The empiricists thoti¢fimat the mind is passive when
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confronting the world and simply records impressioim this picture, knowledge
conforms to its objects.

However, Kant proposes a different view to thisidbad. He reverses this
picture asks us to consider the possibility thgeoids conform to our knowledge
(Kant, CPR Bxvi). In other words, for sense dathgaxperienced as objects by us,
the mind must impose a certain rational structurehem (Lawhead, 2015: 258).
This means that in the process of acquiring knogéded is not the human mind that
conforms to objects, instead, it is rather the cigj¢hat conform to the structure of
the human mind so that we can only know thingshay aippear to us. This new
hypothesis is what is called Kant’'s Copernican haton.

3.4. Metaphysics: The Noumena and the Phenomenal

Kant claims that there are two nature of realityality as they are in
themselves and as they appear to us. Things ayeatlkein themselves are called
noumena while things as they appear to us aredgallenomena. Kant maintain that
the noumena are beyond the scope of human knowletde the phenomena are
the product of the human mind (Omoregbe, 199818¢. conclusion of this is that
for Kant, we cannot know reality as they are inntkelves, but only the way they
appear.

Kant maintains that there are certain aspects alityethat human
understanding could not access. Therefore, angnptt® explore these areas by our
pure concepts of understanding is considered asggtheyond all possible
experience” and this is certainly a misleadingmatie In other word, all objects of
understanding which are beyond the possible expegieare impossible; at least
with regard to our available abilities (AbdullalfQaB). This is due to the fact that
the noumenal world, including the concept of suhsta force, action etc., has
certain characteristics that differentiated andagised it from experience or the
phenomenon. The characteristics of the noumendtiwdrich were described as 1)
independent of experience; 2) contain no appearahtiee senses; and 3) hold a
necessity of determination, had veiled it from lgeimown or perceived by human
experience (Neujhar, 1995).

3.4. Ethics
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The foundation of Kantian ethics is the will. InshiGroundwork of
Metaphysics of Morals, Kant states: “Nothing carsgbly be conceived in the
world, or even out of it, which can be called ‘gbadgthout qualification, except a
good will” (Kant, 2008: 12). This implies is thdgr Kant, the seat of moral worth
Is in the will, and the good will is one that aotst of a sense of duty. Popkin and
Stroll (1996: 41), notes that the main questionolvhKant's moral theory was
designed to answer is: ‘What is the nature of nityf2l This question, they reason,
can also be put in different ways such as: ‘What msoral action as contrasted with
a non-moral one?’ or again, ‘What is the differefs#ween a person who acts
morally and one who does not? For Kant, a pers@tting morally only when he
suppresses his/her feelings and inclinations, aed that which he/she is obliged to
do. Kant stresses that the essence of morality lie tfound in the Will from which
the act is done. All those Wills reduced to ond thaerson is moral when he acts
from a sense of duty (Popkin and Stroll, 1996: 44).

According to Kant, the moral law is presented tasig categorical imperative.
It tells you what you ought, should, or must dat, ibdoes not depend on any prior
conditions, or subjective wants and wishes, andoitains no qualifications
(Lawhead, 2015: 372). A major test of a morally dg@at is, therefore, whether its
principle can be applied to all rational beings amplied consistently. Moral
philosophy is the quest for these principles tipiyato all rational beings and that
lead to behavior that we call good (Stumpf and é+ie3012: 287).

3.5. Space and Time

A discussion on the doctrine of space and timéeasmost important part of
Kant’'s Critique of Pure Reason (Russell, 1945: 7Hz3 thesis in the discourse is
that space and time are not mysterious sorts aidfi within experience but are
fundamental frames of reference in terms of whigjects, which he calls the “forms
of intuition," appear to us (Lawhead, 2015: 36h)Kantian perspective, space is a
form of all appearance of outer sense. It is tlressary condition of all outer objects
as they appear to us but does not necessary unt@ngs as they are in themselves
(Essien, 2011: 241). Time, on the other hand isatforelated to space. However,
the difference is that time is a form of intuition perception of ourselves and our
inner state, not of our intuition of objects ouesias.
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3.6. The Existence of God

Kant's argument for the existence/non-existenceGofl is quite simple.
Following from his critical remarks, Kant claimsathwe cannot demonstrate God's
existence, neither can we demonstrate that God riesxist by pure reason alone.
If, therefore, the existence of God cannot be éffety dealt with by the theoretical
reason, then some other aspect of reason musnbeleced as the source of the idea
of God (Stumpf and Fieser, 2012: 283). Kant's amgpinfior the existence of God,
therefore, is that we cannot use transcendentalsiade theoretical principles to
demonstrate the existence of God.

4.0 Conclusion

Kant attempted to put to rest, the struggle betwaBonalism and empiricism
on the source and nature of human knowledge. ldiggiht has even been described
by some scholars as the last of man struggle vidéptecism. However, it is not
without criticism. As a matter of fact, it has beegued that Kant was not successful
in his revolution as he failed to establish anyttrabout objective reality.

5.0 Summary
In this unit, you have learnt that:

1. Kant made an attempt to reconcile empiricism atidmalism

There are two natures of reality which are the nenemand the phenomena.

3. We can only have knowledge of phenomenal realigsause the noumena
are unknowable

4. Space and time are apriori form of intuitions

5. Synthetic-apriori judgments contain both reasonexpmkrience

6. Moral laws are presented as categorical imperative.

N

Self-Assessment Exercise
Discuss Kant’'s Copernican revolution
Differentiate between the two types of judgment.

Differentiate between the noumena and the phenomena
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Tutor Marked Assignment

Where can we find the essence of morality in Kaattscs?

Answer: In Kant's ethics, the essence of morality ibeédound in the motive from
which the act is done. All those motives reducedrte that a person is moral when
he acts from a sense of duty.
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1.0 Introduction

The enlightenment age is often described as thedyer optimism, hope,
happiness, confidence and happiness. It is a pariwde man escaped from self-
imposed tutelage to question his existence inradswithout restriction. It was also
the age of revolution in science and technologycWisprang up to improve the life
of man. The enlightenment period started in thé £8ntury. Lawhead (2015: 293),
describes this period as "perhaps the last peridtia history of Western Europe
when human omniscience was thought to be an alti@ingoal. However, the
enlightenment period did suddenly come into beintggtead, It came as a
culmination of many of the cultural and intelledttr&nds such as empiricism and
rationalism. Apparently, the spirit of enlightenmesached its apogee following the
discovery of Newtonian science. In this unit, tiiere, you will be exploring the
contribution of Isaac Newton to enlightenment.

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes (ILO$
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Highlight Newton’s contribution to the enlightennten
2. Explain how his style prompted a new style in pdolphizing
3. Discuss the consequence of Newton’s thought ogioali

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Isaac Newton

Sir Isaac Newton was English physicist and math&mat who was the
culminating figure of the Scientific Revolution tfe 17th century. He was born
December 25, 1642 in the hamlet of Woolsthorpecadlinshire, England. Newton
was the only son of a local yeoman, also calledd9dewton and the mother was
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Hannah Ayscough. In June 166, Newton was admittéd Wrinity College,
Cambridge, where it is on record that he was fdeiothan other undergraduates
because of his interrupted education. Upon hisarimn Cambridge, Newton joined
the movement now known as the Scientific Revolutiblewton received his
bachelor’'s degree in April 1665. Shortly later matt same year, the university was
closed following the outbreak of plague.

Newton was elected to a fellowship in Trinity Cgiein 1667, after the
university reopened. Two years later, Isaac Barrdawgcasian professor of
mathematics resigned the chair and recommendeddddwsucceed him. However,
the professorship exempted Newton from the negessiutoring but imposed the
duty of delivering an annual course of lectures.di on March 20, 1727. His
major works are, Philosophize Naturalis Principiatidanatica (1687), Opticks
(1704), Observations upon the prophecies of Daarel,the Apocalypse of St. John
(1733), The Chronology of Ancient Kingdoms Amendgd28), Method of
Fluxions (1736), Arithmetica Universalis (1707)dakn Historical Account of Two
Notable Corruptions of Scripture (1754).

3.2. The Impact of Newton Science

Newton, in his Principia, denounced any specuatheories that are
not firmly grounded on the empirical data. He wasgioal of any attempt to
investigate the essences of things. Instead ofsfaguon essences, science should
focus on describing the nature of phenomena. Foy\we cannot comprehend things
scientifically unless we focus on the phenomenavtde’s methodological principle
had great impact in the philosophies of Locke, BEY% Hume and Kant. After
Newton it gradually became apparent that the moiense and experience were
considered the sole basis of knowledge, the lessowiel know about reality in itself
apart from the way it appears to us (Lawhead, 2096).

3.3. Philosophizing in a Newtonian Style

Lawhead observes something quite important abuookeérs of the
enlightenment age, following the thoughts of Newt@dwecording to him, the
philosophers of the time thought that just as Newtad resolved all mysteries
concerning physical bodies, so now the task waaptgdy the same methods of

109



experimental observation to the mysteries concgrhirman existence (2015: 296).
They reasoned that operations of the human minticset and politics were
collection of phenomena that could be explaingdims of descriptive laws. Hence,
the philosophers of this time all aspired to foratel human sciences based on
Newton’s science.

The model of Newtonian physics greatly manifestheepistemology of this
era. Corresponding to the physical particles wiase of motion Newton unveiled,
ideas were thought to be mental particles that cdd analyzed down into
fundamental, atomic units (Lawhead, 2015: 296)sTdwakens in the thinkers of
this age, the believe that all the ideas were cergd made up of simple ideas that
are given to us by experience. They likened thedwumind to the outer space of
the astronomer as the “inner space,” where ideaat fand connect together
according to psychological laws derived from expece.

3.4. The Consequences on Religion

Newtonian science influenced the religion of tige as well. Following his
reduction of all abstract entities, which were ortbeught to showcase God’'s
providence, into a precise mathematical code, the® an attack on some of the
received doctrine in theology. As a result, marayde that materialism and atheism
would creep in from the back of mechanistic scieand take total control of the
way people act, live and reason. However, Newtarshlf did not think that science
will lead to atheism, for he was a consistent Gianis For him, science revealed a
universe that was majestic and marvelous in itggdepointing to the greatness of
its creator. His argument for God for the existeat&od was not solely based on
the evidence of design, but also on the problertismiis own physics. For instance,
he could not explain why the gravitational attractof the stars does not cause them
to collapse together. He could not also explaintveleemed to be irregularities in
the universe that would eventually cause it todawn. Running short of scientific
ideas to explain these phenomena, Newton assurae®Gdd actively intervened to
keep the world machine going (Lawhead, 2015: 2%fiis position has been styled
“God-of the-gaps.” However, Lawhead, commentingtlma position believes that
it is risky to use gaps within our scientific kn@albe as evidence for the necessity
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of God because when these gaps are eventually fdke scientific knowledge
expands, there may seem to be less need to bati€vad.

4.0 Conclusion

Every philosophy is the product of its age. Thehtagnth century was
characterized by scientific revolution and Newtaasva proponent figure of the age.
It is therefore, not surprising that his idea intealdhe empiricists in their search for
what constitute the source and nature of human leuye. Newton reduced all
forms of natural phenomenon, the world of mattedt ah abstract entities into a
precise mathematical code called the calculus (Mg2916: 286). In this unit, you
have learnt that his influence became enormoushisatought radically reflected
in the manner of which philosophers of his age el their thoughts.

5.0 Summary
In this unit, you have learnt the following:

Newton establish empiricism as a method of science.

He denied the possibility of the human intellecgtasp the essences of thing
The world consists of ideas given by experience

In his idea of God, he believes that God is acyiveVolved in the world to
keep it going

hwnN PR

Self-Assessment Exercise
Explain how Newton’s philosophy influenced Hume.
Briefly explain the consequences of religion adaay to Newton
Discuss the impact of Newton’s science

6.0. References/Further Studies
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Uduma. (Eds.). A Critical History of Philosophy, M@. Ultimate index books.
Pp 289-303
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Self-Assessment Exercise
How did Newton physics influence the thinkers «f &ge?

Answer: motion Newton unveiled, ideas were thought tonental particles that
could be analyzed down into fundamental, atomitsuthiawhead, 2015: 296). This
awakens in the thinkers of this age, the beliew 8l the ideas were complexes
made up of simple ideas that are given to us bgmapce.
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6.0. References/Further Studies

1.0 Introduction

Robert Boyle is the father of modern chemistry. Bogetached chemistry
from the mysticism of alchemy, magic and sorcergiie, 2016: 298). According
to him, most followers of alchemy were disinterdsie finding the fundamental
causes of phenomena. However, this is a philosaptiork, so we shall be more
concerned about his contribution to philosophycsmally, natural philosophy. In
this unit, you will learn about his Epistemologydahis approach to Mind-Body
relations.

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs)
By the end of this unit, you will learn the follavg:

1. Know the difference between perception and imagnain Boyle's theory
of knowledge

2. Explain how knowledge is possible according to Boyl

3. Outline the functions of the mind

4. Discuss the nature of interaction between the raimtithe body

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Robert Boyle

Robert Boyle was born on 27 January 1627 in Cowwdyerford in the south-
east of Ireland. He was the seventh son of theo¢&brk. He was educated at Eton
and later travelled to Europe to continue his stsidHe returned from the continent
in 1644 extremely interested in science and settle®orset where he built a
laboratory. Between 1655 and 1666, Boyle movedxfo@. In Oxford, he engaged
Robert Hooke as an assistant and together thegeabbthe most famous piece of
experimental equipment, the vacuum chamber orwamp In 1660, together with
11 others, Boyle formed the Royal Society in Londehich met to witness
experiments and discuss what would constitute sb@mopics. In 1668, Boyle
moved permanently to London, living with his sistém 1680 he refused the
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presidency of the Royal Society because the ogthined violated his strongly held
religious principles. Boyle died in London on 31deenber 1691 (BBC, online).
Boyle had many publications to his name.

3.2. Theory of knowledge: perception and imaginatio

Robert Boyle believes that we have knowledge of wald through
perception and imagination. By perception, Boyléenre to the way by which
information enters the brain as a result of caugataction between the perceived
and the perceived object. Boyle says that whemtioemation perceived arrives at
the brain, it is processed by a subsystem or sstilifystems devoted to presenting
it to the mind, and to storing it thereafter. Hgssthat upon entering the mind, the
information is first processed by the common sews&h combines the inputs from
the various sense organs.

Material images, according to him, are formed ire thrain through
Imagination. Hence, he sees imagination as a psdoesvhich material images are
formed in the brain. However, Boyle argues thataeld have knowledge of things
that are unimaginable (Stanford Encyclopedia ofld3bphy). This is because
somethings are either too large or too small tanb&gined, that is, such things
cannot be imaged. And because somethings are aginable, Boyle maintains that
there is need for a non-material faculty in orde@tcount for such things. This
position gave birth to a great revolution in scieticat gave birth to chemistry as a
discipline established by strict scientific ruld3oyle laid the foundation for
scientists to rely more on the outcome of experimerher than speculative
knowledge which opened up the method of experinmesitience (Asuo, 2011: 373).

3.3. The Nature of the Mind

Boyle adopted the dualism of Descartes. Set withi@artesian substance
dualism, he says that there are two sorts of snbsta material and immaterial. The
soul is an immaterial substance. However, he doeéxonsider souls as the only
immaterial beings; there are also angels, demot<zaal (Anstey, 2003: 188). The
soul, for him, has some affinity with these otheaarporeal beings. Like Descartes,
Boyle believes that the function of the mind isnking. Again Boyle also puts
forward the thesis that even our unassisted reesomrestablish that the soul ‘being
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an incorporeal substance, cannot perish with thdy.b@his, however does not
entails that the soul is immortal by nature, butrehethat, in virtue of its being
different from material bodies, it can exist apaoim them, and that it retains its
power of thinking even when divorced from the ba8gyle believes that we cannot
have a full knowledge of the mind, hence, he dalishe need to search for another
source of knowledge about the mind, over and albataral reason, if we are to
establish its immortality (Anstey, 2003: 188). ABdyle believes that this source is
Scripture. In his work, The Christian Virtuoso, B®wargues that the immortality of
the soul is one of the grand principles of natvefiion. He tells us that the soul,
‘being an immaterial spirit, and consequently assaibce not really divisible, can
have no parts expelled or transposed, and so iampted from the physical
causes of corruption that destroys bodies, shetaadgst always" (Boyle, n.d: 518).

Boyle maintains that the mind is only housed in boely to perform its
functions. He points out that the primary functimighe mind when united to the
body are understanding, volition, action and tlspoase to external stimuli by the
production of sensations. However, he believes thatsoul can also function
independently from the body. It has powers of iafe and the forming of clear
and distinct ideas, the ability to reflect uponatsn operations and of knowing its
own limits that in no way depend upon its unionhvthie body (Anstey, 2003: 189).
And of course, unlike any corporeal entity, itiiseld to ponder and appreciate the
excellences of God (Anstey, 2003: 189). It folldinam Boyle's thought, therefore,
that the mind is immaterial, incorruptible and eafl while the soul is material and
corruptible. Here, Boyle adopts the Platonian amdt€Sian assumptions that the
soul is a prisoner to the body.

3.4. Mind-Body Relation

Having agreed with Descartes on the dualism ofihmel and the body, what
is Boyles position on the relationship between theéBoyle cited with the nomic
occasionalists. According to him, God ensures that persevering motion of
corpuscles after a collision is uniform and rew@hr (or circular) and that a
predetermined quantity of motion is transferredcotlision. So the collisions of
corpuscles are the occasion of God’s nomic intdreann the world (Anstey, 2003:
187). This implies that there is a union establisbye God according to certain laws
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that demarcate the scope of interaction and itighaes both the body and mind with
new powers. Boyle styles the interaction that tssfribm this union as ‘supra-
mechanical’ and interestingly, he takes this taHsethird in a tripartite division of

the ‘operations of God’ in nature. Ostensibly tmgplies that God is integral to

supra-mechanical interactions (Anstey, 2003: 1911-92

4.0 Conclusion

In this unit, we discussed the natural philosophBayle. We assessed his
philosophy where it is evident in his epistemoldigt he embraced dualism. His
position on mind-body a relations and their intécacare also discussed.

5.0 Summary
In this unit, you have learnt the following:
We have knowledge of the world through perceptiod imagination.
The soul (mind) is an immaterial substance.
Material images, according to him, are formed m Ibnain through imagination.

The relationship between the mind and the bodwydscative of the operations of
God in nature.

Self-Assessment Exercise
What is the difference between perception and inadgn as stated by Boyle?

Know the difference between perception and ima@gnain Boyle’'s theory
of knowledge

Explain how knowledge is possible according to BGy!I

Outline the functions of the mind?
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Tutor Marked Assignment

What are the primary functions of the mind wheieato the body according
to Boyle?

Answer: For Boyle, the primary functions of the mind whamted to the body are
understanding, volition, action and the respon®xternal stimuli by the production
of sensations.
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Johann Gottlieb Fichte

Module 5: Unit 1: Johann Gottlieb Fichte
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2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOS)
3.0. Main Content

3.1. A Brief Biography of Johann Fichte
3.2. Fichte's Metaphysics

3.3. Fichte's Epistemology

3.4. Ethics

3.5. Critique
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4.0. Conclusion

5.0. Summary

6.0. References/Further Readings
1.0. Introduction

Immanuel Kant's critical philosophy brought a newave of thought in
German; the wave of idealism. In Kant's philosoghg, mind is all that there is and
anything that we come to know is simply structulsdthe Mind. However, he
divided reality into the noumenal and the phenomehat is, things as they are in
themselves and things as they appear to us. This gge to the assumption that
while the phenomenal world is the product of thenan mind, the noumenal world
remains beyond the bounds of the mind. The impbcabf this is that the human
mind can only capture reality in part and not irokeh This skepticism involving the
unknowability of things in themselves (the noumelb@ame the starting point of
German idealism. In this unit, however, we shaflibean investigation to German
idealism by discussing the idealism of Fichte.

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Learn the idealist thought in the philosophy ofawh Fichte.
2. ldentify his arguments against Kant.
3. Explain his conception of reality

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Johann Fichte

Fichte was born on May 19, 1762, in Rammenau,axo8y, Germany, to a
family of modest means. He received his educateoough aristocratic benefactors.
Fichte attended University of Jenna, Wittenberg heibzig from 1780 to 1784,
where he studied theology and law without takindegree (Zoller, 1999: 524). In
1794, he was offered a professorship at Univerditienna, but he lost the position
five years after, on charges of atheism. Fichtesffee remaining years of his life
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in Berlin giving private lectures. However, follawg the establishment of University
of Berlin, he was appointed as its rector betwe#111812. Fichte died on January
29, 1814 of typhoid fever which he contracted froisiwife who was a nurse. His

major works are, Attempt at a Critique of All Reagbn (1792), Addresses of the
German Nation (1808), Foundations of the Wisserftssdtae (1794-1795), The

Vegetation of Man (1800), among others.

3.2. Fichte's Metaphysics

Fichte’'s metaphysical system is a reaction to Kamtnscendental idealism.
Accordingly, he rejected Kant's noumena and acckepte phenomena as the only
reality that there is. Phenomena, for him, is thedpct of the mind. According to
Essien, (2011: 247), Fichte followed Kant in maimtag that the phenomenal world,
that is, the physical world of sense perceptiorthés product of the human mind.
This human mind is termed as the “Ego” by Fichtehte argued that the ego can
penetrate the things in themselves. The ego, for [d the human mind which is
also a fragment of the Infinite or the Absolute €éGod). Fichte argued against the
Kantian position that the noumena (things in thdwes) are unknowable. For him,
the entire universe is an expression of the Irdirigo which is capable of
penetrating things as they are in themselves.

For Fichte, the ground for all existence restshendubject, the self-positing
“I” which is also the object of reality. In defiamdo Kantian heritage, Harrison-
Barbet (2012) writes:

Fichte rejected the idea of an unknowable thingseH; this, he said, leads
to dogmatic materialism and idealism. But he waaravof himself as a free,
moral being, with an interest in the self rathartln ‘things,’ and understood
this as the active, free, Absolute Ego, which I&&#irming intelligence-in-
itself, creative thought and the Absolute morahgiples in man.

However, Fichte was faced with the problem of hawdérive ‘objective’
consciousness from self-conscious intelligencasaH and how to account for the
world of material objects. In attempting to sol\wde problems, he posited three
principles.
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1. The pure Ego posits itself and this self-positmgition constitutes its ‘being’
which we refer to as reality.

2. In positing itself as pure of Absolute Ego, a ‘NiBge’ is opposed to it and it
is here that category of negation is applicable.

3. The Ego and Non-Ego must limit or restrain eachenttior if they are
unlimited, they would cancel each other out andretheould be no
consciousness at all. And we thus reach the catexjdimitation or finitude
(Darty, 2012).

Fichte accounts for the genesis of the thing-ieHts the pure self-positing
act of the “I.” According to Saitya Das (2012), s#nthe “I” cannot be an object of
outer sense like any other objects of cognitiorgganst Kant, “I” can only emerge
in a pure primordial act of inner self. For sudbe@ng as |, there is no other predicate
than itself. It is its own object. This object appeas its own nature which is the self
limitation of the self-positing subject.

3.3. Fichte's Epistemology

Fichte in his epistemology rejected dogmatismsTrejection follows from
his conviction that consciousness can only be éxgtain terms of empirical and
mechanical necessity. His theory of knowledge, dfeee, makes the Ego the
foundation of knowledge. Hence, he sets out theitioms under which the subject
can achieve consciousness of itself. He arguess#ifitonsciousness presupposes
the individuation of the subject as a person amothgrs and the application of
categorical concepts that lend a lawful structaréhie manifold of sensory data
(Zoller, 1999: 526).

Fichte develops a distinction between the knowsaogject and the known
object by means of dialectical relationship amdmnge chief capacities of the Ego.
These three capacities of the Ego are the Absé&lgte the theoretical Ego and the
Practical Ego. The Absolute or Infinite Ego is tgeound of everything. The
theoretical ego is the human mind or subject ohattmn whereas the practical ego
consists in the ego striving to completely destsnat is not given to the mind (the
Non Ego), thereby eliminating any source of deteation other what is given to
the mind itself. The human mind, for him, is partlee absolute mind and since the

absolute mind is infinite, human beings then aie &bacquire knowledge because
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they possess the mind and the human mind is a &agof the Absolute mind.
Knowledge, therefore becomes possible throughra tfrintuition.

3.4. Ethics

In his ethics, Fichte conceives of the human bam@ dualistic entity. First,
as an agent that is governed by laws of sensetioniuidetermined by nature,
responsible for his/her self-preservation, and sécas a self-determining subject.
Human being is inclined to freedom which, to Fichsepossible in both realms of
body and spirit (Abam, 2016: 368). The extendedldyaherefore, is structured by
our interests and values which provides an avemuesfto make choices and realize
our moral goals. Fichte expresses this thought Wieeasserts:

The Nature on which | have act is not a foreigmedet, called into existence
without reference to me, into which | cannot peatetr It is molded by my own laws
of thought, and must be in harmony with them; itstnbe thoroughly transparent,
knowable, and penetrable to me, even to its inmezsisses. In all its phenomena, it
expresses nothing but connections and relationg/afwn being to myself, so surely
may | expect to comprehend it (Fichte, 1956:93).

From the above excerpts, Fichte made a point lestvee harmony of nature
and how it penetrates our inmost recesses. Thikyghe notion of conscience plays
a very crucial role in his moral theory. Conscierfoe him is the immediate
consciousness or feeling of our determinate dutyafA, 2016: 368). Hence, he is
of the view that a moral agent ought to deducesatdyeneral rules that will guide
his actions and categorize them to their condu@ssio the Ego’s moral end (Abam,
2016: 369). Fichte conceived of the infallibilityf adhe human conscience.
Conscience for him, is the function of the empiriégo and failure to adhere to it
amount to the performance of evil actions by a magant.

3.5. Critique

Fichte’s claim to the primacy of the self-positifgo as the subject and
object of reality was rejected by subsequent idetlinkers. For instance, Harrison-
Barbet (2012) is of the view that in the contexGa&frman idealism, Fichte’s system
has been held to be one-sided and subjective gideals with nothing but the self-

imposing ego. Similarly, Bowman (2012) alludeshe tlaim that Fichte’'s system
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leads to nihilism; that is, attempting to produaslty out of mere mental
representations, and thus, from nothingness.

According to Lawhead (2002: 350), Fichte’'s accoainthe Absolute lacks
the anthropomorphic qualities of traditional cortogjpdeity. Instead, it is more like
an impersonal but rational moral order that ishi& process of evolving. Again, the
subjectivity of human consciousness gives a goodrgt for the contradiction of
Fichte’s position that the individual mind is paftor representation of the Absolute
mind. This contradiction arises from the fact tiiffierent individuals think, act and
behave differently. Why should this be the casenmeery individual ego arises
from the Absolute Ego? However, despite the cstitg brought against Fichte’'s
metaphysical system, the importance of his thoigghlso enormous. Hence, in the
history of German idealism, Fichte is describedtlas stage setter upon which
subsequent German idealists stood to elucidataahee of reality.

4.0. Conclusion

Fichte presents the world as a dynamic and spigeecess in which human
beings are active participants. His thoughts, floeee made a serious attempt to
broaden and give justifiable credence to idealisma foundation for understanding
reality.

5.0. Summary
In this unit, you have learnt the following:

That reality, according to Fichte, consists of thad.

There is an absolute mind through which individueid shares its form.
The entire universe is an expression of the Irdioit Absolute Mind.

The "Mind," the "ego" or "I" are the same thing.

There is harmony in nature and this harmony is taaed in a form of
subject-object relationship.

akrwpdPE

Self-Assessment Exercise
Briefly discuss how knowledge is possible in Fichtpistemology.

Discuss the idealist thought in the philosophyaifahn Fichte.
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Discuss Fichte's arguments against Kant.

Discuss Fichte's conception of reality

6.0. References/Further Readings

Abam, M. E. (2016). "Johann Gottlieb Fichte." InFA.Uduigwomen, M. E. Ukah
and E. C. Uduma (Ed.A critical history of philosophy: modern philosophy,
vol. 2. Ultimate index book publishers Ltd. Pp 38633.

Bowman, C. (2012). Johann Gotlieb Fichte (17621-4)8The inter net encyclopedia
of philosophy. J. Fieser and B. Dowden (eds.). http://www.iep.atdu/

Harrison-Barbet, A. (2012). Philosophical conneasionttp:/philosophos.com

Fichte, J. G. (1956)he vocation of man. W. Smith (trans.). R. M. Chisholm (Ed.).
Bobbs-Merrill

Lawhead, W. FThe voyage of discovery: a historical introduction to philosophy,
2nd ed. Wadsworth and Thomson learning.

Zoller, G. (1999). "Johann Gottlieb Fichte." In R. Popkin (ed.).The Columbia
history of western philosophy. Columbia university press. Pp 524-528.

Tutor Marked Assignment
What is Fichte's view on Kant's noumena?

Answer: Fichte argued against Kant's position that theinmena (things in
themselves) are unknowable. For him, the entirearse is an expression of the
Infinite Mind and as such, the mind is capable erigirating things in themselves.
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Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schelling

Module 5: Unit 2: Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schdling
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6.0. References/Further Readings

1.0 Introduction

In unit 1, you learnt about how Fichte argued agfathe possibility of the
noumena. In this unit, you will be learning abonbther German idealist who was
himself a disciple of Fichte, but was more emphidtan what Fichte did concerning
the physical nature as the objective form of thedbte.

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Discuss the idealism of Schelling.
2. Know where he disagrees with Kant.

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Friedrich Wilhelm Josephvon Schelling

Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schelling was bornJamuary 27, 1775 |
Leonberg, Germany. He was the second child of &isngs, Gottliebin Marie and
Joseph Schelling. In1788, Schelling attended thim ISchool in Nurtingen. In 1790,
he studued at Tubingenstift, a Protestant Seminahgre he met Holderlin and
Hegel, both of which later became great poet antbgipher of German origin
respectively. Schelling graduated from philosoplepattment in 1792 and also
completed his degree in theology in 1795. He wa=satty influenced by the
philosophy of Fichte. When Schelling turned 23 gaafrage in 1798, the University
of Jenna offered him a professorship position. &derlleft the University of Jenna
to join Wurzburg as a professor in 1803. Followtihg fall of Wurzburg to Berlin in
1805, Schelling travelled to Munich. However, hesviater called upon to occupy
the vacant chair of philosophy position in Berlolldwing Hegel's death in 1840.
Schelling died on August 20, 1854 in Switzerland.
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3.2. Schelling’s Idealism

The dichotomies postulated by Kant and those befiom, such as subject-
object, matter-spirit, ideal-real, noumena-phenameaiarmed Schelling and this
resulted in a search for synthesis in his systesradainst these dualisms, Schelling
maintained that there is unity in nature. Accordimdpim, all these dichotomies are
manifestations of one and the same reality, theohibs. He maintained that all
contractions and opposites are synthesized, ham@dniand overcome in the
Absolute (Essien, 2011: 247). This Absolute is iitspl reality, hence, reality is
ultimately one and it is spiritual. This means tihegt whole universe and everything
we see around us are manifestations of the Absolute

Schelling placed a greater emphasis on the pHysatare as the objective
form of the Absolute than Fichte did (Lawhead. 20830). He described the
Absolute as the indubitable, all-encompassing-@eating, unifying principle of
reality that permeates nature (ibid). Because thesoAite permeates nature,
Schelling maintained that we can understand ndiaocause it is comprised of the
same spirit that is in us. He believed further thatAbsolute is made up of both the
unconscious and the conscious forces, and thaé toeses are fused in glorious
synthesis. This implies that the world evolves fritvi@ unconscious force available
in both organic and inorganic nature and steaddyeas until it realizes itself in self-
consciousness such as the creativity of an artiteorationality of the philosopher.

Schelling reasoned that since the ego preced#sradding (I must exist before
| think) and thinking determines all being (a thiagiothing other than the object of
thought), then the absolute ego (“I”) must be thedbmental principle of reality
(Darty, 2012). However, Schelling, in his subseque&rorks, attempted to
demonstrate that the unity of thinking and being &&@ approached from two
different directions beginning either with natureweth spirit. This implies that this
unity of thinking and being can be deduced fromahsolute ego as Fichte did and
also from the unconscious but dynamic powers otineatFeeling betrayed by
Schelling whom he thought of as a loyal disciplé&chte was displeased with
Schelling’s nature of the ego. Accordingly, he adjuhat Schelling had confused
the categories of “the ideal’” and “the real” by nmakthe Ego, the ideal to be
dependent upon nature, the real.
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From the above, it is evidenced that Schellingtstaout from a Fichtean
position which emphasized the primacy of an unkwhiself-positing Ego, he came
to regard the objective world of nature (matterdl &ame subjective self (spirit) as
equally real and originally in a unity. For Schedjj nature becomes invisible spirit
and spirit becomes invisible nature and in thissegboth spirit and nature may be
regarded as developing in parallel (Darty, 2012hefling held the opinion that
man’s conscious mind emerges from nature whiclomrolled by an unconscious,
creative, intelligent, active principle or worldidoHence, nature is a manifestation
of the Absolute. As expressed by Harrison-Barbeéil??, the Absolute, for
Schelling, is a pure identity of subjectivity anbjectivity. Darty (2012) is also of
the view that while we move in Schelling’s philosgpf nature, from the objective
to the subjective, his transcendental idealism nsattempt to move from the
subjective to the objective. For Schelling, therefdooth the subjective and the
objective approaches to reality are complementary.

On the nature of reality, Schelling maintains tlesippon that reality deals
with being in its double manifestation as naturd emnd. Schelling’s thought did
not only influence other Idealists, but also pr@ddx metaphysical basis to art. This
is why it is often believed that for Schelling, Ilgais unfolded through aesthetic
experience.

4.0. Conclusion

Schelling attempted the unification of metaphysidaalism through his
postulation of the Absolute as the permeating foifcdl reality. This Absolute force
progresses from unconsciousness to self-conscissisne

5.0. Summary
In this unit, you have learnt that:

1. Schelling made an attempt to synthesize dualism

The Absolute is the ultimate reality

3. The whole universe and everything we see arourdeaumanifestations of the
Absolute

4. The Absolute consists of the unconscious and couascforces fused in
glorious synthesis

N
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Self-Assessment Exercise
How did Schelling synthesize dualism?
Discuss the idealism of Schelling?

Discuss the similarity between Schelling’s idealsnd Kant?

6.0. References/Further Readings

Essien, E.S. (2011). Summa philosophica: an intbaol to philosophy and logic.
Lulu press.

Darty, D. (2012). German idealists’ metaphysicschk, Shelling, Hegel and
Schopenhauer. In Uduigwomen, A. and AkpanMeétaphysics: A book of
readings. Ultimate index book publishers Itd.

Lawhead, W. F. (2002)The voyage of discovery: a historical introduction to
philosophy. Wadsworth and Thomson learning

Tutor Marked Assignment
How did Schelling describe the Absolute?

Answer: Schelling describes the Absolute as the indulatadll-encompassing, self-
creating, unifying principle of reality that perntes nature.
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Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel

Module 5: Unit 3: Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel
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3.5 Political theory

4.0. Conclusion

5.0. Summary

6.0. References/Further Readings
1.0 Introduction

The German ldealism that started with Kant readiseapex in the philosophy
of Hegel. Having been influenced by the thought¥Kaht, Fichte and Schelling,
Hegel believed that all reality must conform t@taanal pattern. As a matter of fact,
this conviction led him to picture the goal of @sbphy as an attempt to achieve a
unified and systematic understanding of things bslev In this unit, you shall be
learning about Hegel's idealism and how it is distifrom other idealists before him.

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Discuss the idealism of Hegel

Understand his dialectics as the movement of theohite

3. Relate his political theory as self-objectificatiand self-development of the
Absolute Spirit

N

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel

Hegel was born in Stuttgart in present Southermf@ay in 1770. He was
raised in the period of the French Revolution. T84, Hegel entered the University
of Turbingen through a state sponsored educatidmlé/fh the University, Hegel
made friends with Holderlin and Schelling who watehe same time studying in
the same school. After his graduation, Hegel becaprévate tutor. He later became
the headmaster of a Gymnasium, (a high school atgnt) in Nuremberg. By this
time, however, Hegel had started to distinguishskifras a philosopher. As a result
of the new reputation, he was invited to becomerafegsor of philosophy in
Heidelberg where he served from 1816-1818. Latenvas invited to an enviable
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position of chair of philosophy at the University Berlin. Hegel died in 1831 of
cholera. His major works are, Phenomenology of iSpkncyclopedia of the
Philosophical Sciences, The Philosophy of HistoBhilosophy of Rights,
Philosophy of Nature, among others.

3.2. Theory of knowledge

Hegel's epistemology revolves around his dictuhe“teal is rational and the
rational is real” (Essien, 2011: 248). This positi® in contrast to Kant's assumption
that the real is unknowable. Hegel argues thahef itoumenon exists, then it is
knowable. In other words, Hegel is of the view tKant contradicted himself by
postulating something he could not know. For Hejele could rationalize on the
noumenon, then it exists because when we lookeatwvtirld rationally, the world
also looks rationally back at us.

The crux of German idealism is the glorificationtbé mind as the ultimate
source of knowledge. The mind constitutes the natipart of human beings. Hence,
Hegel believes that if all our objects of knowledge product of a mind other than
our individual minds, then there must be an absohitnd, an intelligent mind
through which individual minds share in its intgibility. Accordingly, Hegel, like
other idealists, concluded that “all objects of Wiexge, and indeed the whole
universe are the product of an absolute subjedted, an Absolute mind” (Stumpf
and Fieser, 2003: 310). For Hegel, therefore,tseahd the knowledge of it is found
in the Absolute idea. This Absolute idea, howevgprogressive, moving from a
lower to a higher level of consciousness in a diadal order.

3.3. Metaphysics

In his metaphysical system, Hegel believes thateths only one ultimate
reality called the Absolute Spirit (Geist). The Ahge Spirit is the totality of things.
This Absolute Spirit, by its nature, undergoes-pedijection, self-expression, self-
externalization and self-manifestation (Essien,12(248). Hegel set himself to
address the problem of the Absolute or infinite #mel relation between the finite
and the infinite. In attempting to overcome a ditadioutlook between the finite and
the infinite, Hegel believed that the AbsolutenBinite love and the conscious unity
of life. It is the infinite life that unites alldite things from within, however, without
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annihilating them. In other words, infinite life @pirit is a living unity of the
manifold (Darty, 2012). This position is expressigrroborated by Rusk and
Scotland (1979), when they offered a panoramic samraf Hegel's metaphysics
thus:

In Hegel, the idealism of Kant finds its consummatand most complete
expression. Instead of two realms — a natural gmatigl — as with Kant,

there is for Hegel, only one form of existence, $peitual, and it comprises
the natural. The ultimate source of all being ahdlldknowing is mind or the

absolute (182).

This means that the absolute is mind (spirit). Mmwle world, the universe,
IS a single great organism through which an extemidormity manifests itself. This
uniformity expresses itself both in external natanel in spirit (Darty, 2012). Life
then, is the union of the spiritual with the matérWithout mind or spirit, matter is
lifeless, it remains formless and in the words efjEl, it is a “mere chaos.” It is only
through the entrance of the spirit into the matehat the cosmos originates (Rusk
and Scotland, 1979: 83).

Hegel maintains that the Absolute Spirit manifesself in the physical
universe. This implies that our physical univeis@athing but the Absolute Spirit
disclosed, this disclosure occurs in a dialectmaicess of thesis, antithesis and
synthesis. In the Hegelian dialectics, reality figgiis the thesis, non-being is the
antithesis and the synthesis is becoming. For Hegelything undergoes a constant
process of change. This change is not just a Wide, but a form of gradual
unfolding of self-consciousness. For him, therefosality is constantly moving
toward its goal of understanding itself (Warburt@0,11: 128). Hegel, therefore,
explains change as a movement of the AbsolutetSipar Hegel, the central idea of
reality is the while which is “the absolute” — timdinite creative totality in which all
finite distinctions are unified. It is the spirihé self-thinking thought, the identity-
in-difference of the ideal and real, of subjectivdéind objectivity. Hegel holds that
the absolute is a necessary process of self danelopfrom potentiality to actuality
revealing itself through nature. The point of ltiskhat for Hegel, reality as absolute
reason is revealed objectively in the dialecticcesses of nature through the
reasoning processes of individual human minds (stamrBarbet, 2012).
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The idealist metaphysics of Hegel which subsumetsemanto spirit sees the
absolute spirit as the only medium through whichtemacan have life and form
(Darty, 2012: 368). However, the understanding edlity in the Hegelian
perspective resulted in the later opposition chamgadl by the logical positivists. As
Redding (2012) puts it, Hegel's conception of tgdhad within it, a dark mystical
roots and overt religious content. Hence, it isdharsurprising that Hegel's
metaphysics so understood, is regarded as beiygceafrontational to the largely
secular and scientific conceptions of reality thaive been dominant from the
twentieth century till now. Notwithstanding its stemmings, Hegel's metaphysical
system which presages the final stage in Germantisthe, according to Darty (2012:
368), was an extraordinary achievement. This is Miegel ranks as one of the
greatest and most influential western thinkers. Hetaphysical system positively
inspired thinkers like Marx and Sartre, though Ig#oahad a negative impact on
Schopenhauer and Kierkegaard.

3.4. Ethics

Like his metaphysics, Hegel's moral theory alsoicisghe movement of the
Absolute Spirit becoming conscious of itself thrbuge human spirit. Instrumental
to his moral theory are the notions of human freedend will. According to
Lawhead, as the rationality in nature becomes #eiylicit and self-aware through
its realization in the human spirit, the human camity creates a second world of
its own that consists of ethical, political and dégnstitutions and all other
accomplishments (2002: 369).

Morality for Hegel, is essentially a matter of pose and intention in the
ethical life of humanity (Akpan, 2016: 416). Livirgghically, then, entails a return
of consciousness to world social roles and insbihst More so, moral duty, for
Hegel, is derived from the requirements of idemtidya person’s individual will with
that of the universal will (Akpan, 2016: 416). Téas no way, for Hegel, that an
individual will could be separated from the uniaraill because he believes that
the particular cannot be separated from the whdlés is what constitute a perfect
explanation of freedom for him, hence, he says that relation between the
individual’s will and the universal's will, is theelation between freedom and duty,
objectivity and subjectivity (Hegel, 1953: 37).
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3.5. Political theory

Hegel's political thought is connected to his nidin@ory and metaphysics. In
his view, the state is the highest form of humanety in which the spirit objectifies
and actualizes itself (Omoregbe, 2010: 86). Theestathe synthesis between the
family and the civil society. What this impliestigat the spirit objectifies itself, first
in the family, then the civil society and finally the state. Using his dialectics, the
family is the thesis. It is characterized by unkigwever, this unity is negated by the
diversity of the civil society. The civil societheén forms the antithesis. The state
comes into existence as a synthesis between theafrthe family and the diversity
of the civil society.

Omoregbe (2010: 87), observed that Hegel empragize unity of and
supremacy of the state. The state possesses itsvitwhich is the collective will
of every citizen of the state. Hegel calls thisl ¥k Universal Will. This Universal
Will is the will of the Absolute and consequenthgtauthentic will of the individual
citizens (ibid). The law of the state is then eksaled to ensure the conformity of
the individual will with the universal will:

For the state is not the abstract confronting itizens; they are parts of it,
like members of an organic body, where no membendsand none is means.
It is the realization of freedom, of the absolditeal purpose and exists for its
own sake (Hegel, 1953: 52).

It is observed from the above excerpts that thée star Hegel, is not human
construction, neither did the action of human beifgrce them to form a state.
Instead, the state is a living organism. It isdabgectification of the absolute through
human beings, therefore, the state is superidngardividual. The state has right,
the abstract right which dims the light of indivaduight. This right of the state
emanates from her freedom which extinguishes #egifsm of the individual (Essien,
Ukpe and Iniodu, 2014: 253).

In Hegel's political thought, human right as thghti of the individual is
considered a joke. Freedom and right, accordirgro belong to the state. Right in
Hegel's philosophy, is primarily that immediatest®nce which freedom gives itself
in an immediate way. In his Philosophy of righteddom does not consist in
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possibilities of acting, but a kind of action in it one is determined entirely
through oneself, and not all by any external factde describes freedom as actively
relating to something other than oneself in a marthat the other becomes
integrated into one’s project, completing and flffg them so that it counts as
belonging to one’s own action rather than standivgy against it. What this means
Is that freedom is possible only to the extent tiet act rationally, and in
circumstances where the objects of our actionsirafearmony with our reason
(Essien, Ukpe and Iniodu, 2014). Hegel believes$ tha most spiritual of such
objects is the state in which we live.

For Hegel, therefore, freedom is only possible natenal society whose institutions

can be felt and known as rational by individualsovane with themselves in those

institutions. Freedom then becomes the freedorheo$bcial order, the state and the
right emanating from this absolute freedom is aus$tright.

4.0 Conclusion

Hegel's philosophy is characterized by the movenaewt objectification of
the Absolute Spirit. This absolute spirit operdtesugh a triadic dialectical process
crowned by the synthesis of the subjective spaithe thesis and the objective spirit
as the antithesis the absolute spirit becomes musof itself through the finite
spirit of individuals. However, on a critical peespive, the view that everything is
the manifestation of the absolute cast dust ofréesiom of will. It is a contradiction
for Hegel to presuppose the freedom of individaald at the same time believe that
every event in the universe is a self-manifestatisalf-projection and self-
externalization of the absolute. The features ®#solute spirit means the absolute
is a deterministic force. But away from this ciigim, Hegel's philosophy is of great
impact not only philosophy, but to social scienceoware more focused on
individuals.

5.0. Summary
In this unit, you have learnt that:
1. There is only one ultimate reality, according togkle and it is the Absolute

Spirit.
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2. The Absolute Spirit by its nature undergoes setigmtion, self-expression,

self-externalization and self-manifestation.

The rational is real and the real is rational.

Hegel debunked the unknowability of Kant's noumena

5. The state is the highest form of human society imciv the absolute
objectifies and actualizes itself

> w

Self-Assessment Exercise
How does Hegel's dialectics explain change?

Discuss the idealism of Hegel
Understand his dialectics as the movement of theohAibe

Relate his political theory as self-objectificatiand self-development of the
Absolute Spirit
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Tutor Marked Assignment
What does Hegel think of our physical universe?

Answer: Hegel thinks of our physical universe as the Atigodisclosed.
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Thomas Hill Green

Module 5: Unit 4: Thomas Hill Green
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1.0 Introduction

You have learnt about German Idealism in units,lar®l 3 of this module.
The twentieth century brings with it a new waveladalism domiciled in Great
Britain. Robert Hill Green represents a significaxpansion in scholarship of
British idealism. In this unit, you shall be introzkd to his thought.

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

1. Explain the idealist thought in Green’s philosophy.
2. Discuss Green’s understanding of consciousness.

3.0. Main Content
3.1. A Brief Biography of Thomas Hill Green

Thomas Green was a member of the British Idealstement. He was born
on April 7, 1836 in Oxford, England. In 1855, heeatled Balliol college in Oxford.
Green is best known as a moral and political pbpber. He also had interest in
theology. Thomas Green died on March 26, 1882.nkagor works are, Essay on
Christian Dogma, Prolegomena to Ethics, Moral Peiady, Different Senses of
Freedom, Lectures on the Principles of Politicalligation, Lecture on Liberal
Legislation and Freedom of Contracts, Differentsgsof Freedom as Applied Will
and the Moral Progresses of Man, among others.

3.2. Religious Views
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Green lived at a time in England when the develaqs in geology and
Paleontology were rapidly shaking the foundatidreg wvere laid by classical and
scholastic philosophy and theology (Effiong, 2048:8-449). In his Essay on
Christian Dogma, Green developed his matured thoogtiheology. He began by
his projects by analyzing the history of Christimgma. From this analysis, he
attacked most of the practices of that were beargexd out in the church. One of
such dogma was the formulation of creeds. Accolginige maintained that the
church was more committed to traditions than tlaé dectrine of the Bible. Green
characterized the formulation of creeds an attetaparrive at an authoritative
expression of those doctrines by which all Chnistia irrespective of time and place
— should judge the varying interpretations of fa{tanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy).

Green argued that rather than allow people to mpr&od as an actual
dynamic being present in the world, creed tendsatdwdolatry as it made people
to worship images instead of God. He also arguatrdason is an essential element
in the pursuit of salvation because rational setistiousness is an element of that
which identifies us with the perfect being (EffiQr&§16: 499). Through this rational
self-consciousness, we are able to realize oursefverinciple, which makes it
possible for us to understand the spiritual wonidl aur reliance on God for
knowledge and existence.

3.3. On Eternal Consciousness

The first and most important problem that Greetended to tackle in his
philosophy is the nature of knowledge and its icgtion about the nature of man.
He has several sets of opponents in mind whom Ishesito refute. The most
prominent, whom he confronts first, are those wihgua for an empiricist or
naturalistic account of man and of knowledge. Geattack is on those who seek
to create a natural science of man, on the grotlnadshey are trying to carry science
outside its proper province. He never disputesmgugns the idea of science and
scientific knowledge (Nicholson, 2006: 142). On twntrary, his rejection of a
science of man presupposes that science itsedssilple, legitimate, and successful.
The point on which his whole position pivots is ttlsgience, the acquisition of
knowledge of the natural world, itself necessariyguires a conception of the
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scientist (standing in for ‘man’) which cannot bexaunted for in purely scientific
terms.

There are two principal features of Green’s clamndistinguish; first, what
scientific knowledge is and what this implies, kagly, about the knower; and
second, what, by logical extension, scientific kiedige could be and what that
implies, logically, about the knower. Green contetisht in scientific knowledge
everything known, so far as it is known, consistsalations between it and other
things (relations such as position and successibaemselves likewise related, and
that the source of all these relations must bers@ousness or self which unifies
the relations into a connected whole. The consaiess, working on the assumption
that there is a single, uniform, and unalterabtkeoof relations, decides which of
its experiences is ‘real’ and ‘objective’ by chetkithat each new experience is
combinable in one system with other recognizedieia (Nicholson, 2006). That
assumption is a necessary assumption of sciertbe sense that it must be made if
there is to be knowledge of a world at all. Howewbe consciousness which is
organizing experience must itself be outside timd apace: as the condition of
relations, it cannot be a relation, and therefarescientific explanation of it can be
given (since natural science necessarily expldimgs in terms of relations).

From Green'’s perspective, therefore, the natusadist empiricists are simply
contradicting themselves whenever they attemptfter @an explanation of man
because a natural explanation of man uses a tladmyt nature, but the very idea
of such a theory itself presupposes that man iertimn simply natural. Green’s
first main conclusion, then, is that our consci@ss) or understanding, that is, the
consciousness of each individual human being, “esakature” for us, in the sense
of enabling us to conceive that there is such rgthiGreen, 2003: 19). He argues
further that our understanding ‘makes nature’ m dldditional sense that, ‘it is the
source, or at any rate a condition, of there beingse relations. It is our
consciousness, therefore, that establishes ‘théaat in which it conceives reality
to consist’ (Green, 2003: 13).

The second sense of ‘man making nature’ goes furthelaiming that not
only nature as an intelligible whole but also tldonstituent parts, are the creations
of man’s consciousness, that is, not only the ewndircts of the mind’s work are the
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mind’s creation, but also all that the mind worksto produce them. Green argues,
nevertheless, there is an Infinite mind that the&a mind participates in the Infinite
mind (Essien, 2011: 253). He conceives of the masda fragment of the all
prevailing and Infinite mind. The universe, for hims also a manifestation, a
projection and an externalization of the Infinitenl. Human consciousness, then,
becomes possible because the human mind is inglxlyianseparable from the
Infinite Mind. The unfolding of the eternal consesmess, therefore, is the increasing
manifestation of God in the world (Stanford Encysdia of Philosophy).

3.4. On the Will

Green’s theory of the will is simply his discugsiof the moral agent as the
human self. For him, the self is the willing agestto has to make a choice between
desires and emotional impulses (Effiong, 2016: 4&2gen argues that desires and
emotional impulses are recognized by human subgecisdispensable to his nature
as they make him realize his existence. This implibat by desiring, we
acknowledge our existence as self-conscious. Homyedtrds in the nature of
individuals to desire many things at a time. Bubing that it is not possible for us
to have everything we desire at the same time,revéhen forced to decide what we
truly wish to achieve. In this way, the will chosss&hich object to possess. In this
way, choice becomes a determinant of action, wisiblacked by the will. According
to Green, what makes the will free is choice.

For Green, the action of a moral agent, then, isee@xplained in terms of
motive rather than desire. Unlike the mere anirnahed from behind by some want,
desire, or impulse, human beings, because thesedireonscious, have the capacity
in thought to transcend both the present and thuaband to look forward to possible
future states, thereby creating for themselves evidsh they then endeavour to
bring about (Dimova-Cookson and Mander, 2006). Giggges on to argue that the
motive determining an agent’s will is always arailiised future state of his own self,
a conception of himself as satisfied, whateveratrbe that he seeks. For this, he
argues that moral action is “the process of salfization, that is, of making a
possible self real” (Green, 1997: 224). In histakriterms, Green’s arrival at the
formula of self-realization represents an imporsimntt in ethical thinking. Instead
of asking with the utilitarian, intuitionist, anden the Kantian philosophers of the
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day, ‘What ought | to do?’, Green and the many lidesawho followed him re-
construed ethical inquiry in the mould of an oldeiestion, ‘What kind of person
ought | to be?’(Dimova-Cookson and Mander, 2006: 9)

But what leads Green to this formula? The answeotisvholly clear. At times
the derivation seems a trivial one, amounting tonmore than the claim that,
whatever we want, in wanting it we necessarily walgbd a state in which our own
wanting is satisfied. In this sense it amounts @arthan the claim that the act is a
self-conscious or deliberate one. At other timeswdwver, Green seems to be
asserting a stronger thesis equivalent to somedpsychological egoism. He says
that self-reflection reveals to us that the onlgigepossible is for our own personal
good in some form or other (PE 8891, 95): thatsskn act was for the agent’s own
good (however we may go on to construe that natibe)would simply have no
reason to perform it.

There are, of course, a great many things whichwght desire for ourselves.
But it is notorious that not everything we wanteaslly in our own best interests.
And what we want today, we may grow out of tomorr@reen introduces the
notion of what he calls the true good, which hecdbss as ‘an end in which the
effort of a moral agent can really find rest’ (20031), ‘an abiding satisfaction of
an abiding self (2003: 234). The true or uncomaditl good is, thus, that which
fulfils the agent’'s desire for long-term satisfaction the whole. Linking with
Green’s theme of moral and cognitive growth, itMsat would satisfy us in our
fullest development. But what would such a good ©@e of the most interesting
aspects of Green’s moral philosophy is his claiat this cannot be known. The
moral ideal amounts to the complete realizatiopenfection of human capacities,
but since these have never yet been perfectlyzezhlwe cannot now properly say
what this would amount to. Green’s moral theory species of ideal or perfectionist
ethics, but since our moral understanding standeéa of development just as much
as our moral nature itself, a measure of ignoracaccording to him, unavoidable.

Green holds that the true good is a common or kgo@d. Transforming his
earlier egoism into something almost directly ipposite, Green argues that while
it is indeed true that the moral ideal is one atpaal development and that the only
possible motive for action is the attainment ofsp@al good, it needs to be
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recognized that people are fundamentally sociatares, and hence that our true
personal good properly understood turns out todogabgood. To pursue a selfish
life is to misunderstand one’s own true nature, hadce where one’s own true
happiness lies. The theory of the common good tiuss a distinctive twist to
Green’s account. According to it, in the same wawa carry a vision and a will for
a better self, we carry also interests in the gobdther persons, ‘interests which
cannot be satisfied without the consciousnessthioge other persons are satisfied
(Green, 2003). Green calls this a ‘distinctive abiiterest’ (Green, 2003: 200), and
he views it as a permanent feature of human nahaesimply enlightened self-
interest or the result of some process of evoluiom earlier stages in which men
were less civilized. The notion of the common gbetps Green to define the moral
ideal substantively, providing content to what wbualtherwise remain a merely
formal notion (Dimova-Cookson and Mander 2006).

4.0 Conclusion

Thomas Green’'s philosophy had enormous influenceBadtish Idealist
movement. Aside the philosophical circle, it alste@aded to social and political
disciplines. In his idealism, he argues that knolgk has to do with system or
structure. For him, the difference between whaint®as knowledge and illusions,
dreams, or error are relations or actions of thedmirhis mind, he maintained,
possesses an eternal consciousness of which ewverytiat there is resides.

5.0 Summary
In this unit, you have learnt that:

1. Green marked new force of idealism which took plexc@ritain in the 20th
century.

2. The human mind participates in the Infinite mind.

3. The human mind possesses eternal consciousnes$sctifewerything resides.

4. What makes the will free is choice.

Self-Assessment Exercise
What is Green’s conception of the mind?

Explain the idealist thought in Green’s philosophy.
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Discuss Green’s understanding of consciousness.
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Tutor Marked Assignment
Explain Green’s idea of the self.

Answer: Green conceives of the self as the willing agemb has to make a choice
between desires and emotional impulses
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