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      Preface

      
         
         
         Concerning Our Prejudices

         
         
      

      
      Every age of civilization, philosophically speaking, has its shibboleth. It stands
         to reason, that depending upon the prejudices that dominate a particular age of philosophy,
         it will prove very hard, perhaps even ridiculously hard, to advance a point of view
         in that direction. In the age of scholarship we live in, I think that prejudice has
         to do with the value accorded to ordinary perception. No matter what discipline we
         practice, or what form of scholarship we are involved with, this shibboleth makes
         its presence felt: that the ordinary opinions are not really evidence of truth, and
         that scholarship must overcome them.
      

      
      A prejudice is made more complicated if it possesses a strong degree of reality. For where prima facie evidence is easily available to support a prejudice, this
         becomes very strong grounds for submitting to the prejudice. It is not hard to discover
         weaknesses in ordinary perception. It is not hard to still the tongue of the non-philosopher,
         with just a slight bit of cross-examination, as David Hume long ago observed. Yet
         even where there is strong evidence to support a prejudice, what makes it a prejudice
         is that it overstates the truth. The problem that I have long investigated in philosophy is an unjustified
         degree of suspicion raised against ordinary opinions, grounded as they are on sense
         perception. There is a level in this point of view that is not, in my view, warranted.
         In other words, I wish to argue that in the history of philosophy, a set of arguments
         has gained ascendancy, which is far too militant in its dismissal of the ordinary
         opinions, and the perceptual evidence upon which they rely.
      

      
      There is no prejudice more difficult to confront, let alone come to grips with, than
         a philosophical prejudice. The history of philosophy has been conducted on various levels, but there
         is a trans-historical level. There is a level of issues that philosophy deals with
         that takes place above most scholarly debates; and usually the concepts involved are
         so complex, that it is very hard to bring them down out of the firmament of high doctrine,
         and to make them comprehensible for more ordinary debates. This is the task that I
         have set myself in this book. I realize that I am “cutting against the grain” in my
         style of argument; I realize that I am tripping the chord of some very powerful prejudices;
         and I realize that this may be cause for some impatience on the reader’s part. Yet
         I believe that if I bring a coherent argument before the reader, that she will give
         it a chance on the merits. I believe this to be true even for one who may be clumsily
         stumbling down the hallway of some new region of argument—whose difficulty in mastering
         the subject matter is not sufficiently strong, to make a graceful presentation. Sincerity
         ought to count for something. If my argument does not possess the grace which I wish
         it would display, it is only because it is difficult to render mostly buried philosophical
         issues, of a complex nature, into discourses which don’t seem to offer any opportune
         place for introducing them.
      

      
      The central claims of the book are two basically. The first is my argument about atomism.
         I argue that this is an ancient theory with deep metaphysical roots, that it is in
         fact a theory of causation. I argue that the philosophical history of this concept
         has been lost track of over time, and that the modern versions of atomism cannot be
         accurately understood absent familiarity with this older teaching. I attempt to supply
         that teaching. In the second place, I make an argument that atomism has an essential
         relationship to the indictment of sense perception, and that this indictment of sense
         perception is indirectly a very powerful political philosophy. It is this atomist
         indictment that I regard as the origin of the prejudice that is sustained by many
         philosophers against the evidence of ordinary sense perception.
      

      
      There are certainly different ages in the history of philosophy. I know that I will
         provoke some resistance merely by suggesting that there is such a thing as a history
         of philosophy. I focus on atomism as my case in point, because I believe that this
         is an instance of a trans-historical philosophy. Atomism originated as an argument
         about being, about what ultimately exists. It is both deductive and metaphysical.
         The heritage of that original atomism is alive in twenty-first-century theories of
         atomism that are not aware of that heritage. It is indeed during the Early Modern
         period, especially in the work of Locke and Hume, when the doctrine of atomism underwent
         a cosmetic surgery, when it was commended to experimental philosophy and a new nomenclature.
         Since that time, the gateway to the deeper history of atomist philosophy has been
         effectively closed to us; and one major point that I wish to make to the reader in
         this work, is that this is in part a political accomplishment, an exertion of political
         philosophy on the part of Locke and Hume.
      

      
      I learned about the philosophy of atomism mostly from studying Plato’s texts. It is
         Plato’s refutation of the original atomist thesis that I wish to bring before the
         reader. That is part of the complexity that I am struggling with in this text. Yet
         I think that the lines of the original atomist theory can be made sufficiently clear;
         and that Plato’s line of argument against that philosophy of atomism can be made sufficiently
         clear, so that the reader can come to her own conclusions, as to whether that critique
         has merit or not.
      

      
      Chapter 1 of this work will contain a discussion of the history of atomist philosophy,
         and it will be, as a matter of necessity, sketchier than I would like. Most of the
         philosophers to be considered, I have examined more at length in other works. Yet
         I still believe that I can trace the essential configuration of issues as they pertain
         to this study, in such a trans-historical sketch: and I do believe that atomism, as
         a metaphysical doctrine, lends itself to such a treatment.
      

       

      ***

       

      In the current literature on the philosophy of perception, many hundreds of pages
         are spent discussing tomatoes, red balls, and white walls. I will examine some of
         this literature in chapter 2. The ordinary individual, it is suggested, is in need
         of a scientific theory as to what perception is. There is a complicated analysis of
         the relationship between the individual and the object to be taken into account; there
         is an analysis of the nature of color that must be undertaken. Micro-processes must
         be considered. Micro-processes indicate the doctrine of atomism, a ubiquitous premise
         of much contemporary philosophy.
      

      
      The ordinary opinions, since the philosophy of Locke, have been relegated to a domain
         of habit, behavior or function. It is conceded by Locke that non-philosophic individuals
         can get along in their daily needs with their crude use of language, yet this ordinary
         facility for communication is not to be confused with truth-value. Only philosophic
         speech which has been purified from contamination by perceptual judgments is allowed
         by Locke to have access to the precise signification of names, or knowledge. The common
         individuals believe that they perceive a tomato, rather than a bundle of qualities.
         They believe that the tomato is a unity, a single thing. The tomato is what Aristotle
         would refer to as a substance: a single perishable object.[1]  In Locke’s view, the human race is not equipped by nature for this adventure in
         knowledge. Locke believes that philosophy is necessary to provide a truthful account
         of any object. Moreover, Locke argues that the evidence that is obtainable by ordinary
         perception exaggerates the competence of human perceptual faculties.
      

      
      The relationship between the philosophy of perception that Locke did so much to develop,
         and ordinary opinion is a complicated one. The ordinary individual, trusting in his
         perception of the tomato, is like the man who dives into a swimming pool at the shallow
         end. What our perception is fit to tell us, Locke believes, rates about two feet of
         water in the pool. The non-philosopher who relies upon perception, and this would
         be virtually all of them, will undergo this traumatic discovery, whenever a fact from
         the ordinary experience attracts the attention of the philosophic investigators.
      

      
      The study contained in these pages must brush up against the thorny issue of the history
         of ideas, and whether it is meaningful to attempt to enumerate such a phenomenon.
         In my opinion, the doctrine of atomism is indeed a truly trans-historical doctrine:
         it is a theory, after all, as to what body is, and even as to what body can be. The philosophy of historical analysis, such as the one developed by Quentin Skinner
         and J. G. A. Pocock, has not to my knowledge been applied to atomist philosophy. The
         theory that the true bodies are “simple,” that is, unchangeable, is the core of the
         atomist teaching. It is as old as Democritus and Leucippus, who were contemporaries
         of Plato’s Socrates. The argument is metaphysical and deductive. Locke rather skillfully
         attempts to repackage the atomist doctrine as an “experimental” one; however, I do
         not believe that this attempt is or can be successful, for the reasons to be unfolded
         below. Atomism truly is a theory that is aloof from all forms of induction. This claim
         holds as much for the atomism of Leucippus and Democritus as it does for the atomism
         of an Einstein, a Bohr, or a Schrodinger. The atomist metaphysics has not received
         much attention as such since the Early Moderns undertook to adapt that theory. In
         my view, this roughly begins with the work of Machiavelli, and persists as an ongoing
         affair.
      

      
      The two major philosophers under consideration in this study are both atomists, and
         they are both alleged to be empiricists. John Locke and David Hume are certainly atomists;
         but whether they are empiricists or not is a subject to be taken up for discussion.
         In a field such as epistemology, and both Locke and Hume lay heavy foundations for
         this discipline—legitimacy is an inescapable issue. The philosopher who attempts to
         characterize the limits of what the human mind is eligible to know, or to regard itself
         as capable of knowing, is making a meta-political argument. It traces the origin of
         the very first source of evidence that human beings have access to in their attempt
         to acquire knowledge. “Empiricism” suggests experience as that first source of evidence.
         However, no true atomist is in this sense an empiricist. The atomist philosophy of
         perception is beholden to the deductive, metaphysical postulates of atomism itself.
         This metaphysics is anchored in a theory as to what perception can be, before any
         experience is permitted the floor. Atomism is not empiricist. It is one of the major
         sources of interest in the cases of Locke and Hume that they were able to generate
         the opposite appearance. It is to be hoped that in this study such an appearance will
         be dispelled.
      

      
      Philosophy, in its interpretation of perception from an atomist point of view, certainly
         never regarded ordinary opinion as its starting point. From Leucippus to Epicurus
         to Machiavelli; from Bacon to Descartes to Locke and Hume; this perspective on perception
         has deductive roots. Since people need perception as a way to guide themselves through
         their lives, this scientific culture insofar as it is committed to an atomistic view
         of perception poses problems. For people seek to strengthen their opinions, to develop
         them and improve upon them. Yet for so long as the generality of people are dependent
         on perception as the original evidence for their views (which will be forever), atomistic
         scientific culture is going to impede those efforts. Ordinary opinions, which are
         first formed out of perceptions, are not the basis from which these philosophic opinions
         are formed. In fact, the scientific opinions sometimes dismiss the evidence of perception
         as naïve, as a folk psychology that is best left behind.[2] 
      

      
      This poses problems for the ordinary individual. For all of his perceptions inform
         him about causes that he regards as real. The culture of science, which challenges
         the evidence of ordinary perception, and at times the epistemological reality of the
         objects that the person refers to, therefore interferes with the formation of these
         ordinary opinions. In fact, this domain of the philosophic-scientific culture focused
         on perception does more than interfere with the formation of opinion in the ordinary
         domain: modern science may even refuse to allow this process to get truly started.
         For there is no foundation of experience that will be conceded by science to constitute
         reality, which is binding upon all members of the community, and for which perception
         is the adequate means to know.
      

      
      The deeper genesis of this study is concerned with atomism itself. It has exercised
         an enormous impact upon the life of the mind since the Renaissance. Yet it is a very
         old theory. Certain changes have taken place in the theory, to be sure; but there
         is a metaphysical baggage that all atomist theories worthy of the name carry with
         them. This is the claim that the atoms, or the smallest parts of the atoms, or the
         smallest particles no matter what they are now called, are the ultimate furniture
         of the universe: indestructible and eternal “being.” This is what the atoms were at
         their outset in philosophy. Modern theories have tried to make do with a narrower
         definition of the atom, to the effect that it is an experimental postulate or some
         such. Yet there is no way to arrive at the atoms experimentally.
      

      
      Locke was not the first one to make the argument that experience, or sense perception,
         is the true origin of our ideas and knowledge. Plato’s Socrates was. The latter is
         the true foundationalist. It has been injurious to philosophy, and certainly to political
         philosophy, to have labored under the impression that Locke is a sincere expositor
         of the doctrine that perceptual experience is the origin of our ideas. The democratic
         flavor of this claim is apparent. Yet where perception is represented through an atomist
         lens, it is the opposite of democratic. I am quite interested in the two poles of
         atomism and perception, because it was atomism that first made the radical break with
         the evidence of ordinary opinion. It was atomism that denied the legitimacy of perceptual
         evidence. Much of the current scientific critique of perception is dependent on atomist
         theory. A refutation of atomism, will refute a good deal of that critique of perception,
         which is so pervasive in our philosophic culture.
      

      
      The work of Locke and Hume is foundational for the philosophical culture of the twenty-first
         century. These Early Modern philosophers made the deepest attacks on the authority
         of perception in their writings of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.
         In my view, the attack on perception and its competence that Locke and Hume perform
         constitutes a central political problem in cultural life today. Hence I am interested in understanding this skeptical challenge to the authority
         of perception, the line of argument that has shaped many subsequent steps of modern
         intellectual life.
      

      
      Rutherford, Bohrn, Einstein, Schrodinger, Born, Heisenberg, the proponents of the
         atomist revolution of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, speak of
         Newton as their classical forebear in physics: Newton, not Spinoza, or Hobbes, or
         Bacon, or Machiavelli. These latter are all atomists: which is to say, that they all
         profess belief in matter that does not come into being and that does not pass out
         of being (Indestructible). Einstein and his associates prefer to speak of the “conservation
         of matter.”[3]  So did Descartes. Yet the atomism that has developed in the twentieth and twenty-first
         centuries sustains the moratorium on the philosophic explanation of atomism that Locke
         and Hume labored so hard to effect. Werner Heisenberg and Rudolf Carnap profess that
         they don’t want to address questions as to whether the atoms really exist or not; or as to whether atoms are
         in fact the true furniture of the universe. Heisenberg is of the opinion that the
         question is irrelevant, and shouldn’t be asked; Carnap is of the view that he simply
         prefers to speak in a language in which such questions are regarded as nonsensical,
         leaving disappointed those who speak in a language that really wants to know if the
         atoms are real.[4] 
      

      
      The philosophers of perception who write today are far less reticent about atomism.
         They cannot refer to the theory enough. They rely upon the authority of atomism to
         critique the contents of ordinary perceptions, and they call upon this authority thought
         to reside in physics as if it were absolutely unimpeachable. Yet these philosophers
         of perception and of body themselves do not seem conversant with the origins of the
         atomist theory. They do not know that the origins of the Einsteinian theory of atoms
         is just as old as Democritus’s theory. If and when scholars are familiar with the genealogy of atomism, with its roots in the philosophies of Parmenides
         and Zeno, they do not appear to be acquainted, or sufficiently appreciative, of Plato’s
         critique of those doctrines. Plato proves that atomism is a false doctrine; and I
         think that is significant politically.
      

      
      Since the stakes are so high, since the reality of the evidence obtainable by ordinary
         opinion is so important, it seems that there is no length that we should not go to
         in order to get to the bottom of the challenge posed by atomism to ordinary thought.
         The validity of the enterprise of human life as understood by ordinary speakers, its
         dignity, is in question. The justness of the scientific effort to reshape the ordinary
         opinions, from its perch on the upper line of the linguistic division of labor, is
         at issue. Even the least quality of self-government, from the most intimate to the
         most modest, is dependent upon this enterprise, of evaluating the challenge to perception
         that atomism, over these many centuries, has advanced.
      

      
      The origins of the argument of atomism, I have indicated, are in Parmenides’s philosophy.[5]  Plato’s Parmenides offers the master critique of that Eleatic philosophy. Without the account of Parmenides’s
         theory, one cannot really begin to understand the metaphysical nature of the atomist
         theory of Leucippus and Democritus; without the understanding of the philosophical
         foundations of the original atomist theory, one would be unable to appraise the truly
         metaphysical foundations of Locke’s, of Hume’s atomism; and one would furthermore
         lack the concepts necessary to reveal the structure of these doctrines.
      

      
      One needs to know about the atomist philosophy, its origins and metaphysical commitments,
         merely in order to obtain a certain view of the project of modern philosophy. One
         cannot understand today’s philosophers of perception, of cognitive science, of neuroscience,
         of epistemology, without this knowledge of atomism. To possess this knowledge, is
         to begin to see the politics of our time very differently. It is to be introduced
         to that which Plato well knew: that philosophy is potentially far and away the most
         powerful political player in human affairs, and that there is no way to keep this
         power of philosophy within any kind of bounds, except by vigorous debate in the deepest
         precincts of philosophy itself.
      

      
      Freedom of Opinion

      
      Locke, in his great Essay Concerning Human Understanding, refers to language as the “common tie of society.”[6]  Language is the only means by which a human being can begin to orient himself in
         the world. It is through language—through our ability to make accurate sense of the
         statements of others, and through our own ability to make our own opinions understood
         by those same others, that one becomes capable of acting in the world. This process
         is absolutely dependent upon a shared, common language. I speak here on the philosophical
         level: a shared, common language is one in which people are able to indicate the common
         objects to one another through speech, and to have this language acknowledged and
         respected by the others. When philosophy, however, undertakes to liberate itself from
         the ordinary usage—this can give rise to a new set of political problems.
      

      
      A person cannot be said to have freedom of opinion, if she does not know, and is not
         capable of knowing, how a dominant scientific culture will construe her speech. A
         person cannot be said to have freedom of opinion, if there is a dominant scientific
         discourse that suffuses society, that enacts a set of rules for language and communication
         that the ordinary individual does not, and cannot, understand. One cannot very well
         form free opinions, if one does not know well enough to see to it how one’s speech
         shall be received by the reigning cultural authorities; and one cannot be said to
         have the freedom to form opinions, if the signification of the speeches made by said
         science, cannot be accurately understood by even educated opinion.
      

      
      Perception gives us our objects, the things that we would talk about. The philosophy
         that Locke, that Hume apply to the evidence of perception philosophically takes away
         our ability to make truthful utterances about those objects. The atomist philosophy,
         as presented by Locke and Hume, enables the philosopher to belittle and dismiss the
         locutions of the non-philosophers with ease; and it enables the philosopher-scientist
         to speak from a vantage point employing the common names but from an entirely different
         set of assumptions.
      

      
      It is the problem of modern, rather than of ancient times, that philosophy is a force
         somewhat unbound in political affairs. What an opinion is, who has the authority to
         form an opinion, who has the authority to correctly interpret an opinion: all of these
         most preliminary issues are determined by philosophy in Locke and Hume. The same cannot
         be said for Plato and Aristotle. For Plato and Aristotle, it is the ordinary opinion
         that is expert in determining the first facts; and it is to that authority that the
         philosophy of Plato and Aristotle is originally dedicated. This is indeed the very
         significance of Socrates’s profession of ignorance. When Socrates claims that he knows
         that he does not know, he compels the assembled group to provide the starting place
         for discussion. That starting place is perceptual evidence.
      

      
      To lack the power to know how one’s opinions are received by a dominant cultural or
         philosophical authority is to be weakened in one’s ability to so much as form effective
         opinions. To lack the power to understand the signification of the opinions uttered
         by the institutions sculpted by philosophic authority is a serious disadvantage in
         life. Man cannot orient himself to the world through opinions, when he does not understand
         the grounds upon which opinions are received, and upon which scientifically certified
         opinions are dispatched. Man, in a culture dominated by a philosophy that begins with
         the discrediting of the authority of perception, could be described as effectively
         lacking a language. He may as well be mute.
      

      
      It is certainly Locke’s intention to establish science as a veritable tribunal of
         truth. The novel thing about Locke’s intended plan is that he simply banishes the
         ordinary opinions entirely from the very enterprise of establishing what true facts
         are.
      

      
         First, by their civil use, I mean such a communication of thoughts and ideas by words,
            as may serve for the upholding common conversation and commerce, about the ordinary
            affairs and conveniences of civil life, in the societies of men, one amongst another.
            Secondly, by the philosophical use of words, I mean such an use of them as may serve
            to convey the precise notions of things, and to express, in general propositions,
            certain and undoubted truths which the mind may rest upon, and be satisfied with,
            in its search after true knowledge.[7] 
         

      

      “These two uses are very distinct,” Locke maintains; “and a great deal less exactness
         will serve in the one, than in the other, as we shall see in what follows.” Prima
         facie, of course, Locke’s statements are not alarming in any way. It is no new information
         to us, that the doctor, or the engineer, or the clergyman, must possess a special
         sophistication in their respective doctrines, which is not available to the non-specialist.
         Yet the distinction is indeed one full of implications, considering the way Locke
         intends for it to apply.
      

      
      Correcting Aristotle’s Political Science

      
      Aristotle, when he develops his political science, anchors it in the discipline of
         ethics. Aristotle’s Politics and Nichomachean Ethics are organically fused. The human animal is a political animal, Aristotle argues;
         and therefore her nature, her feelings, her emotional and psychological interactions,
         constitute the very core of her personality. Perception is absolutely vital to Aristotle’s
         entire discussion of virtue and character. Aristotle was able to take it for granted
         that his readers would respect perception as the sole and competent knower of individual
         facts about particular bodies. The thrust of Aristotle’s mature political science
         is first the recognition of diverse constituencies in the city or state. For Aristotle,
         these constituencies are the few, the great in other words, and the majority, or the
         generality of people.[8]  How these two constituencies can be knitted together into a whole, is for Aristotle
         the political problem. He believes that, even in perverted forms of regime, this must
         involve justice. However, Aristotle underestimates the impact that philosophers can
         have on politics.
      

      
      The point to be drawn from all of this is one that I think Plato would certainly acknowledge,
         and did acknowledge: that philosophy is inseparable from the political equation. Philosophy
         is inseparable from the political equation because philosophy is both natural to human
         beings, and extremely powerful. Through philosophy, a few become capable of forming
         arguments that the generality of human beings, or even the great, cannot begin to
         negotiate. Since argument is the medium of politics—always and forever—it is just
         not a difficult thing for philosophers to acquire ascendancy over the complete domain
         of opinion. The only force that can check philosophic political power is rival philosophy.
         This is the great trouble as regards atomism: the effective critiques were made a
         very long time ago, and receive insignificant attention.
      

      
      It is possible, then, to correct Aristotle’s political equation. It is not essentially
         the few versus the many, or as our society might prefer to characterize it, the haves
         versus the have-nots, which are the decisive political classes. Both the haves, and the have-nots, must form opinions. They both rely upon
         perception to obtain decisive evidence for their opinions, and even to constitute
         them in many cases. Science, in the gauntlet that it has thrown down against the pretensions
         of perception and human knowledge generally, exerts a decisive influence upon all
         other political constituencies. It is the nature of the human being to be credulous,
         especially in the face of science, because people are well acquainted with the fact
         that their knowledge is limited. It is perhaps inevitable that people will trust science,
         that it has their true interests at heart. We are concerned that this trust not prove
         tragic.
      

      
      Plato was a great battler for the integrity of ordinary perception and ordinary opinion.
         This is true despite the fact that Plato finds the ordinary opinions insufficient
         to know truth. Opinions for Plato are in between being and not-being; which is to
         say that they get some of the truth. The atomist philosophies have much less respect
         for ordinary opinion than Plato does.
      

      
      Philosophies including atomism paraded through the corridors of Socrates’s Athens,
         claiming to disprove everything that was ordinarily believed. Plato dealt with those
         philosophers and their arguments. He concerned himself with the truth of them. Plato’s concept of philosophic knowledge is laid upon the foundations of what is ordinarily known, in perceptual judgment. Plato above all spent precious
         time writing about the philosophy of Parmenides, and the forms of pluralism, including
         atomism that emerged in the wake of Parmenides’s elenchus. It is not my view that
         this learning of Plato’s is sufficiently represented in our scholarly literatures.
         Whichever philosopher today wishes to turn away from Plato because he is “old,” should
         be reminded that atomism is just as old.
      

      
      Modern philosophy, if we date it to Machiavelli, helped to make a name for itself
         by denouncing the moral integrity of the ancients. This is of concern; because modern
         philosophy never subjected itself to the labor of disproving what the ancient philosophies
         had learned. The greatest threat to politics, is philosophy. Philosophy alone can
         bring discourse to a standstill. This was always Machiavelli’s dream: a city or state
         that was free to undergo convulsions, but never to deliberate or really speak and
         listen. Locke is loyal to that vision. I have looked in vain for a philosophy of perception
         that truly provides a critique of atomism, or actually enacts some diversity of opinion
         in this area; but I couldn’t find any. This is only because certain degrees of philosophy
         have been removed from the category of debatable things. In this book, we will attempt
         to reopen some of the closed passages.
      

      
      Philosophy is the greatest danger to human life, as it is potentially among its greatest
         benefactors. This is because philosophy is the greatest human power. This was certainly
         Hobbes’s view.[9]  The greatest man, in Hobbes’s view, is he who designs the commonwealth in which
         the remainder of the human race is fated to live. This would be his Leviathan. Hobbes
         thus considered himself to be the greatest man, and the founder of political science
         to boot.
      

      
      It seems to me that modern political philosophy, and that means Locke and Hume—sets
         out to make one desideratum the first reality of political life: that the ordinary
         opinions must be crushed. If my studies indicated to me that truth so ordains, and
         that the ordinary opinions are simply bereft of probative value, I honestly would
         not be composing this book. Yet that is not what my studies indicate.
      

      
      The Twenty-First Century

      
      This book, as I have stated, is primarily concerned with Locke and Hume. They represent
         the moment when Early Modern philosophy attempts to sever its ties to the philosophical
         heritage of atomism most boldly. It is the time of the birth of the experimental philosophy,
         and Locke indeed attempts to enroll atomist ideology in these very ranks. It is necessary
         to demonstrate that Locke is quite wrong in this attempt—that his success in this
         endeavor is only apparent, not actual. And yet, it seems to me that the book would
         simply disappear into the specialized infinity of academic space, if it is not first
         demonstrated in the work why these two thinkers and their atomist philosophies are
         important today.
      

      
      Political philosophy wants to be as close to reality as possible because it feels
         concern for the human beings who are alive. It wants to be responsive to their hopes,
         a guardian against their delusions, and a voice for the suppressed potential of human
         existence. By nature, opinion strives to become informed, stronger, less blinkered
         by confusion and distortion. By art, modern science disrupts that nature of opinion.
         Every science will concede that there is some step in the reasoning process that must
         be the first step, and that cannot itself be open to challenge. Plato believed that
         that original knowledge, upon which all other more advanced learning depends, is perceptual
         knowledge. The atomist science reverses that teaching.
      

      
      Notes
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      Introduction

      
         
         
         The Ideologies of Atomism Old and New

         
         
      

      
      There is a scholarly literature on the philosophy of atomism. It resides in departments
         of classical studies. These disciplines are heavily dependent on a working knowledge
         of Greek and Latin. This seems to have impeded the dissemination of the literature
         and its knowledge to other departments of philosophy and science. However, in the
         scholarship of classical studies, in my view, the work of Plato and his critique of
         atomist philosophy have not been given sufficient attention.
      

      
      Outside the academe, it is obvious that the language of atomism has become quasi-popular.
         The unprecedented achievements of our technological civilization are married in the
         public mind to the name of atomism. This goes for the armaments as well as for the
         conveniences. Everybody has heard about atomism. The New York Times routinely reports upon the most recent discoveries in particle physics.[1]  Physicists receive considerable international recognition for their discoveries,
         and considerable funding for their researches. The physicists however possess little
         knowledge of the philosophical history of atomism as a doctrine. They are also often
         impatient with philosophers who would engage them in this sort of discussion.
      

      
      Across the academe, and especially in the humanities and social sciences, the Modern
         age is wrapped up with the famous experimental method. This is indeed a major object
         of labor for both Locke and Hume, as we will examine. Beginning at the latest with
         Francis Bacon and his experimental method, this modern era never paid much respect
         to its ancient forebears. Bacon and Hobbes, both atomists, don’t provide us with much
         actual information about the teachings of Plato and Aristotle. Rather, they provide
         harsh words, which have perhaps discouraged many a scholar from investigating more
         deeply into what has been dismissed with contempt. “Your philosophy, Plato, was but
         scraps of borrowed information polished and strung together. Your wisdom was a sham
         which you imposed by an affectation of ignorance.”[2]  Yet there is considerable knowledge of atomism in Bacon and Hobbes.
      

      
      Bacon, one of the very few Early Modern thinkers to publicly acknowledge a debt to
         Machiavelli, may have borrowed a leaf from Machiavelli’s book in his dressing down
         of the Greeks. Machiavelli, in the Prince, when he refers to “republics and principalities that have never been seen or known
         to exist in truth,” could just as easily be referring to his own writings as to those
         of Plato. Yet that pithy statement of Machiavelli’s has stuck with remarkable power
         over the centuries. Plato is indeed widely regarded as a dreamer; while Machiavelli
         the atomist is regarded as the epitome of realism.
      

      
      Machiavelli was the philosopher who first revived the atomist teaching for a new political
         purpose.[3]  Machiavelli is preeminently a political philosopher. I am aware that there are many
         who dispute that Machiavelli even is a philosopher. To admit that Machiavelli is a
         philosopher would be to open up the depth dimensions in Machiavelli’s own work. This
         would, in effect, expose Machiavelli as a moment in the history of philosophy, and
         thereby permit the researcher to locate afresh the relevance of the Socratic Greeks.
      

      
      One great obstacle to understanding the history of atomism is the link, essayed by
         Locke predominantly, to the new Experimental School of Science. Locke, as we will
         examine more closely in the second part of this book, situates atomism in the category
         of “hypothesis.” This move, which Hume strengthens, made for very powerful effects.
         Since the time of Locke, it has been possible for atomist philosophers to refer to
         their metaphysical postulates as mere testable hypotheses. No other teaching would
         have been as effective in shutting down our access to the philosophical foundations
         of the theory, which, incidentally, have never truly been discarded. Werner Heisenberg
         and Erwin Schrodinger willingly admit that Democritus is a decisive thinker for the
         post-Rutherford atomists, but even these great scholars don’t really have sufficient
         knowledge as to precisely what the Democritean legacy entails.[4] 
      

      
      Among the Early Modern philosophers, Bacon is the only one to openly embrace the name
         of atomism. Even Bacon changed his tune in time. Descartes, Hobbes, Spinoza—these
         discuss atomism, but never identify themselves as believers by name. Yet by their
         teachings, all are atomists. The essence of the atomist teaching is that there is
         body that is eternal. A more technical way of saying this is that the atoms do not
         have “parts.” The issue of parts will be discussed more at length below. Here, it
         must suffice to observe that the above-named philosophers all do express conviction
         as to eternal body. They prefer not to use the name of atomism, but they preserve
         the substance of the teaching under different names. Descartes even goes to much trouble
         to formally separate himself from the reputation of atomism: yet his criticisms of
         atomism do not touch its core postulates, postulates that Descartes himself sustains.
      

      
      It is the atomist philosophy of body that generated the original indictment of perception:
         the one with the most gravity and depth. In the atomist perspective, the original
         one I mean—people simply are not acquainted with what the real bodies in nature are. The perceptual process, as Hobbes well describes it, is from the atomist vantage
         point a matter of complicated physiology which tells us absolutely nothing about the
         objects we believe ourselves to perceive external to us. One can’t effectively address
         the philosophic critique of ordinary perception without coming to terms with the atomist
         doctrine first.
      

      
      Philosophers of science know well that since the late nineteenth century and Rutherford’s
         discoveries, a great number of parts have been ascribed to atoms. There is the electron,
         the proton, and the nucleus. Other parts of the atom have been discovered by physicists
         in the twentieth century, and right up to the present day. Yet the nature of the atom
         itself, and its smallest parts, is spoken about in entire vagueness. Do the physicists
         really claim that the electron exists, in the way that a baseball exists? Rudolf Carnap
         admits that he would not say so, but he also argues that this entire line of questioning
         should be avoided. Since the metaphysical part of the theory is submerged, and thinkers
         are really ignorant of it, the philosopher of science could not tell you where the
         theory of the atom came from. They work within a paradigm that asserts the existence
         of the atom, and that is all that they need to know.
      

      
          It is true that physicists find it vastly more convenient to talk in the shorthand
            language that includes theoretical terms, such as “proton,” “electron,” and “neutron.”
            But if they are asked whether electrons “really” exist, they may respond in different
            ways. Some physicists are content to think about such terms as “electron” in the Ramsey
            way. They evade the question about existence by stating that there are certain observable
            events. . . . Beyond that they will assert nothing. To ask whether there really are
            electrons is the same . . . as asking whether quantum physics is true. The answer
            is that, to the extent that quantum physics has been confirmed by tests, it is justifiable
            to say that there are instances of certain kinds of events that, in the language of
            the theory, are called “electrons.”
         

      

      Carnap, for his part, does not want to engage with the question really, as to whether
         or not the electrons have the part of being. The original atomist theory is entirely based on being. And the moratorium on ordinary perceptible evidence still derives
         from that older version of atomism.
      

      
          My own view, which I shall not elaborate here, is essentially this. I believe that
            the question should not be discussed in the form: “are theoretical entities real?”
            but rather in the form: “Shall we prefer a language of physics (and of science in
            general) that contains theoretical terms, or a language without such terms?”[5] 
         

      

      Epicurus and Lucretius, the developers of atomic doctrine whose work so appealed to
         Early Modern philosophers, are quite orthodox in their atomism. The Epicurean atom,
         even though it is allowed to have some parts, is not allowed to have the parts of
         coming into being and passing away. In that sense, the Epicurean atom is “atomos,”
         or uncuttable.
      

      
      “Therefore it is obvious that an infinite number of primal atoms exist of every kind,
         so as to maintain the supply of everything.”[6]  
      

      
         Further, among bodies, some are compounds and some are those from which compounds
            have been made. And these are atomic and unchangeable, if indeed they are not all
            going to be destroyed into not-being.[7] 
         

      

      As for the twentieth- and twenty-first-century physicists, what is actually their
         position on the parts that they have discovered? Do they hold out these parts as eternal and indivisible? Do they at least state that there must be some irreducible
         nature, even if it has not yet been discovered, that is indivisible and eternal?
      

      
      As for the Early Modern philosophers, especially Hobbes and Spinoza, even though each
         is shy about openly embracing the atomist nomenclature, their theories of body unmistakably
         put them into that camp. Both Hobbes and Spinoza are vehemently critical of the evidence
         of perception, and their criticisms are rooted in their respective theories of body.
         Hobbes and Spinoza both insist that it is wrong to use the language of “birth” and
         “death.” The true bodies neither come into being nor perish, from the atomist point
         of view.
      

      
         Birth and death are sometimes taken in the respective senses of “creation out of nothing”
            and “destruction” or “reduction to nothingness.” These processes, however, can be
            carried out and understood by divine omnipotence alone, for we cannot in any way comprehend
            in our imagination how something can be created from nothing or how they can result
            from something. . . . The material in which consists the nature of bodies does not
            perish, however. Again, the premise “what can perish is mortal” is not a correct use
            of terms, for the death of any substance is not perishing but a certain prescribed
            change of percipient bodies into non-percipient. . . . Nor is perishing, what we call
            reduction to nothingness, death.[8] 
         

      

      
      Aristotle too has a theory of eternal matter. However, one cannot confuse Aristotle
         with the atomism that he so thoroughly critiqued. For Aristotle, matter in its eternal
         aspect cannot be said to exist. This makes all the difference. Eternal matter is merely “potential”
         being for Aristotle. This means that matter which has been fused with a form and generated
         is the true being, the “substance” or most real object in nature. For Aristotle ordinary
         perception is entirely realistic. “By matter, I mean that which in itself is neither
         a particular thing nor of a certain quantity nor assigned to any of the other categories
         by which being is determined.”[9]  For Aristotle, as for Plato, coming into being and passing away are real events
         in nature for every body in it. The opposite is the case for Hobbes and Spinoza, both
         of whom insist that it is wrong to even use the language of genesis and destruction when describing nature. It is Spinoza who
         is Einstein’s favorite philosopher, both “determinists” to the core.
      

      
      Leucippus and Democritus

      
      Leucippus is thought to be the original atomist. In the scholarly literature, Democritus
         and Leucippus are generally treated as co-founders of the atomist doctrine. The doctrine
         can be briefly described as follows. The universe is composed of atoms. These atoms
         are too small to see or perceive. The atoms are eternal: They are not generated, and
         they cannot be destroyed by any means.
      

      
      So far it is hard to know exactly what Leucippus and Democritus are trying to say
         to us about nature, for our experience of nature is the perishable bodies. These two
         thinkers, however, actually regarded themselves as providing for a relationship between
         the atoms and the perishable bodies. The atoms, though they cannot truly become parts
         of one another, can nevertheless get entangled with one another through the shapes
         that they have. Many of the atoms are said to be “hooked” in some way. The atoms of
         Leucippus and Democritus do have size, shape, and weight. Weight causes the atoms
         to descend in the void, in empty space. The atoms, when they collide, somehow form
         composite bodies. This is their theory.
      

      
      This explanation of generation has always been mysterious. For the atoms cannot truly
         blend, as Aristotle observes in one of his critiques. Yet this is the original atomist
         doctrine. The perishable bodies are actually aggregates of atoms; and the atoms, when
         they separate from one another, dissolve the compound bodies. Leucippus and Democritus
         therefore observe Parmenides’s postulate, that true being cannot come into being or
         pass away. The atoms do not come into being or pass away. “Leucippus and his associate
         Democritus say that the full and the empty are the elements, calling the one being
         and the other non-being: the full and solid being, the empty non-being.”[10]  Thus Democritus and Leucippus regard the compound bodies as secondary bodies, as
         derivative. The true causes of the compound bodies, the atoms, never get destroyed;
         and therefore the language of coming into being and destruction is indicted by the
         atomists.
      

      
      Leucippus and Democritus call the atoms, or refer to them, as “being.” This is a very
         important point. “Being” indicates existence; and this language concerns the nature
         of the relationship between science and the public. It is clear that the founders
         of the atomist science wanted their theory of atoms to be accepted by the public.
         This could not possibly take place if the atoms did not lay claim to existence, that
         is, to being the actual furniture of reality.
      

      
      Leucippus’s and Democritus’s atoms have no other properties than the ones enumerated
         above: shape, size, and weight. These are what John Locke will later describe as “primary
         qualities.” However, it should be observed, that these qualities that the atoms have
         are a product of theory. No atom can be perceived or inspected. Locke and other thinkers
         will later suggest that we learn about the atoms by examining the bodies that we can perceive. All of the compound or “macroscopic” bodies have size, weight, and shape;
         and therefore, it has been suggested, even the compound bodies have these “primary
         qualities.” This type of philosopher tends to argue that we have evidence as to what
         the atoms are like, based upon the perishable bodies that we can observe. Such a language
         favors treating the atoms and the perishable bodies as perhaps standing on the same
         metaphysical footing. However, we have already seen that this is not so.
      

      
      The perishable bodies can be perceived. The atoms cannot. The perishable bodies do
         not disclose any aggregate of atoms to our perception. In addition, as we have said,
         they come into being and pass away. The perishable bodies are truly wholes of parts;
         whereas in the case of the atoms, they remain independent bodies that never truly
         can become part of a larger whole. The atoms themselves can neither become parts in
         a larger whole (not really), nor can they themselves be construed as wholes of parts,
         for that would indicate that they have divisions within themselves. To have parts,
         as it shall later be proved, is not compatible with being eternal. For an atom to
         have any part, it will be proved, it will have to have all the parts—including that of coming into being and passing away. For the atoms to come into being and pass away is the line that Leucippus and Democritus
            cannot cross. For their argument is conceived of in the shadow of Parmenides’s argument.
      

      
      Parmenides and Zeno

      
      In ancient Greece, almost all thought, from poetry to religion, was concerned with
         origins, the beginnings of things. All of the Ionian natural philosophers were concerned
         about how to explain generation. Parmenides the philosopher from Elea climbed into
         this historical moment. Parmenides reached out with his mighty argument, and took
         up into his hands the conviction that all of Greek intellectual culture was united
         in believing: that “nothing can come from nothing.” Certainly, Parmenides was not
         the forebear of this line of inquiry.
      

      
      However, what Parmenides did would have reverberations across twenty-five centuries.
         For he took that inquiry into generation, and encased it in a logical equation, which
         seems to repudiate the very possibility of generation. It is Parmenides’s argument about being, in which the original atomists
         get entangled. No matter how sincere the original atomists are in their meditations,
         they remain ensnared by Parmenides’s argument. That argument contains harsh prejudice
         against the political authority of ordinary opinions. Parmenides’s attack on the reality of genesis, is
         coupled to an indictment of perceptual evidence. This mighty theory has echoed down
         through the centuries. Unfortunately, Plato’s critique of that theory has not.
      

      
      Parmenides’s argument is that the only truly real thing in the universe is “being.”
         “A single story of a route still is left: that it is; on this route there are very
         many signs: that what is is ungenerated and imperishable; whole, single-limbed, steadfast
         and complete.”[11]  Parmenides makes powerful arguments for his theory of “being.” Once again, we see
         that Parmenides has the public mind fully in view. “Existence” is the object that
         he would talk about; and this name of “existence” is certainly one that the public
         is well familiar with. They know that it is very important . . . “nor is it divisible,
         since it is all alike.” “Therefore it is all continuous . . . remaining the same and
         in the same, it lies by itself and remains thus firmly in place” (fr. 8).
      

      
      Parmenides’s “being” is motionless. This is what the pluralist philosophers, who are
         all really atomists of a sort, struggled against. There must be motion if there is
         to be generation, the pluralists reasoned. Thus breaking up Parmenides’s single “being”
         into an infinite number of little nuggets of “being” in theory paves the way for the
         reality of movement and at least the opportunity to frame some theory of generation.
         Of course, as we have seen, the atoms cannot suborn more than the appearance of a
         generation, when they come together to create a compound object; Leucippus and Democritus
         follow Empedocles and Anaxagoras, two other pre-Socratics, in arguing that coming
         into being and passing away are surely illusory. They all find no way around Parmenides’s
         argument, that there must be some original, eternal being, that does not come into
         being or pass away. This is the foundation of Parmenides’s argument: being is the
         only real thing, and it is a unity, and it is complete, and it is perfect, always
         in the present, in the shape of a globe (like Einstein’s account of space).
      

      
      Parmenides’s argument struck some dismay into the minds of his contemporaries, because
         he proclaimed that the entire world of perception was absolutely useless for the purposes
         of knowing anything about reality. Parmenides spares no dignity for the faculties
         of perception, which he dismisses as the merest illusion. Parmenides’s argument, he
         insists, is built out of “logos,” reasoning; and no challenges to the theory will
         be tolerated, or engaged, which rely upon perception.
      

      
      Parmenides’s great argument has some very sobering conclusions, which have indeed
         survived through the many centuries in the atomistic variant of this philosophy. True
         coming into being in nature is merely an appearance, Parmenides argues. The ordinary
         people are cut off from reality. The political implications of Parmenides’s teaching
         have been very little commented upon by scholars. Parmenides scholars, for the most
         part, seem quite reverent towards his argument. Even today’s specialists seem to believe
         that Parmenides’s at some truth with his doctrine of “being.”
      

      
      Parmenides provides his teaching in a poem. The design of the poem is of some interest.
         At the beginning, a youth is chosen for a special education. He is carried away by
         divine chariot to the teacher who will impart Parmenides’s doctrines to him. The boy
         is welcomed. The poem notes that the boy has been carried far away from all trappings
         of culture, and law, in order to receive this teaching. It makes sense, for all human
         laws and ceremonies and religions concern life, the idea of the sacred, and the signification
         of death. Parmenides’s argument means to give the lie to all of these traditional
         aspects of culture, so the youth who is chosen must be a special one.
      

      
      This teaching of Parmenides’s argument is set forth in the part of the poem entitled
         “the way of truth.” Here, the youth is taught the arguments by which to defend the
         Parmenidean thesis. It is not possible for something to come from nothing, Parmenides
         argues. Hence from nothing, nothing comes. In the case where there already is something
         that exists, Parmenides observes, why exactly would it even need to become? “It is unbeginning and unceasing, since coming-to-be and perishing have
         been driven far off, and true trust has thrust them out.” If it exists already, it
         has no need to become. So therefore it is coming into being that is disproved.
      

      
      Parmenides’s linking of eternal being to the condemnation of the sense faculties endured.
         The atomists adopt the teaching. Epicurus sharpens this relationship, making perception
         ultra-personal, so much so that nobody could be held to any common standard of evidence
         by the lights of this theory. Each person, in the Epicurean version of atomism, is
         sole judge as to what is perceived in each case. To be absolutely independent of common
         evidence when one perceives is the same thing as mooting perception: at least from
         the vantage point of the philosophers who wield the doctrine. With the advent of Early
         Modern philosophy, a much more aggressively political philosophy, it is the philosophic
         vanguard which possesses this authority on perceptual fact; the people, who rely on
         their senses rather to tell them “what is,” are the objects of the modern philosopher’s
         disdain. Bacon, Hobbes, Descartes, Spinoza, Locke, Hume: all disdain the “passive”
         perception.
      

      
      It might be Parmenides’s friend Zeno, though, who posed the most vexing riddles for
         philosophy. John Locke, as we will later examine, refers to the infinite divisibility
         of matter as a proposition that the human mind simply does not possess the means to
         resolve. What is the principle of infinite divisibility?
      

      
      Parmenides’s had many detractors in his time. Usually, the thing people objected to
         is that Parmenides recognizes, officially, only one thing in the universe: “being.”
         A number of philosophers evidently tried to argue that there must be more than one
         thing. Certainly Empedocles and Anaxagoras try to make this kind of argument. Zeno’s
         argument about infinite divisibility is supposed to make those opponents quiet down.
         Zeno thought that he could prove that unity is the only real thing.
      

      
      Zeno begins with Parmenides’s “being,” a homogeneous unity, allegedly. Thus reality would be
         perhaps seen as a cake.[12]  Parmenides’s cake is eternal and single. If the opponent wants to cut a slice from
         Parmenides’s cake, and claim that now there are two things, then this would pose problems
         for Parmenides’s argument about the “one being.” Zeno frames the argument in this
         way. We should bear in mind that “being” for Parmenides refers to reality, everything
         in it. Zeno argues, that if we take one slice out of “being,” the great unity, then
         it must be admissible to cut as many slices as we wish. It is possible, mathematically
         anyway, to make an infinite number of slices in the cake of being. Yet this would
         lead to absurd results.
      

      
      Zeno gets abstract at this point. If we make infinite divisions in the cake of being,
         what will be the result? In one reading, the cake will be used up. The slices will
         cease to have any magnitude. This would mean that we would be left with nothing, nothing
         in our account of the world. This is not a possible answer. Zeno concedes that it
         might be possible, that an infinite number of slices will all have a small magnitude.
         If this were to prove to be true, however, absurd results would still follow. For
         the smallest object in nature has infinite parts. If the smallest object in nature,
         say a pebble, has infinite parts, and each part has some magnitude, then adding up
         the small pieces of magnitude will lead to an infinitely large size.
      

      
      These twin arguments are designed to prove the truth of Parmenides’s monism, by reducing
         to absurdity the argument that there must be more than one thing. Locke is not the
         only one who struggled so long with this argument, that he proclaims it irresolvable.
         Zeno still gets lots of attention from philosophers of science.
      

      
      It is believed by many scholars that this is precisely the way that the original atomist
         thesis of Leucippus came about. Leucippus, in this account, was one of the thinkers
         who argue that there must be more than one thing in nature. Zeno’s arguments powerfully
         humiliate such an argument: infinite divisibility seems to lead to problems. The atomism
         of Leucippus therefore arrests divisibility at the point of the atoms: these in turn
         can become the building blocks for the rest of nature, since there can be an infinite
         number of atoms falling in the void of space.
      

      
      Plato

      
      Plato’s dialogue the Parmenides is the single most important document we possess about Parmenides, aside from the
         fragments of his poem that have been recovered. The dialogue presents a young Socrates
         and a rather elderly and reverend Parmenides. Zeno is also present. This is a dialogue
         that appears very difficult upon the first couple of readings. One must study Parmenides’s
         poem first, and a bit of pre-Socratic philosophy, in order to be prepared for the
         dialogue’s subject matter. Yet once Parmenides’s poem is studied with sufficient thoroughness,
         Plato’s approach to Parmenides in the dialogue becomes more easily comprehensible.
      

      
      It is clear that in Plato’s Parmenides, two very different doctrines are on display. There is Plato’s Socrates and his theory
         of forms. And there is Parmenides’s philosophy about the one “Being.” Scholars have
         long struggled with Plato’s account of this battle. Not a few have suggested that
         the entire dialogue is an exercise in Platonic self-criticism. Those scholars however
         often ignore the fact, that it is Parmenides’s argument that the dialogue expressly
         sets up for examination. Whatever one may think about the fate of Socrates’s theory
         of forms, the argument of Parmenides is pulverized. As it turns out, the refutation
         of Parmenides’s thesis unveils a defense of Socrates’s theory of the forms. The very
         character of Parmenides in Plato’s dialogue, is made to provide the evidence: not
         only as to his own theory’s failure, but as to the truth of the doctrine of the forms.
      

      
      The dialogue opens with a famous discussion about unity and plurality. These two are
         opposites, in Plato’s view. An object cannot be both one and many. Zeno begins to
         spar with Socrates, producing arguments about how an object can be one and many. It is an opening skirmish. For the Eleatics, all opposites must
         be resolved into the great unity of being. There is no place for division in this
         “being,” so no opposites can really exist. Plato’s Socrates allows that what is one
         can be made to appear as a plurality. Yet that which is a true unity cannot be a true plurality. Zeno’s
         arguments don’t go anywhere.
      

      
      It is true that Parmenides, in the dialogue, does try to raise some problems for Socrates’s
         theory of forms. Socrates responds in a jocular fashion. Parmenides, after all, denies
         the existence of the perceptible objects. In accordance with Plato’s own theories,
         it is only through perception of these objects that we are even introduced to a form.
         It is obvious that Parmenides’s indictment of the reality of the perishables must
         be negotiated first, by Socrates, before it is even possible to begin to speak about
         the forms. Thus Socrates insists on having Parmenides present his own argument. The
         Parmenides in Plato’s dialogue does present his own argument; and it is conspicuously
         defeated. Despite the fact that the dialogue expressly states that it is Parmenides’s
         thesis which is being investigated, many scholars dispute this view.[13] 
      

      
      A number of scholars feel that Plato is quite unfair to Parmenides in this dialogue.
         For Plato has the character of Parmenides in his dialogue present his argument in
         a way that reveals its flaws. From Plato’s vantage point, both Parmenides and Zeno
         are arguing the same thing: “that the all is one.”
      

      
          You assert, in your poem, that the all is one, and for this you advance admirable
            proofs. Zeno for his part asserts that it is not a plurality, and he too has many
            weighty proofs to bring forward. You assert unity, he asserts no plurality; each expresses
            himself in such a way that your arguments seem to have nothing in common, though really
            they come to very much the same thing.[14] 
         

      

      That all the diverse objects that everybody refers to and believes to exist are really
         only one thing in truth: this is the account of Parmenides’s argument that Plato has
         the character of Parmenides deliver. It seems to me to be a fair account of Parmenides’s
         argument.
      

      
      Philosophers in our times tend to believe that the only objects that we truly know
         of are mental objects, that is, objects that exist in our minds, and perhaps nowhere
         else. For these scholars, the individual cannot really speak to any common external
         object. Language, for these philosophers, is converted into a kind of behavior, or
         acting. It seems to me, though, that the behavioral theories of language also depend
         upon perception, especially on behalf of the philosophical observer.
      

      
      Gregory Vlastos was one of the most influential scholars during the second half of
         the twentieth century to examine Plato’s Parmenides. Vlastos is rather testy with Plato. Plato, in Vlastos’s view, chooses to focus on
         the character or nature of “unity” to discredit Parmenides’s argument. This is illegitimate,
         in Vlastos’s view; for Parmenides very clearly sets forth his major thesis about being,
         not unity.
      

      
      Vlastos’s dismissal of Plato’s critique of Parmenides’s thesis, however, strikes me
         as a bit rushed. Plato gives his interpretation of Parmenides’s thesis: “that the
         all is one.” In all honesty, I do not see how Vlastos can deny that this is an accurate
         rendering of Parmenides’s thesis. If Vlastos or those who agree with him are not satisfied,
         however, it suffices to explore the issue a bit further.
      

      
      It cannot be denied, that Parmenides claims a very great number of characters for
         his lonely “being.” Among those characters, is Parmenides’s claim that the great being
         is “indivisible,” “one,” that is, a unity. Parmenides claims a number of other natures
         for his “being”: that it is the same with itself, that it is perfect, round, motionless,
         averse to generation and destruction. Parmenides, it is true, prefers to single out
         “being” as the character that he talks about in his logic, in his poem. Yet does he
         not claim unity for this “being” of his? Either he does or he does not. He does.
      

      
      Plato is entitled to examine this nature of “unity” that Parmenides claims for his
         “being.” What Plato recognizes, is that Parmenides cannot afford to give up this character of unity. Parmenides absolutely needs this character of “unity” for
         his being: he is not at liberty to discard it or part from it. Unity must be part of his “being,” or else his “being”
         would be “not-one,” or nothing. I do not see how Parmenides can make his way out of
         this fix. If Parmenides is to be rescued from Plato’s critique, however, this is where
         it must occur.
      

      
      This is precisely where Plato’s own doctrine of the forms comes in. “Unity” means just that: absence of divisions. As a form, the nature of unity has no room for the part of “being.” Parmenides needs to claim both of these natures. He cannot do without being, but he also cannot do without the part
         of unity. Plato’s illustration that unity is division-less, that this is what the
         form indicates, takes us back to the original skirmish between Socrates and Zeno.
         Zeno was trying to argue that unity can be a plurality. Socrates denies his claim.
         Here, Socrates refutes Zeno’s claim. What is a perfect unity cannot have parts. Thus
         it cannot even accommodate the part of being. If Parmenides needs both natures to indicate any real object at all, he is going
         to have to admit that this true being is part of a composite. Once this is admitted, all of the other parts can be deduced. What Plato proves is, that once one has admitted that the smallest
         object in nature is composite, one has admitted that it is a true whole of parts;
         which must have all the parts; which means that it must have its extremities, including
         those of time: coming into being and passing away. The atomist argument of Leucippus
         and Democritus is vulnerable on precisely the same grounds: for their atoms really
         are just multiple versions of Parmenides’s great single “being.”
      

      
      Readers of Parmenides’s poem know that he has claimed for his “being,” a great number
         of characters, which are different from being. Plato has Parmenides begin with “unity”
         in his presentation. If the only real thing is an absolute unity, then a number of
         things follow. This unity cannot be a whole of parts, obviously. For a unity, strictly
         speaking, is without division. The unity cannot have a shape. The unity cannot be
         perfect (perfection is a different attribute than unity). The unity cannot have parts
         of time. It cannot be the same as itself, since sameness is a different character
         from unity. And lastly, the point upon which the first movement of the Parmenides depends, this unity cannot suffer to include within it, the part of “being.”
      

      
      In Plato’s dialogue, this proof falls with immense gravity. Even the least trained
         thinker in the company, Aristoteles, can see that the argument of Parmenides has been
         disproven. The character of Parmenides in the dialogue is compelled to surrender his
         thesis. He is forced to admit that his unity has the additional part of being. Once this is established, a number of deductions are irresistible. The realities
         of “whole” and “part” are established. Once the reality of “whole” is established,
         the way is clear to prove that the whole must have all of its extremities, including
         coming into being and passing away. These are the very things that Parmenides has
         expressly banished from reality in his poem, so it is of some moment that Plato has
         rescued them.
      

      
      Unity and being are distinct natures, Plato insists. Unity means the absence of parts.
         That is not what existence means. Plato has Parmenides lean on the concept extra hard,
         to make it clear that the form of unity simply cannot accommodate a single other nature.
         “Therefore if the one is to be one, it will not be a whole nor have parts.”[15]  Here we are at the very heart of the Eleatic claim that true reality is indivisible,
         eternal. Parmenides, in Plato’s dialogue, is forced to admit that his unity, his division-less
         “one,” cannot harbor the part of existence. Which means that the one of Parmenides
         cannot exist. If it can’t exist, really, it is improper to even refer to it in speech.
         For there is nothing to refer to. Parmenides, in the dialogue, is compelled to surrender
         his argument. He is compelled to admit that unity needs the part of being in order
         to exist at all; and that therefore, in nature, the absolute smallest object that
         could exist, must still be a whole of unlike parts.
      

      
      The reader at this point can settle in. We have arrived, in truth, at the core analysis
         of Parmenides’s philosophy, but also of the atomistic philosophy. The atoms, as Leucippus
         and Democritus define them, are also indivisible. They too would be regarded as perfect
         nuggets of “being” if these theorists had their preference. Yet the atoms are said
         to be indivisible: they are unities. Therefore, the same logic that Plato employed
         to refute Parmenides’ argument, can be employed to refute the atomist argument. Plato
         does indeed proceed to this refutation of atomism in movements 6–8 of the Parmenides.
      

      
      The Major Implications of Plato’s Critique

      
      The issue of Parmenides and indeed of atomism itself would not be terribly relevant
         to any of us, if it did not carry along with it such a powerful indictment of perceptual
         evidence. Leucippus and Democritus made their famous statement about perception. It
         is clear from the writings of Aristotle that these thinkers tried to explain most
         sensations by ingenious descriptions of the atoms in combination.
      

      
      Later atomists such as Epicurus will argue that they are very much believers in sense
         perception. This is certainly no argument ever advanced by Leucippus and Democritus.
         Yet Epicurus’s argument is substantively less impressive, than its rhetoric indicates.
         Leucippus and Democritus argue that perception is a misnomer; that what we feel is
         really created by bombardment from the atoms, against our sense faculties. This tells
         us nothing about the external world. Epicurus husbands the same teaching exactly:
         he simply chooses to advertise it as the case that everybody is free to follow his
         or her own sensation as if it indicated what was real. Epicurus does not allow that
         individuals can perceive the same objects. He furthermore denies that true perception
         can contain anything intelligible in it. The reader should try to imagine what it
         is like when hearing someone speak a foreign language that one does not know. We hear
         sounds, but under that circumstance we cannot make sense of any of it. This is how
         all sensation is for Epicurus.[16]  
      

      
      The atomist indictment of the authority of perception is the foundation for the philosopher’s
         ability to claim independent grounds for the use of public speech. That is the ultimate
         political issue, and I think it is useful to keep it before the reader’s mind. Plato
         regards his critique of Parmenides, and of atomism, as vindications of perception.[17]  Once the reality of the perishable and perceivable bodies is proved, the authority
         of perception to know these bodies is restored. This is the direction of Plato’s argument.
         In another dialogue, the Theaetetus, Plato examines perceptual judgment itself with great care. In the Theaetetus, Plato fends off arguments from Protagoras and Heraclitus, both of whom seek to indict
         the authority of perceptual judgment to know truths about common objects.[18] 
      

      
      “Being” and “unity” are coequal natures, Plato argues. Both of these unlike forms
         must be present in any object that exists. This means that the smallest object in
         nature, as well as the biggest, must be a true whole of parts. In other words, “whole”
         is not just a name that people casually use in society. It actually happens to indicate
         a real thing in nature. “Part” too is a real nature. “Whole” and “part” are objects
         in nature, which stand in need of names originally. It is not the case that the philosopher
         invents these concepts, as conventions. Whole and part, along with the other proved
         natures, objectively exist; and language is developed to mark them.
      

      
      A whole, by nature, must have all its parts. Among the parts that a whole must have, are coming-into-being and passing-away.
         These are the extremities of a whole. Plato thus proves that since every object in
         nature is a whole, that every object in nature must possess these extremities of a
         whole: acquiring the part of being, and losing the part of being. Thus the entire
         Eleatic argument against the reality of generation in nature is undone. The very same
         conceptual operation is performed by Plato on the atom “masses” in movements 6–8 of
         the dialogue. When the whole-of-parts is established as the real object in nature,
         the coming into being and passing away of such objects is likewise established. This
         reconnects what is ordinarily perceived to what is philosophically countenanced to
         exist.
      

      
      Zeno’s argument, which has bothered so many subsequent centuries of scholarship, is
         also addressed in the Parmenides, in the second movement. The establishment of the reality of the whole-of-parts is
         central to Plato’s negotiation of Zeno’s riddles. It is true, on the one hand, that
         a whole is equal to the sum of its parts. Yet, the whole also exists as a “container”
         for the parts, as a separate entity unto itself. The whole as container possesses
         the extremities of the object. Magnitude belongs to the extremities.[19]  
      

      
      The infinite parts of any body that Plato measures are infinite parts of being and
         unity, not infinite parts of body or extremity. Being and unity are the metaphysical
         guts of the object, as it were: no object can exist without both parts. Every object
         must both be some one thing, and must possess the part of being in its own unique
         way. The so-called “secondary qualities” of bodies, that atomism denies to be real,
         are now seen as the clear aspects of the extremities of a body: the shape, the weight,
         the location or place, the parts of time, color, texture, and so on. There is nothing
         arbitrary about any of these characteristics, nor does Plato find any reason to doubt
         that they are actual parts of the object.
      

      
      Every part, in order to exist, must have the parts of unity and being. This leads
         to the deduction of infinite parts. Yet, the infinite parts are parts of “being” and
         “unity.” They concern that which is contained in the whole, not the container. It
         is the container which possesses the extremities of the object, that is, the magnitude.
         Therefore, in Plato’s view, the infinite parts of being and unity contained in every
         whole do not impact the magnitude of that object. For the whole cannot have infinite
         parts, or else it would no longer have extremities, and be a whole.
      

      
      Epicurus and Lucretius

      
      Parmenides made the argument that there must be something in being, which does not
         come-to-be. Parmenides does not himself allow for any sort of coming into being, or
         passing away. The atomists do make the argument that some sort of coming into being
         occurs, and some form of passing away as well. Epicurus and Lucretius make this the
         very lodestone of their argument: the atoms must exist, in order for there to be a
         supply of matter, out of which generation can occur. The atoms, Epicurus says, are
         “seeds.” Epicurus, and Lucretius too, are in line with Leucippus and Democritus: the
         very cause of the atoms is the role they are alleged to play in generation. This is the atoms’
         metaphysical cause, from which the very signification of the atoms cannot be severed.
      

      
         Further, among bodies, some are compounds, and some are those things from which compounds
            have been made. And these are atomic and unchangeable, if indeed they are not all
            going to be destroyed into not being but will remain firmly during the dissolution
            of compounds, being full by nature and not being subject to dissolution in any way
            or fashion. Consequently the principles of bodies must be atomic natures.[20] 
         

      

      
         Atoms therefore are solid single wholes cohered from smallest parts close packed together,
            not compounds formed by gathering parts, but strong in everlasting singleness. To
            them nature allows no diminution, nor severance, but keeps them as the seeds for things.[21] 
         

      

      This then is the true metaphysics of atomism. They are theorized as eternal matter,
         out of which all things come to be. We have indicated the problem with that theory.
         Unchangeable atoms are not truly eligible to come to be, or to undergo change in some
         object that is coming to be. That is why the issue of the “whole,” whether it is a real nature or
         not, is so important: it bears directly upon whether coming into being and passing
         away are true and real things in nature, rather than mere appearances. Yet I think
         it is important to pause in this discussion of the metaphysical theory of atomism,
         to look forward: the atoms involve a response to “coming into being.” The ultimate bodies in nature, according to the ancient atomists,
         refute coming into being.
      

      
      This legacy of atomism ceases to be spoken of, at least in Newton’s atomism. Einstein
         never talks about the issue of coming into being or passing away in terms of the atoms,
         so far as I can find. If one reads closely enough into the philosophies of Einstein
         and quantum physicists, one will see that they do not really believe that it is possible
         to perceive atoms directly, not even in their experiments. Yet the atoms remain the
         effective building blocks of the universe, philosophically speaking. Only they are
         shielded from challenge, philosophical challenge. The effort to redefine atomism as
         an experimental theory would entirely cover up and obscure the true roots of the atomist
         philosophy; and in so doing, impede the recovery of the refutations that were made
         against the atomist theory, which have not recently had their proper day of examination.
      

      
      Epicurus is a different type of philosopher than either Leucippus or Democritus. To
         read Epicurus’s extant letters and sayings is to be acquainted with a philosopher
         who is most preoccupied with his own mental state. Leucippus and Democritus are interested
         in being. Epicurus is interested in avoiding pain. It seems that Epicurus has simply borrowed
         the atomist philosophy because it serves certain psychological imperatives. Yet the
         atomism that he discusses is essentially the same atomism of Leucippus and Democritus.
      

      
      Epicurus very skillfully wields the logic of Parmenides’s original argument. Parmenides,
         as we have said, adopted for his focus the universal language and object of investigation
         for Greek civilization: “nothing can come from nothing.” This inference, for the poets
         and natural philosophers, is pursuant to a theory of generation. Parmenides, however, encases this very phrase into a logic which repudiates
         generation. It is a mind-bending, even a mind-breaking logic. Epicurus wields it with
         rhetorical flare. Epicurus is forever talking about the eternal atoms, which are “seeds.”
         Eternal body is not a seed of anything. The atom is not eligible to become anything. This is the trigger mechanism of ancient atomism: it discharges
         the lethal shot against the authority of ordinary perception. The amount of disinformation
         that it has disseminated can hardly be exaggerated, down through the centuries.
      

      
      Epicurus did add something to the Leucippian-Democritean theory: namely, that the
         atoms “swerve,” rather than fall directly due to their weight and shape. It should
         be pointed out that the original atomist theory has need of the theory of the void.
         Movement is, after all, a “part.” In the atomist theory, movement is attributed to
         the emptiness of space, rather than to any power of locomotion on the part of the
         atoms. Epicurus insists that the atoms undergo a swerve as they fall, which is thought
         to enable him to claim that provision for free will is made in the atomic physics.
         Leucippus and Democritus did not have this feature, and are therefore usually looked
         at as determinists. This point would not be worth mentioning, perhaps, except for
         the fact that it seems to have reemerged in the debate between Einstein and the quantum
         theorists. Einstein, who insists that “God does not play dice,” is a determinist.
         The quantum theory of atomism insists that the movement of the atoms cannot be predetermined.
         That debate, so far as I know, persists to this day.
      

      
      What Epicurus really brought to the philosophy of atomism is rhetoric. Epicurus liked
         to argue that a void must exist in order for bodies to be able to move at all. Since
         we all perceive that bodies move, Epicurus argues, the void must be conceded. Aristotle
         spent much time discussing this aspect of the atomist theory. It is by no means clear
         that Epicurus’s case is decisive, let alone determinative. Epicurus chooses not to
         address Aristotle’s argument, which claims that bodies move through a medium, rather
         than through a void.
      

      
      By Epicurus’s definition, all sensation is bereft of what is intelligible. Diogenes Laertius reports of Epicurus: “every sensation, he says, is devoid of reason
         and incapable of memory; for neither is it self-caused, nor, regarded as having an
         external cause, can it add anything thereto or take anything therefrom.”[22]  Any order that the mind might find through perception, is denounced by Epicurus
         as the unjustified interposition of the mind. Perception is thus formless for Epicurus;
         and since all or virtually all of the objects that we ordinarily perceive are indeed
         formed, that is, intelligible to us, it can be seen in this way that Epicurus is no
         ally of the authority of sense perception. Like Protagoras, really, Epicurus relies
         upon his own theory of sense perception to claim that he cannot be bound by what anybody
         else claims to have perceived. Everybody, in his or her perception, is isolated, alone.
         Thus common objects cannot be directly spoken about. Thus the philosopher is free
         to claim liberty for the manner in which he uses common names and words. This leads
         into the sort of political issues that we are interested in. The public, for example,
         hearing this argument, would be able to make out that perception is being lauded as
         the source of our knowledge. This they would agree with. They would not however be
         in agreement with Epicurus if they were informed of the details of his theory.
      

      
      Lucretius’s long poem is more of a love song to Epicurus. The facts of Lucretius’s
         life are disputed. Some say that he committed suicide at the age of forty-nine or
         thereabouts. The poem, however, is most animated when it talks about the deliverance
         that Epicurean philosophy has presented to mankind, from fear of gods. The fearsome
         judging gods are stripped of their powers, by Epicurus’s philosophy. This is how Lucretius
         views the situation. No innovations to the atomist theory are on display in the poem,
         so we can move on.
      

      
      Machiavelli

      
      When Machiavelli was introduced to Lucretius’s version of atomism, he was being exposed
         to the third mighty generation of the doctrine. It came equipped with a ready made
         critique of public opinion, the origins of which lay buried in Parmenides’s original
         arguments. Machiavelli was also attracted to the idea of superimposing the imagery
         of the atoms upon human beings as political actors. The very cradle of the modern
         theory of “masses” is in Machiavelli’s adaptation of Lucretian atomism. It is the
         foundation for all that has followed in philosophy.
      

      
      Those theories that mind cannot refute, the mind must eventually find a way to live
         with. This observation, which lay at the root of Plato’s tireless investigations into
         difficult doctrines of physics especially, certainly appears to hold true in the case
         of Machiavelli. It took centuries for Machiavelli’s work to pass out of the range
         of the censors and the parade of prosecutors. None of the attempted refutations was
         able to stick; so now, in the twenty-first century, our philosophical class is full
         of affection for Old Nick.
      

      
      We however are interested in atomism. Strauss’s Thoughts on Machiavelli spends a good deal of time commenting on the physics of Machiavelli’s natural philosophy.
         This has not perhaps been of much use to scholars, because Strauss himself is so controversial
         a thinker. For our purposes, it suffices to point out that many pages of Strauss’s
         book are commenting on natural philosophy and how it relates to Machiavelli’s writings.
      

      
      Machiavelli’s Discourses are vivid with the imagery of atomism. Lucretius was one of Machiavelli’s favorite
         writers. Machiavelli in fact transcribed Lucretius’s poem. The impact of atomism on
         Machiavelli’s thought ranges from the vivid to the more subtle. On the more subtle
         side, atomism enables the thinker to disengage from ordinary thought in a way that
         few other philosophies make possible. What Lucretius held out to Machiavelli was liberation
         from common beliefs. Lucretius samples from the forbidden fruits of this philosophy
         himself. He writes of feeling strangely content when beholding the desperate troubles
         of others. He finds a mood of liberation even in the specter of a plague, precisely
         because this suspends the customary moral authority of ordinary praise and blame.
         Machiavelli however has appetites that Lucretius never dreamed of. Machiavelli wishes
         to be a regime changer. He wishes to institute a logos of order that is ideal for
         the bold, but agonizing for the majority who are not attracted to such adventures.
      

      
      Machiavelli’s theory of republics, which seeks rejuvenation by “bringing things back
         towards their beginnings,” has I think been sometimes misinterpreted by scholars.
         One has to first establish what are the first principles of Machiavelli’s regime,
         before one can begin to analyze what a return to its beginnings indicates. The beginnings
         of Machiavelli’s regime are crisis and desperation. This is the sort of revival that
         he is indeed interested in.
      

      
      Machiavelli chose to employ the language of “simple” and “mixed” bodies in his discussion
         of regimes.
      

      
         For as in simple bodies when very much superfluous matter has gathered together there,
            nature many times moves by itself and produces a purge that is the health of that
            body, so it happens in the mixed body of the human race that when all provinces are
            full of inhabitants . . . and human astuteness and malignity have gone as far as they
            can go, the world must of necessity be purged.[23] 
         

      

      Machiavelli also chooses to characterize the generality of human beings in his states,
         both theoretical and actual, as “matter.” It seems as if Machiavelli has transferred
         the characteristics of the atom, to the flesh and blood human beings of his political
         science. Atoms, when they scatter apart at the time of some compound body’s dissolution,
         do not experience any hardship or suffering: the atoms are eternal, and impervious
         to suffering. Yet this is how Machiavelli seems to characterize the subjects of his
         new princes, whether in a monarchy or in a republic.
      

      
      Machiavelli is adding new layers onto Lucretian atomism, which is already laid upon
         the foundations of Parmenides’s and Zeno’s contrivance. That is a lot of dense, dense
         theory. It is very easy to forget how to conduct those critiques. The indictment against
         perception lodged deep in the bowels of that philosophy enable Machiavelli to appraise
         his people as so many marble figurines, as so many pounds of blood and muscle. He
         is immune to what they have to say; and this is the road that subsequent political
         philosophy has traveled. Those whose speech we can dismiss have already ceased to
         be human to that extent. How our scholars nevertheless spare no effort to make light
         of Machiavelli; to find in him some humanity, even the core of humanity. Once this
         mirage of atomism is stripped away from his armaments, I wonder how long it will last.
      

      
      In the story that Machiavelli tells about the founding of his republican regime in
         the Discourses on Livy, he takes pains to instruct us that the true founding depends upon a major crisis.[24]  The founding of Machiavelli’s regime, therefore, is anchored in catastrophe, whether
         a plague, a famine, an invasion, or what have you. Under such dire circumstances,
         people become desperate and willing to submit to the strongest among them for protection.
         Thus the founding of Machiavelli’s city in speech is extremity for the people, and
         returning such a regime to its beginnings would seem to indicate a revival of extremity.
      

      
      Machiavelli insists to us, that the leader of the republic can never allow the culture
         of the state to slip out of crisis mode. When the plague, or famine, or invasion has
         abated, then laws must take the place of the crisis, and sustain the pressure upon
         the people that set the regime in place to begin with. Hence Machiavelli’s atomism
         seems to transplant the very conception of the atom very narrowly to the political
         identity of a people. When Machiavelli characterizes the people as matter, which is
         quite often in the Discourses, he is working with a nomenclature that has envisioned “masses” for the first time
         in western political philosophy. “Matter” does not have a mind, an intellect, feelings,
         hopes, or a capacity for submission to terror.
      

      
      Parmenides’s original attack on perception was itself but an indirect attack on opinions. Parmenides wants to dominate the opinions. He wants the power to be able to stifle
         them at will, and to superimpose his own opinions over them. Machiavelli, for his
         part, has his own theory of virtue. That aspiring leader who can produce conditions
         of instability on his own, rises to the highest level of Machiavellian virtue. It
         is not therefore surprising that Machiavelli lauds antagonism in civil society as
         the very foundation of freedom. The greater the dissension, the greater the civil
         paralysis. The greater the civil paralysis, the greater the public desperation due
         to suspended services. Machiavelli ridicules those who prefer amicable relations between
         the diverse parts of society. “They do not consider,” Machiavelli writes, “that in
         every republic are two diverse humors, that of the people and that of the great, and
         that all laws that are made in favor of freedom arise from their disunion.”[25]  
      

      
      Machiavelli’s new politicized atomism seeks to create general interpretations of public
         opinions, which will hold in all circumstances. When it is the great who are speaking
         or acting, their motives must always be to dominate. When it is the people who are
         speaking or acting, it must be either to resist domination, or to resist all order
         itself. When Machiavelli advances these scientific definitions of public opinion,
         he is emancipating science from the facts of any case. A leader, for instance, may
         be committed to the common interest. His speech and deeds may reflect this. Yet that
         is not what Machiavelli’s political science will report about that man. In the same
         vein, it does not matter what the individual’s opinions may be on any subject. Machiavelli’s
         science predetermines the content of those opinions, for its own purposes. Machiavelli’s
         regime is benefited when people transgress the common interest; and therefore it will
         interpret people’s opinions in this direction. The importance of perception as the
         original authority for establishing truth of fact becomes apparent in this context.
         Public order depends upon this knowledge. Yet Machiavelli is interested in a very
         different kind of political order, one which denies that perception can know the truth;
         whereas Machiavelli’s science supposedly can.
      

      
      Early Modern Philosophy

      
      Francis Bacon is unique among the Early Moderns in his open admiration for Machiavelli.
         One certainly cannot say this in the case of Bacon’s one-time secretary, Thomas Hobbes.
         Bacon however is much more open in invoking the atomist heritage of Democritus. Perhaps
         it was with Bacon that Leucippus lost some of his stature, since Bacon really doesn’t
         refer to him. Bacon, in his Advancement of Learning, and in his early essays especially, reveals familiarity with not only Democritus,
         but with Parmenides. In Bacon’s view, Aristotle’s physics is inferior to the pre-Socratic
         variety, such as that of Democritus. It is noted however that Bacon does not spend
         much time actually investigating and refuting Aristotle’s concept of causation. Bacon’s
         attacks on Aristotle are personal, which shows that he did indeed learn something
         significant from the Florentine.
      

      
      Bacon’s ostensible attitude towards atomism changes over time. In his youthful essays,
         Bacon insists that Democritus is the superior physicist, and that more than all other
         theorists he showed the way to the modern experimental method. It is hard to think
         of anything vaguely experimental about Democritus. Bacon does not enter into the metaphysics
         of atomism to the best of my knowledge. Bacon is careful, also, to separate his several
         teachings into distinct classes. Of particular relevance for this study are first,
         the summoning forth of the legacy of Democritus, as already noted; the advocacy of
         an experimental methodology for natural science; the suspension of the authority of
         perception on factual matters, unless and except as guided by experiment; and lastly,
         a direct assault on the ordinary use of speech.
      

      
      The experimental method is certainly Bacon’s contribution to the revolution of science
         that took place during the latter part of the seventeenth century. Yet it is not clear
         why the attack on the authority of ordinary perception was ever necessary for this
         enterprise. Bacon condemns ordinary perception, and blames it for incompetence, confusion,
         and prejudice. “For if the evidence and the information given by the senses is always
         based on the analogy of man, not of the universe, it is a very great error that the
         senses are the measure of things.”[26]  On the other hand, when experimental science has taken charge of a subject matter
         for investigation, the sensory perception of the investigator receives no such scrutiny
         or criticism. It seems that only the perceptions of Bacon’s scientific investigator
         have standing before the court of science. Nor does this dismissal of the evidence
         of ordinary perception seem to be merely a defense of the value of scientific inquiry:
         for Bacon feels compelled to lash out at the entire ordinary use of speech, which
         he dismisses as “idols.”
      

      
      Descartes is, paradoxically, often referred to as a “foundationalist” by contemporary
         epistemologists. Descartes, in other words, is referred to as one who does regard the senses as providing decisive evidence as to what exists. This is a strange
         claim to make, however, given the fact that Descartes’ entire theory of knowledge
         is launched on the premise that the senses can tell us nothing of truth. In his famous Meditations, Descartes tells us that he decided to regard his senses as deceivers, en route to
         the certain knowledge that he hoped to find. Nor is this all.
      

      
      Descartes wrote the Meditations later in his life. In his youth, when he had been the student of Isaac Beekman, Descartes
         was clearly an atomist. His early writings advance a corpuscular view of nature, which
         cannot effectively be distinguished from the atomist philosophy. What is novel about
         Descartes, however, is that he speaks openly against the reputation of the atomist thesis. I say that this is odd, because the problems with atomism
         that Descartes advances, do not really pose any serious difficulties for atomist theory.
         In addition to this, much of Descartes’ writing outside the Meditations seems to be quite clearly in line with the atomist teaching.
      

      
      On the one hand, Descartes claims that the indivisibility of an atom is not something
         that we can believe in. The reason that Descartes gives, is that we can divide an
         object in our minds at any time. Descartes does not address the issue as to whether
         or not the atom is indivisible or divisible in reality, however. If the atom is divisible in reality, then it will have the parts of coming
         into being and passing away. As per Plato’s critique, if the body is divisible, it
         will be perceptible, either with our senses or with instruments that enhance our senses.
         Descartes remains aloof from all of this, although he does join in with Bacon in denouncing
         the reputations of Plato and Aristotle.
      

      
      The second attack on atomism that Descartes makes is that God can surely create or
         destroy matter at any time. Once again, we would like to ask Descartes, what about
         this matter that the Creator has made? Is it indivisible, or is it such that it will
         pass out of being as a perishable object? We raise these points because Descartes
         makes other statements that clearly indicate the atomist point of view. Matter, Descartes
         argues, is neither created nor destroyed unless and except as the Creator intervenes.
      

      
      Descartes’ very definition of body is a final piece of evidence. Descartes defines
         a body as that which has “extension.” Extension is dimensions, extremities. Descartes
         does not enumerate either unity or being as parts of any body. Descartes is helping to formulate the Early Modern version
         of atomism, one that suppresses from view the metaphysical roots of the philosophy.
         Extension is not a permanent possession of any body. What Descartes is referring to,
         is the “whole,” or the nature of a whole. Yet the nature of a whole comes into being
         and passes away; it contains infinite parts, but cannot itself be infinitely divided;
         it has shape and it has size and it has color. It is the same with itself and different
         from any other whole. The metaphysics of body are being rewritten during Early Modern
         philosophy. The language of being is thrust into the darkness. Yet atomism did not
         emerge out of any other concept.
      

      
      Hobbes and Spinoza

      
      Hobbes’s publication of the Little Treatise in his youth sets forth a mechanist view of nature that comes well before Newton.
         What is of particular interest in Hobbes’s Little Treatise is the model of body that it portrays. This object is incapable of even locomoting.
         It will not move unless it is pushed by another body; and it will not stop moving
         unless it is prevented from moving by still another body.[27]  There are three possible kinds of movement: locomotion, alteration, and coming into
         being or passing away. Hobbes banishes all three from his theory of body, just as
         atomism does. Einstein could as well have used Hobbes’s Little Treatise as his starting point, if only Hobbes had developed the theory of magnetic attraction
         between bodies that Newton formulated.
      

      
      In his treatise on body, De Corpore, Hobbes is very thorough in detailing his physics. Matter, Hobbes argues, is indestructible
         and ungenerated. Hobbes insists to us, as the early atomists did, that we should not
         use the language of coming into being and passing away. We should only use the language
         of “alteration.” This may give cause for confusion to the reader, because alteration
         is a real form of change that actual bodies undergo. Hobbes’s theory of alteration
         is not dealing with a body known to us in our experience. For example, the human body
         grows weaker over time. This is alteration. A man in a state of humiliation may present
         a certain redness in the face. This is alteration. This is not at all what Hobbes
         is talking about. For Hobbes, alteration is when the eternal matter that makes up,
         say, a dog, is altered into a tree. True body, for Hobbes, cannot pass out of being.
         It simply takes up another form. True body, to Hobbes, is atomic.
      

      
      We should perhaps speak with a bit of caution here, although I think it is of questionable
         necessity. Hobbes does not define the atoms the way that other atomists do. Yet he
         talks about the indivisibility; and more importantly, he revives the Epicurean theory
         of perception. For Hobbes, perception is a matter of bodily collision that takes place
         inside the mind of the percipient. All sense perception for Hobbes is a species of
         “touch.” Aristotle would bitterly dispute Hobbes’s claim for it is only the sense of touch that can kill a man. Yet when Hobbes presents his theory of perception,
         he expertly picks up the Epicurean mantle. He sings the praises of “sense” perception
         even as he absolutely and resolutely denies that sense perception can know any correct
         information about the world.
      

      
      In both Leviathan, and Elements of Law, Hobbes could not be clearer. Perception is a matter of physiology: it indicates
         desires and aversions of the perceiving organism, not what actually exists outside
         it.
      

      
         That as in conception by vision, so also in the conception that arises from other
            senses, the subject of their inherences is not the object but the sentient. . . .
            Whatsoever accidents or qualities our senses make us think there be in the world,
            they are not there, but are seemings and apparitions only.[28] 
         

      

      It is Hobbes’s theory of perception which has persisted in subsequent centuries. Our
         own philosophers of perception in the late twentieth and early twenty-first century
         spare no effort to indict ordinary perception, due to arguments which all ultimately
         come to balance in reference to physics. The twentieth-century atomists wish to talk
         about body less and less, as we shall see; but the philosophers of perception, their
         colleagues down the hall, refer to the atomist epistemology as if it were indisputable
         truth. 
      

      
      Spinoza shares many doctrines in common with Hobbes, but Spinoza is a trailblazer
         on his own as well. Spinoza is the philosopher to whom Einstein felt closest. In his
         Ethics, Spinoza gives us his definition of a substance. Spinoza defines substance as real
         being, which at least revives the metaphysical language.[29]  Even more than this, in the first book of the Ethics, Spinoza tells us that there is only one substance, and that it contains the entire
         universe. Furthermore, it has no parts. It has “attributes,” but the attributes allegedly
         do not disturb its unity. The similarity to Parmenides’s argument is obvious. That
         Plato’s critique of Parmenides is directly applicable to Spinoza’s Ethics book I is also obvious.
      

      
      In the second book of his Ethics, Spinoza seems to produce an entirely different ontology: the atomist one. The bodies
         in book two of the Ethics are mechanistic in just the way that Hobbes’s bodies are in the Little Treatise. Spinoza brings forth that mechanistic theory of causation that Rudolf Carnap reproduces
         in the mid-twentieth century: it is impossible to find the cause of any single object
         and its movements, Spinoza argues, due to the proposition that each cause is subject
         in turn to an endless chain of causes that can never come to an end. In book III of
         the Ethics, Spinoza proclaims the entire domain of passive sense perception as absolutely valueless,
         for purposes of knowledge. The passive state, and certainly a passive condition is
         required in order to “observe” what an object is, is condemned by Spinoza as vicious
         to the core.
      

      
      I think we could hold with that thought for a moment, Spinoza’s theory of causation
         as something that simply cannot be known. It is no mistake that this is Einstein’s
         favorite philosopher. Einstein too was a determinist, and Einstein too is quite contemptuous
         of the sensory faculties insofar as knowing any kind of reality is concerned. “Science
         is the attempt to make the chaotic diversity of our sense-experience correspond to
         a logically uniform system of thought,” Einstein writes. “The sense experiences are
         the given subject matter, but the theory that shall interpret them is man-made. It
         is the result of an extremely laborious process of adaptation: hypothetical, never
         completely final, always subject to question and doubt.”[30]  This is obviously a long distance from what ordinary perceivers think of the objects
         that they judge of. How the ordinary thinkers are to become able to develop competent
         opinions in a culture that does not accept the evidence that people are able to obtain,
         is indicative of the sort of political problem I am interested in.
      

      
      John Locke and David Hume, of course, are important Early Modern figures. However,
         they will be treated in detail during the second part of this book. Therefore, for
         the present time, we can move on to the twentieth and twenty-first centuries.
      

      
      New Atoms and Old Atoms: Einstein and Wittgenstein

      
      There is a great period of development in our story that takes place in the nineteenth
         century. One can even trace it, certainly, backwards to the eighteenth century, and
         forwards on into the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. Yet this period of development
         is easily deceptive. Physics as a new discipline is the emergent phenomenon: no matter
         how much fondness the writers of the new period have for the theory of causality developed
         by David Hume, there is a chasm that separates the periods.
      

      
      Atomism emerged as a theory of causation. Why must the atoms exist? Because they must explain the capacity of the earth to
         regenerate its objects. Being is at the core of the original atomist theory. If there is no underlying material
         that escapes the fate of destruction, then there will be no material out of which
         to generate. This is a bad answer to the problem of generation, the atoms are. The
         atoms are after all not eligible to be the vehicle for generation, because they cannot undergo change. Parmenides’s original formulation of the problem of being excludes true being from
         the entire process of generation and coming into being; the atoms are the children
         of that theory.
      

      
      The atoms, in their origin, are therefore a theory of cause. This is understood by Leucippus and Democritus. The development of physics as an
         experimental science takes place in a radically different intellectual culture in
         the eighteenth through twenty-first centuries. Physics, in the new experimental model,
         has lost track of the philosophy of causation that created the atomic theory in the
         first place. This ancient heritage of the philosophy of cause persists, even if it is not acknowledged, in all theories of atomism. The new physics is oblivious
         to this. The new physics is interested in extracting energy from physical objects.
         The new physics is interested in generating reactions in metals and other elements
         by subjecting them to intense heat.
      

      
      The line of philosophers dedicated to the original theory of atomism certainly doesn’t
         disappear. Gottlob Frege, Bertrand Russell, and Ludwig Wittgenstein are atomists who
         have little to no sophistication in the laboratory physics of Einstein, Bohr, and
         their Copenhagen associates.[31]  Yet the publicity lavished upon the laboratory physicists has created a new public
         reputation for atomism in general. The three philosophers just mentioned are very
         interested in regulating ordinary speech: in subjecting it to rather extreme analytical
         standards. These philosophers are also quite interested in developing a new philosophical
         language that can serve the purpose of a unified science: one which dismisses the
         evidence of perception out of court, but which requires a fair degree of sophistication
         to recognize this aspect of the language.
      

      
      Newton’s very limited and philosophically naïve theory of causation involves the movements
         of the planets, and what cause these local motions. Newton, rather than Hobbes, is
         the Early Modern philosopher that Einstein and his colleagues begin with. Einstein regards himself as a philosopher, or at least as a physicist who refuses
         to be instructed by philosophers. Yet Einstein does not possess any awareness of the
         sort of atomism that Early Modern philosophy has created. He does not possess any
         awareness of its political ambitions. Nor is he inclined to any investigation about
         the metaphysical origins of the original atomist theory.
      

      
      Einstein’s theory of relativity is bound up with local motion. People’s perception
         of motion will be affected by their own relative state of motion. What is more conspicuous,
         however, is that locomotion is the only motion that Einstein regards as real. Coming-into-being
         and passing out of being are absolute motions, which are not subject to any relativity.
         When a child is born, in one exact moment, he is born to the whole universe. When
         a human being dies, there is no relativity of perception which is true. If one begins with the absolute reality of the coming into being of a human being,
         it is not hard to overcome Einstein’s relativity theory in some of its particulars.
         Everything that happens to the individual is absolute. Nothing that an individual
         experiences is subject to any relativity, except perhaps in his own mind. Einstein’s
         Relativity Theory upholds some of the classical atomism’s embargo on the reliability
         of perception; so too for that matter does Heisenberg’s theory that the physicist
         cannot help but alter that which he would measure. Both of these arguments sustain
         aspects of classical atomism, and its simple embargo upon perception. Yet neither
         Einstein nor Heisenberg chooses to discuss the original atomist theory, and that legacy
         of metaphysics which can never be severed from it.
      

      
      The laboratory atomists don’t like to entertain questions about the atoms that they
         talk about. Things are rather different with the more strictly philosophic group of
         atomists. Frege, Russell, and Wittgenstein are much more interested in subjecting
         the ordinary opinions to stern new criteria of evaluation. The new symbolic logic
         is severe in what it is willing to countenance in human expressions. The ordinary individual’s belief that he perceives the actual physical objects external
         to him is not admissible into the symbolic logic. It is arrested at the turnstile,
         as it were. In the symbolic logic, it is not even possible to directly name any objects
         based upon how those names are commonly used. The philosopher must supply his own
         definition, because in the philosopher’s view, it is the definition his logic stipulates
         which is his warrant for the discussion of such an object.
      

      
      The followers of Wittgenstein begin with a rigid atomism: the true objects in nature
         are simple. “Objects, the unalterable and the subsistent are one and the same” (2.027). “Objects
         are what is unalterable and subsistent. Their configuration is what is changing and
         unstable” (2.0271). “Objects make up the substance of the world. That is why they
         cannot be composite” (2.021).[32]  That is to say, they are indivisible. These “objects” are no longer referred to as “being,” not by Frege and not by Russell
         and not by Wittgenstein. Russell describes the philosophic state of affairs. “My knowledge
         of the table as physical object, on the contrary, is not direct knowledge. Such as
         it is, it is obtained through acquaintance with sense-data that make up the appearance
         of the table.”[33]  Einstein and his colleagues are busy making pronouncements upon the origin of time,
         the speed of light, and one might be led to think, their actual perception of atoms.
         For the ordinary person, their right to speak authoritatively about the table in front
         of them has been withdrawn. Ordinary opinions are frequently the victims of atomist
         ideology. If the individual cannot talk confidently about the objects that he is staring
         at, it is very hard to imagine that he will be able to obtain a respectful, or even
         interested hearing for any other opinions that he may develop.
      

      
      The philosophers of perception that we will investigate in the next chapter spend
         most of their time talking about tomatoes, white walls, and red balls. These are the
         perceptual objects which our faculties, it is alleged, cannot reach. The humble nature
         of the objects described are not without significance. These philosophers are making
         a contribution to a public culture of education, and the severity of their judgment
         is certain to register in the feelings of the other human beings.
      

      
      It is true, in the developing physics of the latter twentieth century, that the very
         representation of body is fading out of physics. As W. V. O. Quine observes, in the
         late 1970s, “let us understand, a physical object, for a while, simply as the aggregate
         material content of any portion of space-time, however ragged and discontinuous” (497).
         “Matter is quitting the field, and field theory is the order of the day” (499).[34]  It doesn’t come entirely as a surprise that contemporary physics is becoming more
         reticent when it comes to speaking about bodies. That waylay uncomfortable questions.
         Yet I do not think that the conceptual embargo now placed upon body can be sustained
         for very long. To summon forth the metaphysics of being is to summon forth the account
         of body.
      

      
      Rudolf Carnap is quite sophisticated in his discussion of atomism, but he is philosophically
         grounded in Frege, Wittgenstein and Russell. The ordinary individual begins with the
         objects that are out there in the world, and calls them by their name. From the viewpoint
         of the new linguistic philosophy, the embargo of perception characteristic of Early
         Modern philosophy applies in full force. Carnap offers us, instead, “classification.”
         “In defining a class concept,” Carnap writes, “we can specify any conditions we please
         . . . aside from this, we are free to define a class in any consistent way we wish,
         regardless of whether that class does or does not have members in the world.”[35] 
      

      
      “Logic is concerned solely with whether a statement is true or false on the basis
         of meanings assigned to the statement’s terms,” Carnap argues. “Consider for example,
         the analytic statement, ‘all dogs are animals.’ It is not necessary to observe dogs
         in order to make this assertion; indeed, it is not even necessary for dogs to exist.”[36] 
      

      
      If Carnap’s theory of logic was something entirely limited to the scholarly domain,
         that is, not something that would ever possibly trickle into public speech, then it
         wouldn’t pose any problem. Yet the symbolic logic hardly takes such an attitude towards
         public speech in general. The philosophers of language are extremely interested in
         the rational justification for what ordinary people opine. The ordinary people don’t
         believe that it is valid to refer to non-existent objects as a real class. It is going
         to make a political difference when the ordinary opinions are subjected to investigation
         by the philosophy of language that does think so, among other things.
      

      
      The Quantum Mechanics

      
      Quantum physics, viewed in its proper context, does not constitute any radical threat
         to the theory of causation. Atomism is inseparable from a theory of causation, as
         we have proved: but the ineradicable link between a theory of causation and atomism
         is not an active part of the self-understanding of particle physics. Einstein, despite
         his objections to the quantum mechanics (the replacement for Newton’s mechanics, or
         the original atomist mechanics), was very much involved in the development of the
         new quantum doctrine. Scholars brook no dispute about this.
      

      
      The laboratory physicists are interested in something quite different from Newton.
         They are interested in energy, in electricity, in chemical radiation: they are, in
         other words, descendants of Newton’s interest in gravity, attraction. It is the new
         interest in energy which prompts the attempts to measure energy, and it is related
         experiments which led to a new insight: that energy is emitted from solid bodies in
         little measurable packets, or quanta. The subject matter of the laboratory physicists
         is therefore altering, developing: it is as if little jolts of electricity, of identical
         quantity, emit from the solid objects, that is, “the atoms.” As we have indicated
         above, the new physics would really like to forget about bodies, when it comes to
         representation of reality. They can dissolve body into equations of movement, in this
         case the movement of energy. They can, as in Einstein’s equation, even displace body
         with representations of energy.[37]  The quanta of energy are now described in “atomistic” terms. Philosophically, therefore,
         the language of atomism is being officially directed away from the very conception
         of body: this is the dynamic of the development in laboratory physics.
      

      
      The physicists have a tendency to collapse their entire theory of nature into the
         extremely limited domain of their investigation. With the discovery of quanta of energy,
         the relationship between the atom and the energy quanta became the effective new representation
         of nature for physics. Einstein, in his very equations, is dissolving body into energy. Philosophers of physics have not adequately accounted for this development.
         Philosophers of physics have not satisfactorily explained how we should now think
         about body. I do not think that this conversation can take place without a discussion
         of being, about what exists. Plato demonstrated that Parmenides’s entire argument collapses upon investigation
         into its theory of being. Plato demonstrates the same thing as regards the philosophy
         of atomism. Surely, it is a political event when the philosophy of physics begins
         to stammer whenever the subject of body comes up. The theorists of physics do not
         like to entertain questions in this direction, but politics is impossible without
         a domain of common objects to speak about. Thus political philosophy has skin in the game, without a doubt.
      

      
      Einstein’s definition of matter is given in terms of energy. Since energy is conserved,
         mass is also conserved. Both of these arguments trace back to the original argument
         about atomic being, that is, the indestructible. Conservation of matter means nothing
         else but that no matter is truly destroyed. It is also quite noticeable among physicists
         of Einstein’s generation and subsequently, that they have become extremely expert
         in the use of language. Uncomfortable issues are simply excised with careful speech.[38]  
      

      
      The arguments of Werner Heisenberg are decisive here. According to Heisenberg, the
         experimenter cannot help but alter that which he experiments upon. Thus the physicist
         measures basically his own performances to a large degree. He cannot confidently tell
         us where his experiment begins and his manipulation of objects ends. This teaching
         preserves for the physicist the independence of perception that Epicurus fought for.
         Disagreeable results can be ascribed to the human measurement. It is impossible to
         distinguish between the instruments of the physicists, and the effects that they cause
         in the very process of measurement, and the emissions of energy that are here to be
         measured as “quanta.”
      

      
      For the laboratory physicist, reality shrinks to that part of nature that he seeks
         to measure. Atomism itself is an abstract philosophy; but the laboratory physicist
         has abstracted even from this abstraction. He is studying the orderly emission of
         energy. Body is retired from the stage, even though it is body from which the energy
         must emit. The physicist then discovers, that in fact not all individual atoms do
         emit energy, in line with this quantum theory. However, if we investigate a large
         enough sample of the energy “quanta,” the theory bears out.
      

      
      What does the laboratory physicist extrapolate from this? That the individual atom cannot be effectively predicted, in terms of energy emission. “Cause” and “effect,”
         in this most highly abstract point of view taken in the over-all, now stands as the
         voice of science in its pronunciation upon nature as a whole: on the level of the
         individual atom, there is no cause and effect that can be promised. On the level of
         the individual atom, it is a matter of “chance.”[39] 
      

      
      Erwin Schrodinger, one of the founders of the quantum mechanics, makes the spectacular
         (but not new) claim that the atoms cannot be enumerated individually. According to Schrodinger, the atoms do not exist individually. They can only be
         considered in a “mass.”
      

      
      
         the actual statistical behavior of electrons cannot be illustrated by any simile that
            represents them by identifiable things. That is why it follows from their actual statistical
            behavior that they are not identifiable things. . . . An atom lacks the most primitive
            property we associate with a piece of matter in ordinary life. . . . I mean this:
            that the elementary particle is not an individual, it lacks “sameness.” The fact is
            known to every physicist, but is rarely given any prominence in surveys readable by
            non-specialists.[40] 
         

      

      
      Plato appraises exactly such a theory in the sixth movement of his Parmenides. The argument that Plato makes there is quite straightforward. If the atom is not
         one atom, then it is no-atom, or “not-one.” This is as much as to say that the atom as
         an individual does not exist. I do not know how sophisticated one must be to recognize
         that this is problematic. If we have a dozen ears of corn, but no ear of corn can
         really pass muster as an individual or “one” ear of corn, then there are no ears of
         corn.[41]

      
      
         Once more, then, let us go back to our starting point, to see whether we shall reach
            results different from these. Our question is, if a one is not, what will follow concerning
            it? The words “is not” mean simply the absence of being from anything we say is not.
            We do not mean that the thing in a sense is not, though in another sense it is. The
            words mean without any qualification that the thing which is not in no sense or manner
            is, and does not possess being in any way. So what is not cannot exist or have being
            in any sense or manner.[42] 
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      Chapter 1

      The Philosophies of Perception and Epistemology Today

      
         
         
      

      
      Scholars in the humanities and to a lesser extent in the social sciences know that
         their disciplines are in a crisis today. To some extent, this is due to economic pressures.
         Utility has permeated so deeply into the culture, that there no longer seems to be
         an argument with heft that can be made in defense of knowledge for the sake of knowledge.
         Things would be different, however, in proportion as it is understood that atomism
         is a philosophy. More than that: that atomism is a philosophy afflicted with fatal
         defects.
      

      
      Hume, and to a lesser degree Locke, are the philosophers most frequently referred
         to by today’s writers on perception. Hume, as will be examined in later chapters,
         is regarded as having had the last word on the capacities of the human mind to know.
         From Hume’s point of view, I will argue, the mind cannot know. Yet this deduction
         does not prevent Hume from arguing that “secret principles” move human beings and
         the rest of nature along. This is the groove that subsequent philosophies have settled
         into. They prefer experimental evidence to literary discussion. Yet that doctrine
         of experimental science is laid upon metaphysical foundations. There are many pressures
         in academia which operate to foreclose on investigation, in the sense I am describing.
         Yet the scholar who presses an inquiry will eventually be led back to philosophy that
         is pre-experimental.
      

      
      It is to be hoped that the introduction on the history of atomism will help revive
         the effort. Atomism is metaphysics. It leads us back into the domain of “being.” The
         domain of “being” of course is the domain of what exists. Political philosophers above all need to begin with what exists, because political
         philosophy in truth must begin as opinion: political philosophy cannot develop itself
         without first being opinion. Political philosophers cannot arise to more powerful
         knowledge than opinion, except on the shoulders of that opinion. If and when philosophy
         turns against opinion, forsakes it as fundamentally ignorant, and denies its own effective
         dependence on opinion for its original evidence: then we have a political crisis in
         addition to the educational one.
      

      
      Allowance must be made for the Machiavellian wing of philosophy, which is pointedly
         averse to discourse. From Machiavelli’s point of view, congested and frustrated political
         opinions are necessary to good governance.[1]  For Machiavelli, for his style of political science, frustrated opinions lend vigor
         to the state. Political science, in the case of Machiavelli, has effectively established
         what the opinions are in the a priori: the opinions are either irresponsible, as in
         the case of the majority, or oppressive, in the case of leaders. Therefore, for this
         constituency, the suppression of opinion is good politics rather than a crisis. I
         regard it as a crisis rather than as good politics.
      

      
      The larger project of philosophy in recent times has involved reducing the mental
         to the physical. In other words, when people articulate opinions about social and
         political situations, philosophy would like to interpret this as essentially due to
         conditions of the brain and nervous system. The “physicalist” interpretation of human
         opinion and action has picked up considerable steam. The physical, in this case, ultimately
         refers to atoms.
      

      
      The physical as a focus can also take up issues that were once strictly the province
         of political science, involving ethics and opinions. There is no need to talk about
         political issues when the human being’s entire register of opinions can be reinterpreted
         as states of biological alteration. Instead of investigating society or the opinion,
         the philosopher investigates the one who feels and opines.
      

      
      It might seem inevitable to the reader that the reduction of the mind to the physical
         will ignore normative issues. This is not the case however. In fact, the opposite
         is the case. The physicalist movement in the philosophy of mind and in the related
         doctrines of perception insists that the physical contains its own normative imperatives:
         this usually amounts to self-preservation, a moral obligation to avoid the blades
         of natural selection, or more powerfully, a demand that one’s every opinion be nestled
         in one grand over-arching web of opinions. This is a direction instituted by Early
         Modern philosophy. The early doctrines of self-preservation have been misunderstood
         as amoral. It was always the intention of Machiavelli, of Hobbes, of Spinoza and Locke,
         and indeed of Hume, that the individual be induced to choose feelings of compulsion
         as a moral guide. The pressure employed by philosophy to seek to induce these coordinates
         has always been part of a moral program. The program has become more ambitious over
         time.
      

      
      At the root of Machiavelli’s political science—and this is the one that has served
         as an exemplar for the assorted modern political philosophies—is acute psychological
         insight. People tend not to like being anxious, or herded along, or provoked into
         confrontations. These situations expose the human personality to a range of painful
         injuries. The rough and tumble of Machiavelli’s politics is designed to unleash the
         sorts of utterances that, Iago-like, cut deep.[2]  It is only when human beings have been exposed to a certain amount of humiliation,
         by assaults upon their pride, that it becomes so momentous and traumatizing to elect
         self-preservation. Nobody wants to believe that they would put their good name at
         risk, merely in order to survive. Yet this is precisely the predicament that Machiavelli’s
         politics are designed to elicit. It is only when people have been compelled to surrender
         their own reputation, in order to survive, that the roots of the new regime are established.
         The philosophies of natural selection are a sanitized version of this philosophy,
         but they are fruit from the same tree.
      

      
      Foundationalism

      
      It is impossible to investigate the philosophies of atomism, and their correlative
         doctrines of perception, if we do not begin outside or before that philosophy. In
         epistemology, many scholars have insisted that some province of knowledge must be
         protected from the skeptical challenge. For this they often turn to Descartes. This
         is not a good choice. Descartes is an atomist. The very foundation of his Meditations is to forswear reliance upon perception, that is, a wholesale indictment of them.
         That Descartes will later claim to vindicate the perceptions, as a matter of deductive logic, is not the foundationalist we seek for.
      

      
          Whatever I have accepted up till now as most true I have acquired either from the
            senses or through the senses. But from time to time I have found that the senses deceive,
            and it is prudent never to trust completely those who have deceived us even once.[3] 
         

      

      According to Descartes, “anything which admits of the slightest doubt I will set aside
         just as if I had found it to be wholly false.”[4]  It is true of course that Descartes has proved some piece of knowledge that is certain.
         He has proved that he suffers from anxiety, and that this is proof of his existence.
         Proof of anxiety is not much of a foundation. It seems rather bound to skepticism,
         since when we know facts, we tend to settle down. Descartes is not the foundationalist.
         Plato and Aristotle are the foundationalists. Scholars find it easy to dispense with
         Descartes’ disembodied Cogito. They may not find it so easy to dispense with Plato’s
         theory of perception.
      

      
      Descartes, in his Meditations, observes that he has not always been deceived by his perceptions. Yet he feels anxiety,
         and does not feel that they are absolutely trustworthy. Descartes’ early career as
         an atomist was never forsaken. In diverse ways, Descartes offers only a black eye
         to perception and its reputation. “Sensory perception does not show us what really
         exists in things,” Descartes argues; “but merely shows us what is beneficial or harmful
         to man’s composite nature.”[5]  Certainly, perception is not itself the foundation for Descartes: the foundation, for Descartes, is that which one is confronted by
         once one has forsaken one’s reliance upon perception. Anxiety. If one feels dread, one nevertheless feels. This is the foundation of Descartes,
         and it is only the indictment of sense perception that gets us there.
      

      
      In the next step of the argument, Descartes reflects that God has made it possible
         for human beings to know this certainty: anxiety. This foundation, it should be noted, is far from the ordinary experience
         of belief: that is, from the perception of a dog, or a tree, or an act of courage.
         Yet, according to Descartes, God’s goodness has made some certainty possible for us,
         even though we had to surrender our confidence in perception to get it. Only then,
         based on the inference of God’s goodness, does Descartes revisit perception. IFF (if and only if) God is good, IFF God makes it possible for us to
         know our anxiety as certain, then he is a Good God, and we can thereupon deduce that
         our perceptions must be trusted also. Perception, therefore, is not the foundation.
         The certainty of anxiety is. It should not be hard for the reader to trace this certainty
         of anxiety back to Machiavelli’s founding.
      

      
      Jaegwon Kim

      
      Even if Descartes had a foundation worth the defending, most epistemologists are against
         him or any other philosopher advocating foundations. Jaegwon Kim is one of the more
         thorough recent philosophers to deal with the subject matter of perception and belief.
         Descartes, according to Kim, is problematic, because Descartes holds out the prospect
         that there is something different in the universe than body. “Mentality,” as Kim describes
         it, in Descartes’ theory, is something distinct from body. Kim thinks that this is
         problematic. Whatever “mind” or “mentality” might be, and to be sure Descartes certainly
         does give us this much in his foundation—Kim maintains that it must be “supervenient” upon body. “More specifically,
         I will claim that a physicalist has only two genuine options, eliminativism and reductionism.”[6]  Kim does not like to talk about atomism too much. Yet from time to time, he trots
         out the nomenclature. In Kim’s view, we really have no basis for thinking that there
         is something called “mind” that is different from the rest of nature, which is alleged
         to be merely “physical.”
      

      
      It is also noteworthy, in the case of Kim, that this domain of belief is regarded
         as normative. Theory must somehow slip in front of perception. For this, Kim has recourse to Hume.
         Observation, Kim reflects, cannot itself be the foundation of scientific theory. Theory
         is necessary in order to reach perception, for Kim. This is because “mind” must be
         “reduced” to the physical. Kim is mightily interested in characterizing moral beliefs, values, as reducible to the physical. Let me be more accurate. Kim says
         that at the very least there is a correlation between “mind” and the physical, that
         is, between “consciousness” and the material organ of the brain and the rest of physiology.
         A “correlation” doesn’t get us very far. It gets us nowhere, as a matter of fact.
         “Correlation” exists between whatever we choose to compare: one way or the other.
         Kim is after a much stronger degree of causality than mere comparison. Reduction of
         the mind to the “physical” is Kim’s intent. He seeks to deflect from his theory any
         metaphysical issues: he claims not to be a metaphysician. He claims that he is not making an argument in favor of “global supervenience”
         of the mental upon the bodily. Yet he also insists that there is a stronger degree
         of causality operative in this theory of “supervenience” than mere correlation.  Supervenience,
         Kim argues, is best left very vague. “Let one hundred supervenience concepts bloom!”
         Well, this isn’t very useful. The ordinary person feels, thinks, and acts very frequently
         based upon what is perceived about him or her. She does not know of this physiology
         with its own moral agenda. Yet this is where Kim keeps bringing us back to: in order
         to hold a belief, one must have “reasons” for it. These reasons cannot be limited
         merely to the situation at hand. They must be entirely internal to the organism, a
         constitutive worldview. The evidence that Kim seeks for in the case of any opinion
         or belief, must be general. Ultimately, it is not hard to see where Kim is headed. What is this normative basis
         for “belief”? Survival of the species. Avoidance of pain. Self preservation. Behaviorism
         or functionalism, in other words.
      

      
      While there certainly are normative beliefs, what does our ability to discriminate
         that “this is a tree” have to do with norms? Kim will argue that we only see the tree
         because we need to make use of it; we need to make use of it in order to be able to
         survive; and on into the dense jungles of the “physical” and “naturalized epistemology.”[7]  Yet the brute fact of the matter is that the individual does not possess reasons for recognizing a tree. After all, we don’t cut down most trees we see, or scavenge
         them for food. Our belief that this is a tree is simply because we recognize that
         this is what it is: and we recognize it, because at some point in time, we first encountered
         one, and remembered it.
      

      
      When Kim defines the category of the “psychological,” he is careful to exclude parts
         of our inner life that would cause trouble to his theory. “Memory,” according to Kim,
         is “not internal.” It is not part of the “psychological.” That is a strange argument.
         “Memory turns out to be non-internal for two reasons: first, it implies something
         about the past, and second, in most cases, like knowing, it implies the existence
         of something other than the rememberer.”[8]  It is possible for Kim to surgically eliminate inconvenient parts of our internal
         experience from his definition of the “psychological,” because like the modern atomists
         he denies that he can investigate anything that he has not himself designed as a measure.
         If perception really can’t reach the external objects, and Kim repeatedly recurs to
         Hume for support, then the domain of “belief” can be preserved for something that
         is only shared with the rest of nature, the physical.
      

      
      Barbara Montero has made some interesting arguments to the effect that the apostles
         of the physical, or physicalism, have a rather difficult time defining just what the
         physical is. Does “being” qualify as “physical”? What about unity? What about “whole”?
         What about “part”?[9]  Plato has proved, and we have traced the proof, that these are all true and real
         things in nature, not mere mental instruments or conjurations. One gets the distinct
         feeling that Kim would like to discuss the physical in atomist terms, that is, as
         homogeneous. Yet no body can be homogeneous. Bodies themselves are composed of unlike
         natures, beginning with unity and being. There is that thread of “being” again, which
         should make the reader hopeful. For “being” certainly has to appeal to us as the familiar.
         It appeals to our truly foundational faculties, and memory certainly ranks among them
         most prominently.
      

      
      Kim’s work is very useful, though, for it displays the commanding disposition of modern
         philosophy towards the domain of “belief.” An individual cannot just have beliefs,
         for Kim. He must have “reasons.” These reasons must “hang together” in a coherentist
         way: it must help constitute a web of belief, all of which is guided in the same direction,
         that is, a goal oriented direction. Yet that is precisely the problem. Kim’s very
         determination to dissolve “belief” into merely supervenient smoke and mirrors, that
         is, as caused by the “physical,” reveals his impatience with human beings and their
         beliefs. For people do not all have the same imperatives.
      

      
      It would not be a very intelligent species where every individual lived primarily
         for the sake of survival, when it is the unique characteristic of this species that
         it knows that it will die. This is not to say that man is careless of his life, or
         reckless of his preservation. Quite the contrary. Yet it is not his normal state,
         to feel in fear for his life; unless he is being contemplated from within the tradition
         that Machiavelli started, that Florentine anthropology. “Why” is not really the question
         that is being suppressed, however. “What?” is the question that is being suppressed.
         Trees, rocks, lichen, sand: these are not normative objects for the self-understanding
         of man outside of these philosophies. They are aloof from the normative. Yet man cannot
         be tolerated to be aloof from the normative for even a single second when his life
         is intended to take place, more or less, in a mobilized condition.
      

      
      Man cannot begin to situate himself morally, unless and until he can learn about his
         environment. He cannot begin to make choices, until he knows a good deal of “whatness.”
         Jaegwon Kim is more than a little insistent about this point. Kim cannot tolerate
         that epistemology, the very inquiry into what it is possible for human beings to know,
         be aloof from the normative for even a single second. That is because in Kim’s theory,
         the human morality is nature’s morality: and this is alleged to be survival. The fact
         of the matter is that philosophy did not have this “emergency” orientation until Machiavelli.
         Since that time, it has been proposed as an unquestionable imperative. It does not
         deserve that sort of deference.
      

      
      W. V. O. Quine

      
      Atomism as developed in the philosophies of Locke and Hume is not quite original.
         It builds upon the arguments made with less subtlety by Hobbes and Spinoza. The essential
         point is easy to overlook. Locke and Hume both lay claim to the mantle of “empiricism.”
         “Empiricism” sounds for all the world like good old-fashioned sense perception. The
         trouble is that Locke, Hume, and Quine lay claim to an atomist version of sense-perception.
         The result is that perception is denied the ability to know the objects external to
         us. For the purposes of ordinary opinion, that is all empiricism could ever meaningfully
         signify. It is kicked to the curb by philosophy. What the atomist philosophy of perception
         vouchsafes to the human beings, are certain “mental objects.” The individual cannot
         know if these mental objects refer to any actually existing objects outside of his
         mind. Yet it is these mental objects that philosophers such as Quine refer to when
         they indicate that they are empirical. They are indicating mental objects that are
         not, and cannot be shared.
      

      
      Jeremy Bentham swooned over the work of David Hume. Not only was Bentham enamored
         of Hume’s theory of utility. Bentham also borrows Hume’s theory of the empirical.
         Bentham was important for Gottlob Frege, and thus for Russell and Wittgenstein. Quine
         traces this genealogy of philosophers in his own work. For Bentham, and his theory
         of fictions, it is the common external objects which fall into that defamatory category.
         It is the external objects which are dismissed as fictions. All that the individual
         can know is his own mental objects. From these mental objects, he can undertake to
         make sophisticated philosophical inferences. The ordinary opinion does not know of
         any inference that can be made, aside from the judgment as to what an object is; and
         that judgment is not inductive.
      

      
      
          Whatever title an object belonging to the class of bodies may be considered, as possessing
            to the attribute of reality, that is, of existence, every object belonging to the
            class of perceptions will be found to possess, in still higher degree, a title established
            by more immediate evidence: it is only by the evidence afforded by perceptions that
            the reality of a body of any kind can be established (11). Of ideas our perception
            is still more direct and immediate than that which we have of corporeal substances:
            of their existence, our persuasion is more necessary and irresistible than that which
            we have of existence of corporeal substances. Speaking of entities, ideas might perhaps
            accordingly be spoken of as the sole perceptible ones, substances, those of the corporeal
            class, being, with reference and in contradiction to them, no other than inferential
            ones.[10] 
         

      

      The individual sees a rabbit. He does not infer that he sees a rabbit. The individual
         sees a tree. He does not infer that he sees the tree. When the individual finds dog
         hairs on the ground, but sees no dog, at this point he can make an induction: that
         a dog has been by this way. Yet if the dog comes running into view, there is no longer
         need for any induction.
      

      
      The formal logicians take a tremendous amount of time parsing the public discourse.
         They do not identify themselves as philosophers interjecting a new line of argument.
         They profess to be interpreters of what the plain speakers are saying. The terminology
         into which Quine squeezes ordinary speech, so changes the signification of that common
         speech, as to radically alter its meaning.
      

      
      Quine, for his part, as we have noted, dismisses body itself from physics. We are
         supposedly able to get along now with merely space and time coordinates.[11]  What will possess these space and time coordinates? This is one of those questions
         that the physicists think should not be asked. It seems pretty clear, though, that
         the casting of physical objects into metaphysical purgatory has distinct political
         implications.
      

      
      For Quine, what is perceived are “stimuli.” These stimuli do not discover to us any
         particular object in the world. Nor are any two people alike by how their “sensory
         reflectors” are affected. “But event stimulation, as I use the term, is the activation
         of some subset of the subject’s sensory receptors,” Quine argues.[12]  People do not perceive objects, from this point of view. The picture that Quine
         paints is quintessential Locke: out there is a shapeless nothingness, from the vantage
         point of the philosopher. The philosopher, as it were, invents the objects, by imposing
         names on the formless. There are no discrete objects that people are all referring
         to, in Quine’s analysis. Yet for some reason, perception is permitted to enable us
         to see other human beings, using names, “behaving.” Once the contours of the equation
         have been narrowed down to human linguistic practices, the embargo on perception is
         largely eased.
      

      
      Yet clearly people come to speak about objects. How is this accomplished? Quine insists
         that this is a matter of reward and punishment. The child must look to see what others
         are saying, in some situation; and though it is alleged that there really are no distinct
         objects that we can truly know by perception, that the community, through praising
         and blaming its members, devises ersatz objects. “Meanings are, first and foremost,
         meanings of language. Language is a social act which we all acquire on the evidence
         solely of other people’s overt behavior under publicly recognized circumstances.”[13]  “We have been beaten into an outward conformity to an outward standard, and thus
         it is that when I correlate your sentences with mine by the simple rule of phonetic
         correspondence, I find that the public circumstances of your affirmations and denials
         agree pretty well with those of my own.”[14] 
      

      
      It is instructive to observe the language that Quine employs when he refers to the
         child, or to the denizens of common speech generally. They are singled out as residents
         of “the jungle,” the “state of nature.” They are “savages,” or “natives.” For those
         members of the community, all of them doubtless, who do not possess this philosophy
         of Quine’s, who believe that they do perceive distinct objects, such as a rabbit,
         external to them and observable by all—Quine likens this sort of belief to ancient
         animism, where the people ascribed magical powers to the rocks and the trees. The
         most humble, rudimentary, elementary, effortless act of perceptual judgment is transformed
         by Quine into a noisy, messy, political affair based on the threat of punishment.
         Objects or names are to be employed in a certain way, because the people use names
         that way; and we could add, that if philosophy is redefining what ordinary perception
         and speech actually are, then the political levers of reward and punishment for the various uses of speech
         will be caused by this philosophy.
      

      
      To observe Quine talk about a rabbit is an education. It is not possible, Quine insists,
         for an individual to simply recognize a rabbit. One must allegedly make a proposition
         to oneself, each and every time. “This is a rabbit.” The one-word utterance “rabbit,”
         in Quine’s interpretation, must still constitute a proposition, a combination of elements
         in the mind. Of course, if people should walk around uttering things such as “this
         is a book,” “this is a table,” “this is a tree,” it would upset us. It would seem
         to us that the person must be injured, or mentally debilitated. Yet from the vantage
         point of the philosophy of the mental objects, it is necessary to articulate a proposition:
         for one must get from the mental object to the external object, which it is alleged
         we cannot really know about. From the mental object to the allegation of an external
         object, in Quine’s view, a whole complicated mental process must ensue. One must hypothesize
         the existence of something.
      

      
      The linguistic philosophy drapes itself in very complicated terminology. Yet the public
         is certainly going to feel the impact of this educational movement. The linguistic
         philosophy slows discourse down, affects as if it does not know of any common external
         objects. It will require of the ordinary speakers that they formally articulate what
         to them seems all too obvious. The public mind will chafe under these unfamiliar rules.
         Ordinary opinion does not possess the wherewithal to cope with these philosophical
         doctrines.
      

      
      Quine is good enough to bring up the issue of being. He brings it up in an interesting
         place. Quine, in talking about being, offers us symbolic logic. In the symbolic logic,
         the domain of mental objects is enforced. No direct reference to any external object
         is possible except by inference or hypothesis. The equation of symbolic logic exudes
         the same antipathy to nouns that physics now exudes towards “body.” That which can
         be attached to a variable, or bound by it, can only occupy a certain place in the
         symbolic logic and its equation: that place must be substitutable. This means that
         the noun can have only the remotest purchase on the statement. It can only exist as
         a mental object; and it cannot matter to the degree that it should be kept in focus
         as some particular object.
      

      
      What has being? Quine gives us his definition. That has being, which is bound to a
         variable.[15] The bound variable sustains the embargo on sense perception. The designers of that
         logic limit the human speaker to two moods: in the case of Bertrand Russell, they
         are called “acquaintance” and “description.” “Acquaintance” is the mental object.
         This is a purely personal experience that no other person can share. It is atomist
         perception, that is, sensation induced by bombardment of atoms against sensory organs.
         “Description” is a purely hypothetical statement which concerns the domain of possible
         objects. The philosopher is not obliged to offer us a description of anything that
         must exist. As Carnap has said, this is the power of logic in the analytic philosophy:
         it obtains its power to know truth, by forsaking any attempt to know things about
         the actual world. This description is the object that is contained in the statement
         of symbolic logic.
      

      
         The actual world is a world that is constantly changing. Even the most fundamental
            laws of physics may, for all we can be sure, vary slightly from century to century.
            What we believe to be a physical constant with a fixed value may be subject to vast
            cyclic changes that we have not yet observed. But such changes, no matter how drastic,
            would never destroy the truth of a single logical or arithmetical law. It sounds very
            dramatic, perhaps comforting, to say that here at least we have actually found certainty.
            It is true that we have obtained certainty, but we have paid for it a very high price.
            The price is that statements of logic and mathematics do not tell us anything about
            the world.[16]  
         

      

      Quine speaks about these people—the ones who insist that their use of names really
         refers to an actually existing, independent object called “rabbit”—as the domain of
         savage tribes. The ordinary person who refers to a green door, and believes that not
         only she, but anyone else by her, would see the exact same door—Quine believes that
         this ordinary person is a rattle raiser, a creature of enchantments, perhaps a believer
         in dwarves and elves. “We see the archaic dominance of mentalism in a preference for
         final cause over efficient cause as a mode of explanation,” Quine writes.[17]  Quine goes farther than this. He regards the people who insist that they refer to
         actually existing objects, as being more than primitives. Quine also believes that
         these people are possessed by delusions: delusions that life has meaning.
      

      
          Purpose is one of various mentalistic notions drawn from introspection of one’s mental
            life. Others are disposition and capability. All three reflect one’s sense of will,
            one’s sense of freedom to choose and act. The modality of possibility is perhaps a
            depersonalized projection of the subjective sense of capability, a projection reminiscent
            of the animists’ projection of spirits into the rocks and trees.[18] 
         

      

      By contrast, are we supposed to believe that Quine thinks life lacks meaning? For
         Quine believes in order. Order is based in praise and blame, allegedly deployed against every infant and child
         who is trying to use words. According to Quine, we utter words because there is a
         moral reason to do so—conformity. When Quine observes that those who believe that
         words can actually refer to existing external objects are savages, he is indicating
         that these people have not yet been socialized into the rules of the game of society.
         Those rules do not include relying upon one’s own judgment to indicate what does and
         does not exist. The domain of truth is now forbidden territory. What objects are is
         not what this realism is all about: it is about taking one’s cues, for what one says,
         from those who have been ordained to establish the metaphysics of speech.
      

      
      Quine’s tendency to talk about the issue of meaning in human life as somehow in need
         of explanation suggest a very grim view of today’s academe. It is indeed reason why
         the Humanities are called into question now, if philosophy itself has called into
         question the human capability of developing and executing purposes. Whatever else
         our educational institutions do, they do not succeed in revealing this debate. For
         so long as philosophy denies that we have truly common objects to talk about, and
         is successful in this denial; to that degree, the very road to the possibility of
         actual conversation will be throttled. The issue of purpose will wrinkle up and die
         from neglect. The suppression of the nature of body from philosophical discourse suppresses
         the political animal as well.
      

      
      John Dewey

      
      One of the major objectives of this study is to trace the relationship between the
         objects of perception, and perceptual judgment, that non-philosophers are accustomed
         to employ; and the relationship between these things and the exhortative language
         of modern philosophy or science. John Dewey is a philosopher of rare penetration.
         He is in many respects more candid than the thinkers who have succeeded him. First
         of all, Dewey takes a great deal of time to explain the following: yes, modern science
         is discrediting the evidence obtainable by ordinary perception. Modern science is
         embarked upon a project of renaming. It does not believe that it needs to ask leave
         of ordinary people for this enterprise; and Dewey is even willing to make his arguments
         in the context of the classical language of philosophy, that of being.
      

      
      Dewey may well be a genius. Yet Dewey is candid in his dismissal of the evidence obtainable
         by ordinary perception. People, and the natural languages that they rely upon, take
         objects as “ends.” That is to say, ordinary perception takes objects as beings unto
         themselves: the object is a table, or a rock, or a tree. Dewey insists that this point
         of view is deluded, and unsatisfactory. “Life denotes a function,” Dewey explains,
         “a comprehensive activity, in which organism and environment are included.” “We learn,
         in short, that qualities which we attribute to objects ought to be imported to our
         own ways of experiencing them . . . this discovery marks an emancipation: it purifies
         and remakes the objects of our direct or primary experience.”[19]  
      

      
      The unsophisticated point of view fails to observe the new definition of rationality
         that Dewey advocates. The object, say the tree, must be looked at first of all as
         a “means.” It must be looked upon as an opportunity for science to create new values:
         both of desire and of satisfaction. To approach the desk as a means, rather than as
         an “end,” would be to define the desk in terms of those elements in it which would
         survive its destruction. The desk, for a brief time, may be the object that a child
         or adult uses for study and the conduct of business. Yet time moves on, and the objects
         in the world are corruptible. The new rationality is not about to stand idly by while
         the desk slowly perishes. In decay, the desk may be defined as firewood; as firewood,
         it becomes part of a complex to generate energy for a construction project of some
         other value. That other value in turn summons new needs and desires from the people,
         and provides some opportunity to gratify them. Thus the ordinary language of “desk”
         and “chair” and “apple” is to Dewey naïve, almost animistic. It is guilty for being
         dependent on nature, or on what one has already been able to wrest from nature: experience
         instructs that the world is fleeting, that the objects in it are fleeting, and that
         enjoyment is fleeting. Therefore the individual in the new rationality must cease
         to view objects as “ends.” He must be made to think of objects as “means.” This ordinary
         opinion cannot do. Ordinary opinion cannot appropriate a language which would itself
         contravene its capacity to communicate effectively, and without this capacity to communicate
         effectively, the people could not begin to subject any object to use. 
      

      
      Dewey couldn’t be clearer. He is frankly dismissive of the ordinary language. He tips
         his cap to atomist philosophy, and to the language of “relations” that it makes possible.
         For in the domain of atoms, all is effectively one. The atoms are all eternal. They
         underlay “macroscopic” objects such as desks and chairs, but the scientist will name
         the objects (including desks and chairs) with mathematical symbols which can all be
         related to one another effortlessly. A desk and an apple may not seem to have a very
         strong relationship to one another to the ordinary person. Perhaps in days past a
         student fond of a teacher would put an apple on her desk in the morning. This is not
         the type of relationship that Dewey has in mind however. For Dewey, the desk, the
         apple orchard, human excrement, the bones of convicts who have perished in prison,
         are all intimately relatable. As matter, as possible means to future creation, as
         objects that science can organize for the propagation of new objects, the mathematical
         formulas of physics and industry have their use. The ordinary individual is obviously
         not going to be a conscious participant in this process. To be aware of choices being
         made, on the level that Dewey is describing them—sweeping changes in the attitude
         of philosophy to life in general—these are things to which human beings in general
         will be reduced en masse. Human beings, not in their conscious opinions but in their
         feelings, needs, bodies, will be incorporated into the new organization as the new
         organization increasingly becomes the only means for satisfying such needs.
      

      
      Dewey does not bring up the philosophic point of view of Machiavelli and Thomas Hobbes
         that is directly on point. Both Machiavelli and Hobbes, first of all, dismiss the
         old order of names. Machiavelli’s new republic, he insists, will make “everything
         anew.” Hobbes relies upon the atomist ideology to discredit perceptual evidence, but
         he too is working a political angle. People in these new philosophic regimes are being
         pushed towards their passions as a new way of life. This point needs to be clearer.
         To be sure, even Aristotle observes that most human beings are principally driven
         by their passions insofar as they guide their lives. Yet there is a difference, a
         major difference between Modern Political Philosophy and Aristotle. In Machiavelli,
         in Hobbes, the political philosophy undertakes to generate and supply the very passions
         that human beings will in turn operate in accordance with. These passions are futile
         passions, encumbered by fear and repetition. Aristotle never claims that all human
         beings are driven by passion, and there are better and worse passions. Modern political
         philosophy seeks to make all of this arena of character and at least potential choice
         moot.
      

      
      Machiavelli argues, and Hobbes agrees, that one cannot begin to enjoy an object once
         it is possessed. One cannot begin to enjoy the object, because one begins to feel
         anxiety about its depletion. Thus, in order to be able to enjoy the object that one
         has, one must be busy acquiring new objects, new possessions, in steady progression.
         Hobbes produces for us his very definition of life from this vantage point: a “perpetual
         and restless desire for power after power, that ceases only in death.”[20]  For Hobbes, true enjoyment is not in the ravishing of the object possessed; true
         “felicity” is obtained in the quest for new objects, in the “hunt” as it were. Dewey’s
         point of view on perishability reflects this logic of Machiavelli and Hobbes. Machiavelli
         and Hobbes both seek to provide a new starting point for human mentality: that starting
         point is crisis. The political science of Machiavelli and Hobbes, quite irrespective
         of the actual historical situations in their respective countries, undertakes to found order upon conflict: to make of conflict, manufactured conflict, the source of reason. Reason is adaptation to the brute facts of the disorder.
      

      
      In another book, I tried to make the argument that there is some continuity between
         Epicurus’s atomism and Machiavelli’s. It seems to me, more and more, that this is
         not correct. The Epicurean philosopher, I reasoned then, is seeking for more than
         his share of independence. He is not willing to entertain any obligations or duties.
         Yet the Epicurean, and Lucretius was a faithful one, sought out serenity. Lucretius
         has nothing but scorn for earthly treasures, and I was wrong to try to extrapolate
         from the Lucretian worldview to the Machiavellian doctrine of acquisition. “Wherefore,
         since our bodies profit nothing from riches or noble birth, or glory of kingdom, we
         must believe our minds also gain nothing. . . . Therefore this terror and darkness
         of the mind, not by the sun’s rays, nor the bright shafts of day, must be dispersed,
         as is most necessary, but by the face of nature and her laws”[21] When Machiavelli brought the doctrine of atomism to acquisition, he bred a very different
         personality: one that cannot be separated from anxiety and turbulence.
      

      
      For Dewey the world is a place full of absolute peril. No “state of war” is described.
         Yet desperation is seen to be the condition of man. He is unable to rely upon anything.
         He is unable to foresee how the next few hours are going to turn out. He is rent by
         anxiety due to the “gnawing tooth of time.”
      

      
         Man finds himself living in an aleatory world; his existence involves, to put it baldly,
            a gamble. The world is a scene of risk: it is uncertain, unstable, uncannily unstable.
            Its dangers are irregular, inconstant, not to be counted upon as to their times of
            seasons.[22] 
         

      

      
      The reader will think that this is indicative of a world of pain and negativity for
         Dewey, that this represents the evil that is to be overcome, or suspended. Yet it
         doesn’t seem to be the case.
      

      
      For evil, as a word, suggests to Dewey the worldview of objects as “ends.” If one
         regards objects in terms of how perception presents them to us—as a desk, as an apple—then
         one is overtaken by the fear and anxiety that attend to the perishable bodies. This
         pain seems to be what Dewey has in mind in his basic characterization of the human
         race in this equivalent of a state of nature. Peril, fear, pain, privation, Dewey
         sketches them out. Yet he seems to be quite like Hobbes. For Dewey, suffering, or
         the point of view which dares to look at objects as objects in themselves, is somehow
         set apart from the life process of the whole world. It is alleged to be a philistine
         consciousness. It is a lazy consciousness. It is a “eulogistic” consciousness, an
         “apologetic” consciousness. The new reason refuses to use the common names for objects.
         It prefers mathematical symbols, as physics have taught us, because these symbols
         ignore the transient qualities of the objects. The mathematical symbols enable the
         thinker to view the perishable object as, in its demise, a mere means to new values.
      

      
      Whereas Hobbes urges the individual to seek out other objects to allay anxiety, to
         enable him to enjoy the objects that he possesses—Dewey seems to take things a step
         further. One must behold one’s own objects, even oneself—as but a means. The coming
         into being and passing away that ordinary people celebrate and mourn, are dissolved
         by Dewey (as they were by Lucretius and the atomists) into an identity. Nature knows
         no good from evil, Dewey insists. It is all creation, and the hour of birth is no
         different from the hour of death. “The union of the hazardous and the stable, of the
         incomplete and the recurrent, is the condition of all experienced satisfaction as
         truly as of our predicaments and problems.”[23]  The new point of view therefore is indifferent to either births or deaths; and in
         Dewey’s view, what he is above all full of contempt for, is the proposition that there
         is some limited good, some finite good, which can constitute the boundary of the human
         goals and project. In other words, to view one life as a distinct whole unto itself,
         is for Dewey a leftover of romantic thought; of ancient Greek contemplation, aloofness
         from activity, “process,” that is, doing.
      

      
      Dewey notes that the ancient Greek point of view, in the cases of Plato and Aristotle,
         is much like the ordinary opinion today and always. “Being” is what they are interested in. To be sure, they are. Plato, Aristotle,
         and the ordinary opiners, all care about what exists, because to them that is what
         is real. Dewey does not do a good job when he represents the physics of either man. Both Plato
         and Aristotle believe very much in the reality of coming into being and passing away.
         Dewey himself partakes of the prejudice of modern philosophy that regards the “forms”
         as eternal myths. Dewey paints the picture for us of the Greek philosophers, for whom
         form is the ultimate being; designed for a leisure class to contemplate, while the
         many toil for their leisure. Dewey makes it out to be the case that Aristotle has
         no concern for change. Aristotle, according to Dewey, is only looking at objects in terms of “ends,” ends
         in themselves.
      

      
      “Form” is the highest state of being for Aristotle, Dewey argues. This seems incorrect.
         For Aristotle, form taken by itself, does not possess being. Like matter in its eternal aspect, for Aristotle, mere form is but potential being. It is only when form and matter are married together that being is revealed:
         and this is what Aristotle calls substance. Nobody is more aware than Aristotle that there is no guarantee for the generated
         beings, that their survival, or the accomplishment of their goals, is not assured.
         Moral philosophy for Aristotle is impossible to reduce to a science, because moral
         actions must be responsive to the unpredictable particulars of reality.
      

      
      Aristotle does insist, that the objects that come into being in nature, including
         human beings, and including the objects of human art and science, have a purpose,
         a limited purpose. Dewey is not impressed by Aristotle’s fourfold theory of causation, but
         nor does he represent it properly. The “cause” of an object, in one very important
         aspect, is its purpose: “for the sake of which” it exists. Now this is what Dewey
         is adamantly against, this philosophy of “ends” which he finds in ordinary opinion,
         in classical philosophy, in religions, in ceremonies, at baptisms and funerals. Does
         Dewey mean to tell us, that a human being has no “for the sake of which”? That a human
         life, has no final purpose? If we are talking about that which human beings think
         about and value, we would have to dismiss Dewey’s claim out of hand. For most people
         do indeed think of their lives as limited ventures, and husband their energies for
         what they think would be a suitable achievement, of realization, of fulfillment.
      

      
      Dewey is trying to banish this very part of mental culture to the dustbin. The point
         that I wish to make is that this very point of view of Dewey’s is full of zeal. It
         is almost fanatical. Human life is limited. The human being who views himself as simply
         one atom in nature is a crushed human being, and a deluded human being (since the
         atoms don’t exist). The logic of life, as the suppression of human personality, in
         its natural polarities—this to Dewey is the goal of his entire theory of mind. He
         tries to pass it off as democratic, because it would exempt nobody. Yet Aristotle’s
         physics remains vastly more realistic than the atomism with which Dewey is in train.
         Objects do have a limited purpose, and they do indeed aim for an excellence: artisans
         work from this premise, and human beings live their lives by this premise. When Dewey
         tries to indict all of Greek philosophy, his misrepresentation of Aristotle’s physics
         would enable him to obscure, and in obscuring denigrate and dismiss the very object
         for which we all live: a full and satisfying life.
      

      
      One must go back to the “state of nature” that Dewey conjures up. Dewey insists that
         “childhood does not exist for the sake of maturity.”[24]  “The man comes from the boy, but the boy does not exist in order that the man may
         exist.” When Dewey says this, and he is controverting Aristotle’s Metaphysics in this example—what is Dewey trying to communicate? Certainly, most of us would
         allow that childhood is a time for its own enjoyments, a time for itself. It is regarded
         usually as the time of innocence. To this degree, all would allow, it is true that
         the boy does not exist for the sake of the man. It would constitute a suppression
         of life and purpose to think so. There are different stages of life, and each has
         its special needs, opportunities, and limits. On the other hand, the vast majority
         of parents spend a great deal of time preparing their sons and daughters for the life
         that is to come. They spend endlessly to get them educated, so that they can pursue
         a meaningful and satisfying career. In this aspect, what the boy does very much determines what the man shall become. The sports, the study, the friendships,
         the aspiration: it is all for a purpose, as Aristotle would say, and as Dewey would
         frown at. To look upon life as a single whole, would be for Dewey to think of objects
         as “ends.” They must all be looked upon as “means.” Right down to the bottom.
      

      
      Let us count them off: sorrow, tragedy, love, triumph, beauty, drama, comedy. People
         in general, if we are thinking of these names as indicative of fates, shy away from sorrow and tragedy, and lean towards beauty and triumph, and comedy.
         If we return to Dewey’s state of nature, the one so afflicted by fear and anxiety,
         the one where nothing is stable or gives the promise of being stable for even a moment—one
         would think that Dewey is recognizably human in this regard. For he seems to side
         with the ordinary person. He seems to think pain and terror are bad. That this must be averted. Yet this would be a mistaken interpretation.
      

      
      For Dewey, suffering is a delusion. It is a romanticizing of one’s existence, that
         is, the result of thinking about it as an “end,” which in Dewey’s view is the wrong
         way to think. Suffering in this respect is no different than celebration, or funerals,
         or any other occasion that human beings try to give special importance to. Marriages,
         christenings, testimonials, reunions, all of the emotional vectors of human life are
         swept up by Dewey into the category of mind which he has rejected, dismissed, ejected
         from polite conversation.
      

      
      That pain, that suffering, that woe, from which human beings recoil—is not to Dewey
         indicative of the “bad,” or the “evil.” For Dewey, this very suffering is the opportunity, that is, the natural force that summons the new needs, that will enable us to treat
         our present situation as a mere means, that is, to quickly rename it and master the
         new creation. That chaos, that despair, that utter loss that human beings feel, are
         to Dewey self-indulgences, animistic and deluded beliefs. This suffering is to Dewey
         necessary. Here is where he parts company with the generality of the human race. For
         a human being to lack purposes, is for a human being to suffer. People seek out purposes
         by nature. Deweyan philosophy finds no place for these purposes. It regards them as
         retrograde. Deweyan philosophy is to this extent militantly opposed to the very nature
         of the ordinary opinions, and that is not something I would describe as democratic.
      

      
      In Machiavelli’s founding, crisis is the initial opportunity for the founding of a
         regime. Yet laws and institutions must sustain the pressure. Dewey’s cultural engineering
         seems to leave no room for enjoyment, no time for reflection, no opportunity for the
         individual to be apart from the restless social metabolism which appears to have neither
         genesis nor end. It takes a Dewey to somehow make the literal crushing of human mentality,
         the methodical suppression of opinion, appear wholesome.
      

      
      Donald Davidson

      
      Donald Davidson prefers to write about moral philosophy. Yet he approaches moral philosophy,
         the philosophy of “intention” or mental imperatives, from the vantage point of physics.
         Davidson gives us a picture of what Dewey’s project looks like forty or fifty years
         subsequent. Davidson argues that the mental is finally caused by the physical. There
         is no mental “event” that is not caused by the “physical.”[25]  This view of the human being as an “action system” is as old as Hobbes. The external
         objects, as per Dewey’s instructions, are no longer viewed as “ends.” The entire philosophy
         of “ends” (a misnomer, given what it is trying to describe) is banished from philosophy
         at the time of Davidson’s writing. Nor, Davidson argues, is it possible for the “mental”
         to cause the “physical.”
      

      
      Davidson works out an interesting argument. Davidson wants to give some special epistemological
         status to morality, while simultaneously defining all mental life as “physical.” In
         agreement with Kim, in agreement with Quine, in agreement with Dewey, Davidson argues
         that the “mental” is “supervenient” upon the physical. This indicates that the mental
         can be pared back, analyzed away, to reveal “the physical.” What exactly is “the physical”?
         We have seen that the philosophers and physicists have all but done away with “body.”
         Davidson relies upon this movement in physics very much, in order to reduce mental
         contents to “events” that happen in the brain. The scenes that we perceive, too, are
         purified of their nouns and objects. Language can be deployed to redescribe virtually
         any thing we experience.
      

      
      Moral action is Davidson’s specialty. Moral actions concerns the “verbs” associated
         with mind: “desiring, fearing, intending, et al.” All of the mental events are caused
         by physical things, Davidson argues. In this he is just in step with his peers. Yet
         he wants to be able to talk about moral thoughts, as if they could not be reduced
         to physical events purely. Well, if all mental events are “supervenient” upon physical
         causes, then there is no mental really. Davidson is not troubled by this, he just
         wants to have this liberty, this freedom, to explore the mental without being encumbered
         by any problems of consistency with his larger argument. If mind and language reduce
         to “behavior,” as the analytic philosophers insist, then Davidson can certainly enact
         what he wants to enact. He wants to enact a pseudo respect for the mental, without
         doing so in terms of his doctrines. Language can make this behavior possible.
      

      
      What is interesting in Davidson is his preference to concentrate on morality. Indeed,
         he likes to engage in discussion of Aristotle’s Nicochmachean Ethics, or of Plato’s Republic. Davidson likes to compare his theory of moral character and reason to Aristotle’s.
         I think that in this enterprise, Davidson does us all a service. For Aristotle, of
         course, the ordinary perception of objects as things in themselves, that allegedly
         accursed mentality which Dewey derides—is true and real. For Aristotle, the domain
         of moral reason is not a casual or constant affair. For Aristotle, people are not
         establishing their moral goodness or decay in terms of how they negotiate, say, their
         decision on whether or not to eat ice cream that day; or whether or not to brush their
         teeth after a particularly exhausting day of labor. For Aristotle, moral reason concerns
         occasions of special import: just as human deliberation generally concerns occasions
         of unusual import. It is not about tying one’s shoes, or opening the door for oneself,
         or any other of the myriad trivial actions that Davidson brings before us, as he tries
         to talk about incontinence, which for Aristotle is the ultimate perversion of character,
         “the wresting of the scepter from reason by passion.”
      

      
      It is this change of subject matter, really, that reveals to us the public face of
         the new philosophic outlook. For, like Dewey, Davidson regards mind itself as simply
         one part of homogenous nature. Whether or not to turn a doorknob, whether or not to
         pick up a tomato, whether or not to tie one’s shoes: from the vantage point of the
         new science, these are occasions of as much weight as any other conceivable enterprise.
         That is the point of the humbling examples: to deflate the joy and anguish that ordinary
         people associate with truly important decisions. There are no such important decisions,
         from the new philosophic standpoint: this is just all “physics,” that is, all the
         emotions are explainable, reducible to physical causes, that is, to neurons and chemistry,
         and the world of external events and interactions just fades to black.
      

      
      The new science isn’t going to just leave man alone by a long shot. People, as we
         all know, have opinions, or “beliefs.” “Belief,” in Davidson’s view, must be justified
         by “reasons.” Given the psycho-physical laws that Davidson is formally committed to,
         one wonders why any of this is necessary; but then it becomes plain why philosophy
         needs to be able to talk about morality as somehow not reducible to the physical,
         even though it is technically held (by those in the know) to be so: for philosophy
         needs a justification for interrogating the rationality of belief. It needs a justification
         for evaluating, and judging, the reasons that people have for what they believe. When
         the subject matter is tying one’s shoelaces, or eating ice cream, or turning a doorknob,
         the philosopher still demands laws. That about which human beings do not need to think; that about which human beings
         truly could be said to be hardly engaging in any kind of consciousness at all; these
         are the things that the new philosophy calls before its tribunals in study after study,
         to inquire as to the reasons for their being believed in, chosen, done.
      

      
      From the vantage point of Davidson, we cannot understand any decision, or any mental
         “event,” until we have a clear grasp of the whole personality of a man: his past decisions,
         his present decisions and beliefs; the way that his beliefs about shoe laces correlate
         with his beliefs about ice cream; the emotional and psychological history that might
         explain his decision not to brush his teeth on a certain night. The philosopher, in
         order to judge of human beliefs (and these things that we are talking of, from the
         vantage point of ordinary opinion have nothing to do with beliefs), must investigate the whole personality and history of the individual.
         Since the philosopher’s definition of belief has excluded everything that the ordinary
         individual regards as a proper object of belief, it cannot be a surprise to us that
         this entire process is going to bruise him, confuse him, upbraid him. It doesn’t matter
         how anonymous the social scientific composites displayed in the popular media are;
         they all bring the bright lights close to the human animal’s face: the shoelaces,
         the ice cream, the door knobs.
      

      
      
         But sentences are held to be true partly because of what is believed, and partly because
            of what the speaker means by his words. The problem of interpretation therefore is
            the problem of abstracting simultaneously the roles of belief and meaning from the
            pattern of sentences to which a speaker subscribes over time. The situation is like
            that in decision theory: just as we cannot infer beliefs from choices without also
            inferring desires, so we cannot decide what a man means by what he says without at
            the same time constructing a theory about what he believes.[26]  
         

      

      
      In these above statements, Davidson could be referring to what a man indicates when
         he says “my shoelaces are untied.” He could be referring to a man who utters “this
         is a cool summer.” What is remarkable is that the interpreter cannot share any common
         reality with the speaker. Has the interpreter never noticed that his own shoelaces
         are untied? Is it not possible that the man is simply making an observation about
         his shoes? This is not the way Davidson proposes to investigate ethics, or moral judgments.
      

      
      
         The question I now raise may seem already to have been settled, but in fact it has
            not. What is clear is the relation between a primitive action, say moving one’s finger
            in a certain way, and a consequence such as one’s shoelaces being tied: it is the
            relation of event causality. But this does not give a clear answer to the question
            of how the movement of the hands is related to the action of tying one’s shoelaces,
            nor for that matter, to the question of how the action of tying one’s shoelaces is
            related to one’s shoelaces being tied.[27] 
         

      

      
      John Searle

      
      John Searle, in his recent book, expresses a good deal of disappointment with the
         modern philosophical tradition. Searle is not restrained in his criticisms of the
         major philosophers. Searle refers to the modern philosophical tradition as “the mistake.”
         “The mistake has many different names, among them Descartes, Locke, Berkeley, Leibniz,
         Spinoza, Hume, and Kant.”[28]  Searle blames these philosophers for denying what he calls “direct realism.” Indeed,
         the title of Searle’s book says a lot: Seeing Things as They Are. Yet for all of Searle’s frustration with the philosophical tradition, Searle is
         very much a part of it. In Searle’s view, there are objective bodies out there, including
         atoms; and these are said to be the cause of subjective experiences in our brains.
         Thus, perception for Searle involves those “mental objects.” “And if you do not accept
         that an objectively existing object can cause ontologically subjective experiences,
         then there is really nothing more to be said because you cannot understand conscious
         perception.”[29] 
      

      
      Searle wants to argue that human beings see objects “directly.” This is his choice
         of words. On the other hand, he wants to insist that the redness that people see is
         not objectively or truly a part of the tomato, the fire engine, the blood that they
         see. Searle argues that photons, atomic particles, are “emanating” from the external
         objects; and in this he is preaching a very old doctrine, that of Epicurus.[30]  Epicurus called them “images,” but they were still material particles said to fly
         off from the object and to cause an “event” in the mind of the percipient. Searle
         argues that the photons have the power, upon contact with the eye, to generate a color
         “red” that is not really in the tomato, or fire engine, or blood, or whatever other
         object is being talked about.
      

      
      Searle has not left us only with this. He also leaves us with “intentionality” in
         the mind of the percipient. Intentionality, Searle argues, is intimately involved
         in the perceptual process. What is “intentionality”? Searle likens it to “hunger,”
         or “thirst,” or a need to breathe oxygen. Thus, “intentionality” is a primal urge
         or need. “Intentionality is that feature of the mind by which it is directed at, or
         about, objects and states of affairs in the world. Intentionality is above all a biological
         phenomenon common to humans and certain other animals.”[31]  What does “intentionality” indicate the need for? Satisfaction, of some sort, Searle says. What sort of satisfaction?
      

      
      Searle’s theory of perception is bound up with his concept of intentionality, so we
         need to discuss that concept some more. Searle appeals to the examples of hunger and
         thirst to indicate that there are parts of the brain which give us correct information
         about our bodies. The brain in this sense is a part of nature. It impels man to seek
         food and water, and this will keep him alive. Searle would like to argue that a whole
         range of perceptions are also controlled by “intentionality”: that our brains are
         equipped to recognize well enough what is out there, to satisfy our needs. As soon
         as we part from our needs, or from intentionality, Searle states, we fall into difficulties.
         For “intentions” are biological. We see that the other animal species possess these
         powers. They know how to recognize their food, and their bodies know how to digest
         it. All of this can be explained by biology, Searle argues.
      

      
      If man was not burdened by his powers of perception, perhaps it would be comforting
         to adopt an argument such as Searle’s. Searle believes uncritically in “nuclear forces”
         (43). The atoms come in between the human being and the external objects. Searle is
         emphatic about that belief: but this is precisely what the generality of the human
         race would never, and could never believe.
      

      
      John Campbell and Bill Brewer

      
      John Campbell is a significant writer in the field of the philosophy of perception.[32]  Campbell is not satisfied with the direction that Quine and the later Wittgenstein
         take, as regards reference. Quine and the later Wittgenstein essentially deny reference,
         and provide us with the behavioral process of language instruction discussed above.
         In order to restore the common sense of reference to the philosophical portrait of
         perception, Campbell decides to focus on the mental disposition of attention. The
         individual perception process cannot take place, for Campbell, until the human being
         has trained his faculties upon some particular object. Campbell’s argument maintains
         that there is an atomic or physicalist dimension to perception, but he would like
         to maintain that our conscious attention cannot be reduced to this.
      

      
      “Suppose for the moment that the causal hypothesis is correct, that it is your conscious
         attention to the object that brings it about that your propositional judgment casually
         depends on a particular set of cell-firings, carrying a particular piece of information
         about the object,” Campbell writes. “That is, what is it about your identification
         of the object at the level of your subjective life that causes the selection of just
         the right underlying information to control your verbal reports?”[33] 
      

      
      Campbell can be seen to share Searle’s concerns. Instead of “attention,” Searle makes
         the argument that “intention” is the decisive mental equipment. Searle’s account seems
         more anchored in biology than does that of Campbell, at least at this stage of our
         inquiry. It is useful at this time to make a couple of observations. The relationship
         between the philosophers of language and perception on the one hand, and the ordinary
         speakers on the other, is the relevant one. When Searle argues that there is a biological
         impulse in human beings which literally causes certain physiological transformations
         within our minds—causing us to perceive colors and shapes and sounds—this is not how
         the linguistic philosophers view themselves. Searle might actually hold himself to
         be one among the many when he provides us with his philosophy of intention. Yet the
         descriptions and the category of objects proposed by analytic logic are in no way
         limited to such cell firings or alleged physiological causes. The analytic philosophy,
         and the symbolic logic, exempt the philosopher from so much as attempting to speak
         about external objects. He is not straining, if he is Quine or Wittgenstein, to make
         do with his sense perceptions. He lays claim to a mental region of truth which is
         predicated upon forsaking the attempt to represent what actually exists in the world.
         This information is not going to be made available to the non-philosophers. This is
         a political problem. For philosophers of the behaviorist or functionalist orientation,
         their impulse is to maximize power. That is what natural selection urges them to do.
      

      
      The ordinary individual relies upon his actual perceptions to provide him with the
         foundational knowledge of his opinions. He does not stop to stare at a tree in order
         to render himself capable of generating a perceptual experience of the tree, so that
         it is possible for him to reference it. In Campbell’s model, however, it is not conceded
         that the individual has anything like a direct experience of the tree. According to
         Campbell, there are several “information processing streams” which exist on the subconscious
         level. These information processing streams must actually furnish the bits and pieces
         of sense datums to the mind, which in turn must undertake a “binding” process to produce,
         to artificially create, the object for perception. Argument such as Searle’s and Campbell’s
         are trying to restore some respect for the common sense experience of perception;
         but their theories cannot overcome the objective-subjective division that is characteristic
         of atomist theories. “As I said earlier, there is much converging evidence that different
         properties of an object, such as color, shape, motion, size, or orientation are processed
         in different processing streams,” Campbell argues; “this means that the visual system
         has the problem of reassembling individual objects, as it were, from the results of
         these specialized processing streams. . . . We do not have perception of an individual
         object until this binding problem has been solved, and various simple sensory properties
         have been put together as properties of a single object.”[34] 
      

      
      Campbell can be seen to rely upon the fundaments as laid down by Locke and Hume, insofar
         as perception is concerned. Non-philosophers are not aware that they are undertaking
         any kind of a “binding process” when they perceive, say, an apple. Ordinary perception
         is not even conscious that it is performing a proposition when it perceives an apple.
         This is only because the non-philosophers are not aware of any elevated mental processes
         that are involved in making these most effortless of judgments. One should say that
         Campbell would deny that he is imputing elevated mental concepts to the ordinary speaker
         in such a situation either, and in a sense he would be right. Campbell is certainly
         not imputing elevated mental functioning to the non- philosopher. What he is imputing
         to the non-philosopher is a whole series of non-conscious processes, the truth of
         which he takes to be antecedent to perception, that is, or rather as the causes of perception.[35]  Campbell, in other words, cannot truly begin with the non-philosophers in the search
         for truth. The non-philosophers engage in what David Chalmers refers to as “Edenic
         naivete”: they think that they have direct perception of the objects in the world
         about them; and science supposedly has disproved this assumption.[36] 
      

      
      The “binding” process that Campbell alludes to suggests the classical paradigm of
         perception. In the atomist model, it is not possible for there to take place any coordinated
         perception. For both Plato and Aristotle, the conscious mind oversees the senses,
         integrates them during the perceptual experience, seamlessly. In the atomist model,
         distinct atoms collide with distinct sense organs: the implication is that the sensory
         material from the several senses enters the mind fragmented. This is very close to
         Locke’s model. Yet Locke does not conclude, that the philosopher must struggle along
         with his limited sense faculties like the ordinary opiners. Ordinary opinion is banished
         from the quest for truth, root and branch, by Locke. The philosophers, for their part,
         do not own a skepticism which is based on the limitations that the Lockean theory
         of perception assigns to the rank and file of human beings. What Lockean philosophers
         possess is not passive dependence on their sense faculties, such as is indicated for
         the generality of the human race: but a wholly new kind of active liberty, which is
         to be defended first and foremost in each individual’s right to use names however
         he pleases. Campbell’s arguments in favor of an attention-based perceptual model do
         not shield the ordinary opinions from this expropriation in their status as possible
         truth seekers.
      

      
      Campbell’s “binding” process is a child of the atomist theory: it presupposes the
         rupture with the “Edenic” assumptions of ordinary speech. It is interesting that the
         mere ability of the mind to know an apple has become equivalent, to Chalmers, to man’s
         decision to eat forbidden fruit, such as from the tree of the knowledge of good and
         evil. Surely, to merely recognize an object as an apple involves no appropriation
         of moral judgment: it involves no claims as to what is right or wrong as regards one’s
         behavior in terms of the apple. Yet Chalmer’s theory of perception, since it is fused
         to a moral theory finally (which evolution certainly is), certainly can be compared
         to a wresting of fruit from the forbidden tree of the knowledge of good and evil.
         For Chalmers’ evolutionary ideology assumes that it knows better what is right and
         wrong, than what ordinary people and custom and experience teach. It does not therefore
         follow that the non-philosophers’ ability to instantly discern the forms of the various
         perishable objects about them involves any moral knowledge whatsoever.
      

      
      Bill Brewer also falls into the category of those scholars who want to restore some
         measure of respect for commonsense perception. Brewer is making the argument that
         from perception, individuals without sophisticated knowledge of atomism or “microstructures”
         can nevertheless speak meaningfully about the objects in the common world. However,
         “reason” is needed in Brewer’s view, to prove that there is a rational cause to believe
         that there is a red ball under the table. The individual does not engage in such reasoning—this
         is obvious. Nor does the individual need to.
      

      
      The reason why Brewer must argue that it is possible for ordinary speakers to provide
         reasons for their beliefs as to the reality of the red ball under the table is because
         truth is reserved to science.[37]  Philosophers of science talk about red balls under tables, or tomatoes, because
         their science has political ambitions: that is, to make the ordinary opinion aware
         that it is a guest in the house of science. “Red objects are those which have the
         . . . microphysical property which normally produces “red” experiences: this defines
         what redness in the world actually is” (55).
      

      
      The only reason why the ordinary person would need to produce reasons for making a
         reference to an object in the world is if that object was somehow obscure, and thus
         not liable to be understood by his interlocutor. In the case of most incidents, the
         object is close to hand. Individuals usually easily understand one another in their
         references, and they supply reasons only when it is not obvious which object they
         are referring to. From the vantage point of analytic philosophy, every reference is
         problematic. And thus the strain in their requirement that one produce “reasons” for
         one’s reference as a matter of course and always.
      

      
      Since the time of Locke, it has counted as a major indictment of perception that the
         human being may be undergoing a hallucination. From reports that I have read, people
         who are undergoing hallucinations seem to be well aware of that fact. People go to
         doctors if they believe that they are having hallucinations. People who live in close
         quarters with the individual are likely to indicate to the individual that he seems
         to be having hallucinations. Brewer concedes that the argument from hallucination
         however leaves a permanent question mark hanging over perceptual evidence. Nor is
         this the only one. There are cases, Brewer argues, where perception is simply illusory.
         This claim is quite a bit more damning. Upon what evidence can we rely to prove that
         perception is illusion, except perception?
      

      
      One thinks of the classic example of a tree branch submerged in water. In the water,
         the tree branch appears bent. Upon pulling the tree branch out of the water, we discover
         that it is not so. Thus, and this example has been used by philosophers for over twenty
         five centuries, perception can be an illusion. One might say that the individual identified
         the tree branch. If the individual thought that it was a tomato, or a human being,
         or a trireme, that would be something different.
      

      
      Another classical argument concerning perception as illusion involves a person suffering
         from a disease, who takes a taste of honey. The person suffering from the disease
         experiences a bitter, rather than a sweet taste from the honey. Ordinary human consciousness
         does not seem to have been undone by this sort of event. When the body is diseased,
         it stands to reason that ordinary perceptions might not be experienced quite the same,
         especially sensations of touch such as taste is. If the individual reaches for the
         arsenic instead of the honey, then perhaps he has a more serious disease than jaundice.
      

      
      Frank Jackson and Paul Churchland

      
      Frank Jackson’s book on perception is based on an atomist epistemology, he tells us.
         Metaphysics, I will say. Yet he leaves the atomist aspect to the later chapters in
         the book, preferring to take up sentences that people utter, about objects that they
         have perceived, and what this perception can amount to. Jackson invokes Hume and Locke
         in making a distinction between mental objects and external, physical objects. What
         we perceive are mental objects, Jackson argues; there is a gap between the objects
         that we perceive and what exists “out there” to be perceived. The first two chapters
         of the book take up the issue of what we mean when we say that we perceive a red wall
         or a white wall. What Jackson’s analysis, steeped in his discipline, is doing, is
         imposing an analytics upon the ordinary statement. This philosophy insists that it
         is laying out the framework for how to speak correctly.
      

      
      The first thing Jackson proceeds to do is to shatter the belief that the ordinary
         person has that he perceives a red wall. We cannot say that anyone literally perceives
         a red wall, Jackson argues. “The theory holds that physical objects are in fact never
         immediately perceived. . . . It is . . . an empirical fact that sense data are mental.”[38]  There may be a painting on the wall which covers up that spot, and underneath is
         green paint. The wall may be so large that the individual cannot see it all at the
         same time. Therefore what we must say is that the individual can only see a part of
         the wall. This is just the opening salvo. It is sure to quiet the ordinary individual.
      

      
      Jackson argues that the individual cannot say that what he sees is a wall. What he
         sees is a shape, a mental object, that has color. Everything we see has color, Jackson
         argues, and we have not yet gotten into the metaphysics of what color actually is.
         It is impossible for our minds to entertain any object, mental or otherwise, except
         that it is in some shape. So the speaker would be instructed to say that he sees a
         red square. Jackson, as I have indicated, rolls out his metaphysics long before he
         makes any kind of case for it. In fact he will not make a case for it, because atomism
         is accepted as part of the achieved stock of scientific wisdom, and he can just appeal
         to it. Early on in his book, Jackson argues that it is more appropriate to say that
         the individual who believes that he sees a red square has been entered into some kind
         of bodily “state.” His seeing red is therefore an “event,” the preferred language
         of perception for the analytic philosophers. The speaker of course does not know of
         any “state” that his body has allegedly gone into. This is in keeping with the atomist
         ideology: in atomist ideology, particles collide with a sense organ, which certainly
         is a collision of body against body; so it can be called an event. The language of
         events keeps the troublesome category of body away from the discussion. Indeed, as
         quantum physics prefers to only talk about bodies, that is, atoms, in clusters, insisting
         even that it is not possible that any atom exists individually, or is numerable, the
         language of events becomes ever more prominent in the academic mind.
      

      
      Paul Churchland is certainly the Jacobin among the functionalists. He loves to utter
         the word “eliminationist” as the former loved to wheel out the guillotine. What the
         functionalist proposes to do away with is “introspective states” or “qualia,” which
         seem to reduce to pleasure and pain. Pleasure and pain are merely correlates of physiological
         processes, behavior outputs triggered by environmental inputs, in Churchland’s view.[39]  Churchland is highly critical of what he calls “folk psychology.” Churchland imagines
         for us a world in which language has been done away with, human language that is.
         Propositional speech is at an end, in Churchland’s vision, and superior ways of communicating
         are looked forward to.
      

      
      Folk psychology to Churchland is a “theory” that has existed for “thousands of years.”
         It is intended to describe the way ordinary people register the emotional reactions
         of others; and how they rely upon these introspective inferences to predict the behavior
         of others. Churchland wants to eliminate folk psychology, and to replace it with references
         to neurobiology. “Folk psychology is justified by what standardly justifies any conceptual
         framework: namely its explanatory, predictive and manipulative success.”[40]  People can be taught to think of their feelings in a new way, Churchland insists.
         There is a set of cells in the brain that is the “anger” center; and there is a set
         of cells that is the “compassion” sector. And people can be trained to simply refer
         to their brains whenever they feel anything. One can do away with references to other
         people, unless one ascribes their feelings and attitudes to their brain states.
      

      
      Churchland’s open critique of truth as the goal of scientific inquiry is perhaps impolitic,
         from the vantage point of his peers; but in no way could Churchland be described as
         a trailblazer in this point of view. Truth, along with propositions and language itself,
         represent the folk psychology that Churchland wants to emancipate civilization from.
         “Further, it is far from obvious that truth is either the primary aim or the principal
         product of this activity. . . . Natural selection does not care whether a brain has
         or tends towards true beliefs.”[41]  It is useful at least that Churchland has been honest with us, that he does not
         wish for truth to be a goal of his inquiries. The complicated recitation of the parts
         of the brain, and his speculations as to what is happening in the brain when human
         beings recognize an object, or feel a certain emotion: one wonders exactly what Churchland
         is attempting to tell us, since he does not appear to think that these statements
         indicate any reality.
      

      
      Aristotle argues that speech is the human characteristic. Aristotle also argues that it is human nature to want to know
         the truth. Man is the animal who wants to know, Aristotle agues in the Metaphysics. However, the scientist and his theories are not simply about thoughts and comprehensions,
         Churchland argues. Thought for the scientist is like a tool, and the ability to use
         those tools with skill and power is what science is about. The moral agenda of Machiavelli’s
         Early Modernity peers out at us almost no matter where we look. What is mind for?
         To translate one’s experience into successful action in the “environment.” The mental
         equipment too is reduced to “outputs” of “behavior.”
      

      
      All theories are instruments for Churchland, despite his dislike of that particular
         characterization. More to the point, though, the ordinary perception of objects must
         likewise be characterized as a “theory,” Churchland insists; such theories are endemic
         to sea slugs and infants as well as men and women, in his view. This is actually very
         much a take on truth, an interpretation of what it is. “Theory” in Churchland’s meta-politics
         shall be restricted to those ideas that a scientist wields as a possible tool for
         acting on the environment. It is noteworthy that these philosophers find perception
         to be so troubling.
      

      
      Plato the Foundationalist

      
      Human beings are not so simple as knowers. Plato argues that perception involves the
         simplest kind of judgment, and that this is not a propositional affair.[42]  Identification of an object, as a chair, or a just deed, or a tree, is not a matter
         of fusing together “this” and “that.” The individual human being recognizes the form.
         This recognition directly collides with the entire model of perception set forth by
         Locke and Hume. For Locke and Hume insist, and Einstein insists along with them, that
         perception itself delivers nothing but a “chaos” to human minds; and that the organization
         of sensory data is not only bereft of intelligible order, but that the mind undertakes
         to artificially impose such an order on allegedly chaotic sensums, which processes
         are all eventually linked to the principle of utility or even pragmatism.
      

      
      It can be said, however, that Plato’s observations about the way human beings perceive,
         is full of important implications. For this recognition of the forms as images is
         effortless: so effortless, that Plato’s Socrates must advertise his teaching as the
         effort to undertake “recollection.” Recollection of what? In the Phaedo, it is true, Plato insists that every soul, in a prior life, had familiarity with
         all of the forms. But even in the Phaedo, Plato argues that perception alone reawakens this familiarity; and in the Theaetetus, which must be conceded to be Plato’s final word on the issue of perception (along
         with the Parmenides itself), Plato states that the soul is empty until perception furnishes it with images
         in its wax block.[43] 
      

      
      Plato’s teaching about perception reveals, and does not muster or fabricate, a fundamental
         intelligence in the ordinary opinions: an intelligence that the contemporary view
         is fully mobilized to deny. The forms, as patterns, as indicative of natural kinds
         and of kinds made by human beings as well, are in Plato’s view the “cause” of the
         perishable objects. In other words, the cause is the form which makes them what they are. This aspect of perception, therefore, directly bears upon truth. If the individual
         has had prior experience of the form, when he comes across another tree, he will recognize
         it, and name it correctly. And while this may seem humble, even possibly trivial knowledge,
         it is far different than any conditioning or “stimulus” or physicalist or instinctive
         reaction pattern. Desire and aversion, pain and pleasure have nothing to do with the
         treeness of the tree. Yes, of course, our tree specialist can then bring before us
         about ten thousand species of trees. No, of course, the individual of average training
         is not going to be able to tell these kinds. Yet he knows that the tree is a tree,
         and not an automobile; and this is not due to any habit, but to memory, an attribute
         that Jaegwon Kim has elected to omit from his account of the “internal.”
      

      
      This theory is set forth with great care by Plato in the Theaetetus, after he has finished refuting Protagoras and Heraclitus. The level of knowledge
         that Plato believes is common to all or almost all human beings is the capacity to
         correctly name the diverse objects in our world. It is not “habit” that enables a
         person to recognize a bird, or a house, or a snake. Contrary to what some of our modern
         psychologists would say, the individual does not have to go through everything he
         or she knows, to rule it out as a possible answer to the question, “what is this?”
         A man does not have to say “it is not a cat, it is not a mat, it is not a cat on a
         mat, but a tree.” The person who has had experience of a tree before, such that the
         perception of said tree does not strain his senses, and his senses are functional,
         takes into his soul the image of the tree.
      

      
      The human being who perceives a tree, who has had prior experience of a tree (it doesn’t
         have to be the same tree), has the experience both of a perishable object, and of
         a universal at the same moment. This is to say that every perishable object is a combination
         of matter and form. The perishable tree is a kind of object. The wax block takes the impression of the kind, which is imbedded in the
         particular perceived tree. The universal exists in the single tree.
      

      
      Plato did not have occasion to contemplate the argument that perception involves only
         mental objects, unless we consider Protagoras to be an example of that particular
         philosophy. The model of perception that Plato traces out—and he is quite convinced
         that it is extremely important to establish the authority of perception for philosophy—involves
         matching images to records in the wax block. This is why memory is so important to
         the theory. Memory is not like Searle’s “intention” or Campbell’s “attention.” It
         operates with much greater speed and facility, and it does not involve passion. Searle’s intention is biological: it is shared with other animal species. Searle’s
         intention is likened to hunger and thirst. The other animal species, to the best of
         our knowledge, do not possess memory. They cannot recognize patterns that they remember.
         If they can, this would indicate a superior level of intelligence in other animals.
         If other animal species possess memory, then to this degree they would not be driven
         by instincts, with which memory has nothing to do.
      

      
      In the Theaetetus, Plato spends a great deal of time discussing the “wax block” model of knowledge.
         The wax block model of knowledge is heavily dependent on memory.[44]  When the individual is making the rounds of his day, he comes across countless objects.
         In fact, Plato would not limit the forms recognized to merely the easy physical objects.
         For human beings recognize justice and injustice in deeds that they witness. Contrary
         to Hume, who will argue that justice or injustice do not inhere in objects at all,
         Plato maintains to the contrary. There is a huge variety of experiences of non-material
         objects, including courage, grief, joy, perplexity, determination, sangfroid, timidity,
         confidence, and the list goes on for a very long time. People recognize these patterns
         as easily as they do the chairs and the tables, unity and plurality.
      

      
      If we compare Quine’s model of perception to Plato’s, the differences are massive.
         For Quine, we don’t perceive objects per se. There really aren’t any objects in Quine’s
         ontology. There are stimuli, and there are sensory receptors which vary from individual
         to individual. The individual in Quine’s model does not seem so much to be naming
         an object, as to be looking and listening to what other people are doing and saying.
         The community will be uttering a name, and enforcing this name with reward and punishment.
         Quine actually offers this learning model as the correct interpretation of how children
         are initiated into the language community. One problem for Quine is that the individual,
         for most of the time, identifies objects without anybody else’s participation. When
         he walks down the street, he is not followed by a posse of commentators shouting out
         various names as the consecutive, and endless objects are presented to him. Quine’s
         model can’t account for patterns, or forms. Yet the individual does indeed learn these.
         Without the atomist theory, the sub-rational theory of perception would never have
         made much headway in learned circles. From the beginning, at least in the Early Modern
         period, with Bacon and Hobbes, the physics precede the description of perception.
         The debates on language trace this distinction as far back as Epicurus at least. What
         is conspicuous is that Plato’s model, and Aristotle’s model, are simply omitted from
         most contemporary discussions.[45]  
      

      
      Presumably the individual knows all of the objects he encounters: doors and couches,
         tables and cars, papers and cups of coffee, and innumerable people. Now from time
         to time, we do come across a kind of object that we have never seen before. We might
         see an Octopus up close for the first time. We may see a badly burned human body.
         Upon the initial encounter, the individual may well speak in propositional terms.
         “That Octopus has so many tentacles.” Yet in subsequent encounters with a squid, the
         individual will not engage in propositional thought. Memory has recorded the pattern.
         In our experience, when we come to the kitchen table, we do not say: “this is a table.”
         And if we were to walk around our office saying things like “this is a book”; or “this
         is a pencil,” people would look at us most strangely. For when we utter propositions,
         it suggests very clearly that we are putting some mental objects together. “That car is beautiful,” would not attract a raised eyebrow. “This pencil is dull,”
         would pass comfortably amongst us as coherent speech. “This is a book” in most circumstances,
         would provoke stares.
      

      
      Recognition is the irreducible form of knowledge for Plato. This is the gateway to
         the power of knowledge that skeptical philosophers do not like to pay attention to.
         They also do not refer to Plato when they are talking about “traditional philosophers.”
         Since Plato has the strongest counterargument to the theory of knowledge as irreducibly
         propositional, this is unsatisfactory. The individual, Plato argues in the Theaetetus, who has had experience of a kind of object, be it a man, a book, a swan, or a tree,
         will not mistake this kind of object for any other kind of object, when next it presents
         itself to him in his experience.[46]  
      

      
      Plato is not a green interlocutor. Plato specifies that in order to first learn the
         kind of object, one’s experience of that kind of object must be within the comfortable
         range of one’s senses. Seeing some vague object in the distance, which turns out to
         be a camel, is not going to make an impression in the wax block. For the eyes cannot
         see from a great distance. If the camel is brought before the individual, and if his
         senses are not obstructed, this will register in the wax block. There is nothing propositional
         about it.
      

      
      This original form of judgment is based on image. It is true, that Plato is arguing that the single camel has a form. This form is not strictly speaking, individual. There are other camels. It would
         not be of use to take an image into the soul, if there was only one camel in the world;
         or if there was only one kind of every object in the world. These forms are to Plato
         the irreducible objects of judgment. Notice, that the forms are not the smallest conceivable
         parts that the mind could choose to focus on: a skeptic philosopher could choose to
         focus on a hoof, and decide to call that the “object.” A hoof would not let anybody
         identify a kind of object, by itself. The point here is that the objects that exist
         in nature are formed objects. They are kinds of object. Even the manmade objects are kinds of objects: beds (Republic), drinking glasses, desks, and so on. The skeptic philosopher may argue that the
         human craftsman may make a new kind of object that has no existing form, in other
         words a new kind of model which expressly forsakes what Aristotle calls the cause
         as “for the sake of which.” The individual would quite rightly then judge that it
         is alien to him. If it seems to be a random construction, or like a child’s drawing,
         this is probably how he will view it.
      

      
      The world is full of many, many different kinds of objects. And the least educated
         individual, who is of a certain age, effortlessly identifies them in all their difference,
         and makes no mistake. This is Plato’s argument: that if the individual has had prior
         experience of the kind of object, and then is brought into the presence of another
         individual of that kind of object, it will be impossible for him to mistakenly identify it. Not even in dreams does the individual confuse
         unity with duality. Not even in dreams does the individual confuse a snake with a
         horse. This, indeed, cannot be accounted for as “habit.” For it is discriminating. Identification depends upon what the objects are. Needless to say, these forms, are to Plato the objects that stand in need of names
         in society. This is what languages identify, natural languages anyway.
      

      
      Here, in the identificatory process, Plato drives a deep foundation into philosophy:
         that the ordinary, unsophisticated opinions are intelligent. In neither Plato, nor Aristotle, is there any attempt to classify human minds with
         those of dogs, mice, insects, or cows. We do not know that cows or mice have this
         power of identification. If they do, they can have a language like our language. Plato’s
         point in the Theaetetus is that the domain of irreducible judgment involves sorting an image to a memorial
         seal in the wax block of the soul. That, and no more, is what takes place in judgment
         for Plato, in ordinary everyday judgment.
      

      
      In Plato’s point of view—it has already been proved that there are immaterial things
         in nature. For this is what the forms or patterns are; and the doctrines of Parmenides
         and Democritus and even Epicurus are beholden to the logic of forms. They could not, after all, make “not-being” the centerpiece
         of their theory if they wanted to have any influence on the human community. No, they
         had to make existence the centerpiece of their theory. Thus they named reality after “being” and existence.
         This is a name that the ordinary people recognize. And yet as we have demonstrated,
         Parmenides and the atomists cannot really begin with the ordinary opinions.
      

      
      In Plato’s point of view, therefore, awareness is not “material”; it is not “physical,”
         and it is not beholden to the senses. Rather, the mind employs the senses. Aristotle unfolds the same model of perception in his De Anima.[47]  There is a conscious mind which coordinates the sensory information. Pattern is
         both in the sensed objects and in the intelligent soul. Objects in the world happen
         to be formed objects, and in Plato’s explanation, this is the very origin of language.
         The common patterns call forth the general names, upon which natural languages are
         based.
      

      
      When the modern philosophers impose this atomization upon the objects perceived, via
         the model of mind that they impose, this in turn gives rise to propositional arguments.
         The individual would now have to connect the colors, shapes, tastes, or properties.
         This is indeed the basis for Hume’s attack on causation itself, and on our ability
         to know causes. We can’t prove that the red and the circular shape of the cherry really
         go together. Some mysterious instinct will have to bear the brunt of responsibility
         for this feat. Unless, of course, the mind never experiences these things as atomized
         particles to begin with; unless, of course, the mind has no need to stitch together,
         that which it has originally perceived as a whole of parts.
      

      
      When Hobbes and his successors blast the authority of perception, they are clearing
         the way for a new philosophy that will not be answerable to ordinary opinion. Aristotle long ago recognized that knowledge can be used for
         either good or evil. For to understand the perceptual process is to understand where
         it can be attacked. The non-philosophers do not know what “universals” or “forms”
         are, as a technical terminology. Yet I have been unable to discover what inconvenience,
         or superstition, or prejudice peoples’ recognition of forms ever presented to the
         human race.
      

      
      The Philosophy of Functionalism

      
      In Functionalism, as in the earlier theory of behaviorism, and indeed in the theory
         of pragmatism, the atomist critique of perception is quieted. A theory stipulating
         certain drives or instincts in the human being as a biological entity are advanced
         instead, and these theories come equipped with versions of perception that are like
         some of the models we have been investigating. Gilbert Harman, in his philosophy,
         draws upon principles from a wide variety of disciplines; the academic division of
         labor makes it hard for the learner to piece together the assorted pieces of the puzzle.
         John Dewey certainly helped to lay a path for this kind of theorizing, which moves
         the atomist nomenclature into the background. Yet it is still there.
      

      
      Harman operates, in his description of society, very much from the vantage point of
         a model as to what human society is. He calls it “functionalism,” which is a cousin
         to the earlier behaviorism.[48]  In this point of view, the human mind is very physical, essentially brain as all
         the Early Modern materialists argued. There is a “system” that is being talked about:
         the “environment,” and there is a teleology of the system. In this system, the human
         being is an organism whose career goal is to adapt, to obtain from that environment
         what it needs. Pain and pleasure are to this degree hard wired. They flash “success”
         and “failure” respectively. The contents of the mind are seen, in the a priori, by
         Harman as features of this system. Whatever mental contents the non-sophisticated
         individual believes are before her mind, the philosopher knows much better, in Harman’s
         view, what these mental contents really are and must be: aspects of the system described
         above. The organism must strive for “success,” must learn from pain as “failure.”
         In this man is said to be nothing different from deer or arachnids.
      

      
      To reduce a person to “function” or “behavior,” it seems to me, is to choose to forget
         a great deal about Western philosophy and literature and culture. It has been one
         of man’s primary concerns, to evaluate the environment in which he finds himself,
         and to judge its quality. The military involvements that we are embarked upon today in the Middle East are
         thought to have more than a passing relationship to our view of what a good regime
         is, and what bad regimes are. We undertake to help the regimes that we believe uphold
         or will try to uphold a certain set of values. We undertake to lend assistance to
         such regimes as engage in combat with those hostile to the values of individual liberty,
         freedom of speech, and so forth. Quite frankly, the philosophy of functionalism is
         not itself generous towards these beliefs which the popular political culture espouses.
         “Function” takes the existing order, whatever it may be, as a given. To adapt to it
         is the foregone conclusion. It is a strange philosophy for America.
      

      
      If we stipulate that the environment in which the individual is living is just and
         constructive and involves a truly common good, it would be hard to argue with. Plato,
         of course, believes that the very philosophy of justice in his Republic is to be ordered in the assignment of the individual to his or her proper function.
         Guardians are separated out. Auxiliaries are separated out. Whether a human being
         is to function as a blacksmith or a farmer, in Plato’s view, should depend upon the
         individual’s aptitude rather than the individual’s preference. For Plato, the maxim
         of the just state is that “each individual should mind his own business,” that is,
         take care of his or her proper task. For Plato, the backbone of life resides in the contribution that the person makes
         to the common project of meeting needs. Need is the reason for the formation of the
         state in the Republic. Yet this is not the sort of function that Harman has in mind.
      

      
      For Harmon, function reduces to “adaptation.” One cannot say that there is any adaptation
         involved in Plato’s assignment of human beings to particular tasks. Apprenticeship
         certainly; education certainly; but adaptation suggests a different register of conformity.
         The individual is not supposed to be capable of engaging in conflict with society,
         in the functionalist model that Harman designs. Obviously, Plato’s Socrates engages
         in dispute with the entire educational establishment of Athens. A man is not expected
         to ratify an unjust deed in the course of his labors. Plato believes that the individual’s
         ability to make a contribution based on his or her natural talents will indeed prove
         most rational, will not lead to puzzlement or confusion or misery. Yet in Harman’s
         functionalism, the adaptation seems designed to silence the individual’s capacity
         for speech. Function wields a kind of authority in Harman’s argument that it does
         not wield in Plato’s. The individual is adapting in Harman’s environment in order
         to survive. There is no state of emergency in Plato’s Republic when the roles and tasks are assigned by the philosophers. Harman brings us back
         to a version, a watered-down version of Machiavelli’s founding, where getting into
         a certain kind of order is the price of survival.
      

      
      “Belief” in Harman’s theory is nudged away from objects, first of all. Plato would
         refer to the entire domain of ordinary perception as involving opinions. For Harmon,
         belief is more about shifting powers of desire or will. The direction of the category
         of belief in Harman is “functional,” yet one does not understand why belief would
         be involved. On a baseball team, the shortstop and the second baseman often employ
         hand signals to indicate who will cover second base in the event of a steal. The catcher
         will make hand signals to the pitcher in order to suggest what sort of pitch to throw.
         There is lots of communication taking place here, but is there any adaptation of “belief”?
         Second base is second base, and that belief is never going to change. The outfield
         grass is green and that is the reality of it. For Harman, though, it is the entire
         mental set which must be mobile, flexible, “functional.” “I say that meaning depends
         on role in conceptual scheme rather than on truth conditions. That is, meaning has
         to do with evidence, inference, and reasoning, including the impact sensory experience
         has on what one believes, the way in which inference and reasoning modify one’s beliefs
         and plans, and the way beliefs and plans are reflected in action. For me, the meaning
         of the relevant sort of sentence is determined by the thought it would normally express.
         The nature of thought is not in the first instance determined by its truth conditions;
         it is, rather, a matter of psychology.”[49] 
      

      
      One thinks back to Plato’s Republic. Exactly what sort of beliefs are so fluid? In Plato’s Republic, to learn how to do one’s craft well, one studies it. One studies farming, tool making,
         house building, horse tending, soldiering, or ruling. In order to do well, that is,
         to be successful, one must master the art. Perhaps new techniques become available to a person in his or her profession. In
         Harman’s discussion of truth and meaning, the emphasis is on “success or failure.”
         “The most primitive psychological notions are not belief and desire but rather knowledge
         and successful intentional action. Belief and intention are generalizations of knowledge
         and success that allow for mistake and failure.”[50]  In Harman’s theory, the point is that “belief” is a feeble thing. One does not choose
         a career in advance, based on one’s abilities and aptitudes. One drifts into a career,
         and then whatever one’s state of mind, one must reconcile oneself to it. This is the
         theory of belief that Harman is working with: rationalization, is what casual speech
         would describe it as. “People create their lives at least to some extent. They adopt
         purposes which give their lives meaning. But they do not adopt these purposes ahead
         of time—only after the fact. To choose a career is for many people to drift into a
         career. Past acts done for other reasons assume a pattern in the light of ends adopted
         only now.”[51] 
      

      
      In the sort of environment that Harman’s individual must adapt to, there is neither
         time nor opportunity to deliberate and choose. Pressure to adapt comes first, as in
         the emergency conditions of Machiavelli’s founding. Whatever position one ends up
         in, does not depend on how it suits reason, or purpose, or justifiable cause. Function
         suppresses these considerations. One obtains the function first, and then the conscious
         mind must adapt. “We adopt ends that help to rationalize and give significance to
         what we have been and are doing—not only in large decisions, as in choosing careers,
         but even in our smallest and most insignificant acts.” One gets the distinct feeling
         that Harman’s individual might well be dissatisfied with what he is doing. Nagging
         thoughts beset his peace of mind. These thoughts must be kept at bay. One must keep
         on doing what one is doing “so as not to waste what has gone before.” “One does something
         because that is what one is doing.”[52]  Functionalism gets extremely flustered at the slightest suggestion of the question
         of “why?” Functionalism enables the philosopher to dodge the question. Action comes
         first, beliefs must follow. This illustrates a set of perspectives about human life
         that have no place for speech, no time for deliberation, not even in major life decisions.
      

      
      Politics oozes out of the functionalist paradigm. This is why philosophy, political
         philosophy, has such an ax to grind with perception. Perception brings up objects,
         that is, realities. There is nothing psychological about these realities. The individual does not perceive
         a chair because he wants to sit down. He perceives a chair because it is there. Yet
         facts are easily inconvenient for psychological theories which are only interested
         in behavior. Opening up the discourse to even merely the obvious external objects
         about one can obstruct the functionalist paradigm: they may raise questions that require
         answers, when the point is precisely that one must embrace a theory of rationality
         which focuses on self-protection. We never can quite get away from Machiavelli. The
         point is that the individual must not make demands upon the environment. It must be taken as is. If it is a political environment that actually
         does have some Machiavelli in the founding, then it will not be able to justify itself
         in speech. People need to be trained to cleave to a theory of reason which knows very
         well not to ask the wrong questions. The wrong questions are not a behavior that will
         be tolerated by the gatekeepers who count.
      

      
      David Lewis

      
      David Lewis’s philosophy is one that traffics much more robustly in atomist theory.
         One traditional atomist paradigm that Lewis repeatedly exercises is the problem of
         wholes of parts. It is the reality of the atomist paradigm that none of the atoms
         can undergo change. Since the whole is composed of the collectivity of atoms, change
         can only involve rearrangement of particles, or the addition of new particles. The
         atoms can subsist of themselves of course. This can wreak havoc upon the application
         of names. For what shall we do if somebody decides to call three or four atoms of
         the cat Tibbles, “cat” as if it were a discrete whole unto itself? Upon what logic
         could we disagree, since the whole in this model has no extremities, nothing but individual
         atoms which constitute it? If the cat Tibbles sheds one thousand cat hairs, based
         upon the atomist epistemology, what is to prevent us from calling each one of those
         hairs “cat” with propriety? In Lewis’s view, nothing prevents us.[53] 
      

      
      Lewis lacks the concepts of part and whole. The key to this issue is composition:
         composition is not homogeneous. Composition, metaphysical composition, absolutely
         true composition, is of unlike parts. Lewis gets really squeamish when it comes time to talk about “being.” Again,
         this is a name he feels that he has a right to use with considerable liberty. He isn’t.
         Any object in nature must possess the part of being. It must also possess the part
         of unity. Unity and being cannot be conflated. This proves that “whole” is a real
         nature. And it is the proof of the reality of a whole which leads us to the deduction
         that the whole must have extremities, including parts of time; coming into being and
         passing out of being; and that alteration as well as coming into being and passing
         out of being are real aspects of the cat.
      

      
      The shedding of hair poses no problem for this theory. Lewis thinks that because he
         can stand up straight or bend, that these parts shatter his wholeness. How can we
         fend off a multiplicity of Lewises? He eats and excretes. Thus there is new “matter”
         in his system one hour, departing matter in another hour. “My beginning was a rearrangement
         of pre-existing particles; my end will be a rearrangement of particles that will exist
         afterward. Further, I eat and excrete; so I cannot be identical with the particles
         I was composed of yesterday and to those I am composed of today.”[54]  How shall we preserve the integrity of being Lewis? All of this dissolves when we
         have the real portrait of a whole of parts. The particles are never really parts,
         and the whole is never really a whole in Lewis.
      

      
          But if there are simples, the structural universals are nothing over and above their
            simple parts, just as a molecule is nothing over and above its atoms. A whole is an
            extra item in our ontology only in the minimal sense that it is not identical to any
            of its proper parts; but it is not distinct from them either, so when we believe in
            the parts it is no extra burden to believe in the whole.[55] 
         

      

      It is a major thesis of this book that Plato is correct in his view that there are
         no simples in nature, certainly no simple bodies. What is simple cannot undergo change,
         metaphysically speaking. This has led Lewis into all of these conundrums. To be charitable,
         the atomist theory is not easy to overcome. That so many philosophers succumb to it
         is powerful evidence of the weakness of our minds. Harman and Quine might say that
         Lewis is an atomist because this is the speech that is properly rendered in the academy
         when one asks “what is there?” Other answers will not be graded as highly, or perhaps
         even earn passing grades. Adaptation or functionalism is not interested in our questions
         about what kind of world we would adjust to. They seem quite determined to quiet that
         sort of locution.
      

      
      Zeno’s riddles of infinite division led to the atomist theory, and Lewis is powerfully
         in its grip. “Think of a rusty nail, and the gradual transition from steel, to steel
         with bits of rust scattered through, to rust adhering on the nail, to rust merely
         resting on the nail. . . . Or think of yourself or any organism, with parts that gradually
         come loose in metabolism or excretion or perspiration or shedding of dead skin. In
         each case, a thing has questionable Parts, and therefore it is subject to the problem
         of the many.”[56]  Lewis does not beat around the bush. “I am a realist and a reductive materialist
         about mind. I hold that mental states are contingently identical to physical—in particular
         to neural—states.”[57]  “It is the task of physics to provide an inventory of all the fundamental properties
         and relations that occur in the world . . . we may reasonably think that present-day
         physics already goes a long way toward a complete and correct inventory.”[58] 
      

      
      Barry Stroud on the Skeptical Mind

      
      The philosophy of epistemology is very much a narrow professionalized discipline.
         It is as if the epistemologists do not know what their colleagues across the hall,
         the philosophers of perception, are doing. Certainly they get along fine. It is just
         that physicalism, functionalism and other such theories are hardly skeptical. As Carnap
         observes, those philosophers repair to a domain of truth that does not profess to
         describe the world as it is. Yet they still lay claim to the name of truth—infallible
         truth, at that. This is bound to be misunderstood by learners. For it is only in the
         fine print that the philosophers of science describe what they mean by logic. It is
         certain that the general public believes that the philosophers of science are making
         truth claims about the world in what they say and write.
      

      
      Many epistemologists refuse to consider belief as something different from a proposition.
         Recognition of objects, as we have discussed above, is dismissed out of hand. “Belief”
         is treated rather broadly: as expectation, as perception, as proposition. Every philosopher
         will admit that not all things can be treated as needing supporting evidence. Eventually,
         evidence must be able to support the propositions or inferences. Epistemology refuses
         to concede this status to beliefs. They insist that the observation that the apple
         is red be justified. Perhaps a discussion of the alleged physiology of color will
         be required to prove the belief; and that physiology relies upon scientific theories,
         so the way is open for an infinite regress, if not for atomism.
      

      
      The typical individual would regard the chair in front of her, for all practical purposes,
         as something “given” to perception. Wilfred Sellars has little patience with this
         point of view. “The idea of observation, “strictly and properly so-called,” is constituted
         by certain self-authenticating nonverbal episodes, the authority of which is transmitted
         to verbal and quasi-verbal performances when these performances are made “in conformity
         with the semantical rules of the language,” is, of course the heart of the myth of
         the Given.”[59] 
      

      
      As Peter Klein argues:

      
          No belief is ever fully justified for any person. The process of justifying a proposition
            is never completed. . . . Rather, no belief is fully justified because at no point
            in time will we have completed the process of justifying our beliefs. All justification
            is provisional.[60] 
         

      

      Scientific philosophy likes to make a show of being kin to “common sense,” and hence
         likes to represent itself as a disciplined belief formation. At least in the domain
         of examples that the epistemologists work with, the objects of belief are extremely
         humble: that Harry is wearing a hat; that the water is hot. In these examples there
         really isn’t anything operating more than perception.
      

      
      Barry Stroud talks of how Kant was meaningfully shaped by the skeptical challenge.
         In fact, Stroud indicates that this is the road to a philosophic life, at least since
         1781. Stroud keeps returning to Descartes in his dressing gown before the fire, wondering
         whether the fire, or he, really exists; or is merely a dream, or a hallucination.
         The argument from hallucination is a major pillar of the contemporary philosophy of
         perception. Schools of thought, such as “disjunctivism,” have been founded in response
         to it. Yet the fact remains: the skeptical grounds brought into play by Descartes
         are frivolous, the occasion of tactics. They do not reflect the actual predicament
         of the human race, based on its experience. For Stroud, true philosophy need not have
         any such basis in the common experience. I would say, however, that it is very much
         the common experience to seek and to need truth. This is not the same thing as feeling drawn to Descartes, this desire for truth.
         As Aristotle said, it is the characteristic of the human animal to desire to know. In all honesty, I do not think this essential human impulse is even on display in
         Descartes.
      

      
      Whatever else one wants to say about Kant, one cannot refer to him as a tireless investigator
         of previous arguments. Very much like Descartes, Kant drifts with the tide of atomism.
         To hypothesize that the mind imposes qualities upon experience, such as parts of time,
         leaves quite a bit to be desired. It makes quite a huge difference whether time is
         actually a part of objects.
      

      
      Atomism has huge implications for our thoughts about time. The atoms, metaphysically
         speaking, are indivisible. This is the entire justification for the theory that a
         whole is merely the sum of its parts. It is atomism alone that makes the prospect of change in an
         object seem an insurmountable obstacle to said object’s unity. It is denied that the
         atoms are true wholes of parts. In other words, it is denied that atoms are truly composite. The metaphysical foundation of any object has to be unity and being. No
         object can exist without these real and true parts. Yet to concede their existence
         is to concede the reality of the whole; which is to concede the reality of the extremities
         of a whole; which is to concede coming into being and passing away; which is to concede
         that the ordinary perceptions obtain knowledge about the real objects.
      

      
      The atomist ontology therefore, whatever superficial concessions it makes to “parts,”
         denies the existence of a whole as the property of objects in nature. Thus the atoms
         can’t have time: they can’t have a past, nor can they have a future. Kant is of the
         opinion that Epicurus is the greatest cosmologist of the ancient period. Kant simply
         adapts to that atomism. He surrenders the ability of the mind to know “objects in
         themselves.” To ascribe time to the mind, as if the mind confers parts of time upon
         our perceptions of objects, is to fail to address the real issues. It is also to concoct
         mythical cognitive powers.
      

      
      Kant elects to concede to the atomists their claim that we cannot know the objects
         in themselves. Kant does not subject Hume’s argument, or the atomist argument upon
         which Hume relies, to any sort of strenuous test. In all fairness to Kant, he does
         not seem to have been exposed to the critique of atomism even in the work of Aristotle.
         Yet it would seem to be the obligation of such a serious philosopher to expose himself
         to such teachings. Nobody wants to run away from the truth.
      

      
      To return to an earlier point, serious philosophy must be an outgrowth of ordinary
         human thought. Curiosity is not the same thing as the desire to know. Amusement is
         not the same thing as needing to find the truth to the extent that one can. Certainly,
         there are philosophers who may philosophize mostly for the sake of entertaining themselves.
         Preference may so determine. Yet the human race is not therefore bound to the thought
         processes of philosophers who set out to amuse themselves, anymore than it is the
         obligation of the human race to defer to philosophers who will make any claim to win
         an argument. It is the responsibility of the human race to take from philosophy only
         so much guidance as alleviates its own wont of understanding, and which has proceeded
         to such investigations from the motives and the means that ordinary understanding
         possesses. Neither Descartes nor Kant really fit that criteria. Nor for that matter
         does Stroud.
      

      
          So philosophizing is stepping outside of the ordinary practices of common life: it
            is standing back and asking whether any of the things we say within those practices
            are literally true, and whether we know that they are, or whether they are only “taken
            as true for all practical purposes.”[61]  
         

      

      In the atomist line of skepticism, which Descartes is actually a part of, and Kant
         certainly so (he thought Epicurus the greatest of the ancient cosmologists), what
         needs to be rethought is the very meaning of the term “skeptic.” Stroud faithfully
         accepts his starting point from the Early Modern tradition. 
      

      
         What the philosopher subjects to scrutiny is what he takes to be his knowledge, say,
            there is a fire before him as he sits by the fire with a piece of paper in his hand.
            And whether he takes himself to assert that there is a fire, or to judge that there
            is, or to believe or assume that there is, is irrelevant to his task. As long as there
            is some “attitude” or some “relation” or other—some way in which the philosopher can
            subject to assessment what he takes to be his knowledge of his position—then his investigation
            will get off the ground.[62] 
         

      

      Stroud does not pause to note that to a man, despite their skepticism, Early Modern
         philosophers wrought a moral revolution among the feelings of the non-philosophers.
         Hobbes’s embrace of “the right of nature” as the human moral polestar; Locke’s representation
         of “uneasiness” as the true source of human morality; right down to Hume’s denigration
         of justice as an “artificial virtue.” Moreover, one should think carefully about what
         Stroud has said regarding the opacity of one human mind and feeling to another. This
         is obviously not the world that the vast majority of the population lives in. They
         understand each other all too well. Which is what should provide us with the insight
         as to what skepticism really means in the atomist context (the truly relevant context
         for thought today). It is to withdraw acknowledgment from what people obviously and
         ordinarily feel.
      

      
      Stroud is concerned about skeptical philosophy, and he is disappointed that more philosophers
         don’t take it seriously.[63]  Stroud is perplexed by some of the issues that skeptical philosophy raises. One
         is compelled by Stroud to encounter the lonely philosopher, whose open mind cannot
         banish the skeptical challenge. What if the skeptical arguments are true? The skeptic
         asks where the individual obtains knowledge from. The ordinary individual responds,
         according to Stroud, “from perception.” How can that be? The skeptical philosopher
         wonders. How can knowledge come out of that which is not knowledge?
      

      
      Yet perception is a kind of knowledge. Our faculties are equipped to know the kinds of objects. Ordinary
         people are not smart enough to make up kinds. Yet the skeptical philosopher wants
         to know how perception, which is defined nowadays extremely variously, can be a source
         of knowledge. Stroud wants to know what seeing finally “is.” In other words, like
         the atomists, who give an account of atoms colliding with the retina, creating pressure
         on the nerves of the eye, driving information toward the brain. The philosopher needs
         to know this: how are sounds broken down by the soul into comprehensible sources of
         information? Physiology is where Stroud begins to turn, and clearly, this is where
         a great deal of psychology and neurobiology have long since headed. Yet even if these
         questions are interesting, they are not interesting to very many. Stroud forgets the
         object. People are interested in beautiful things, ugly things, in the sorts of objects
         with which they have to do on a daily basis; and the ability of perception to know
         those objects is more than called into question by atomism. It is radically denied.
         The batteries of philosophers of perception ascribe all the knowing faculties to evolution,
         a theory that skepticism hasn’t really gotten around to doubting yet.
      

      
      Stroud would reply that this is just the nature of philosophers. They can’t help being
         exposed to these sorts of questions. The possibility that we don’t really possess
         any knowledge bothers them, and so they think about it. Stroud denies that he is sympathetic
         to skepticism, but he thinks that it has made a major impact on human thought, and
         for that reason alone we should study it.
      

      
      Stroud however, and the philosopher he represents, is not the philosopher of the modern
         period. The philosophers of the modern period insist, just as all of the philosophers
         of perception writing today insist, that they know better, with their sophistication,
         than the naïve ordinary people, as to what is real and what is not. Before Locke,
         in Bacon and Hobbes, modern philosophy coupled its skeptical attack on the authority
         of perception with a seizure of authority: “science” would be in charge of all matters
         pertaining to truth. The ordinary people and their faculties are barred from this
         sanctuary. The evidence which they are able to obtain from their senses is dismissed
         by Locke with a mere wave of his hand. Just because the people may manage to get along
         in life based on the evidence supplied to them by their sense faculties is, in Locke’s
         view, not the slightest reason to incorporate that opinion into the search for truth
         and the agencies that ascertain truth.
      

      
      The skepticism of the modern period, in other words, is beholden to Machiavelli. Even
         before Machiavelli, if one wants to go back to Pyrrho, who is going to confuse his
         motives with innocent intellectual curiosity? Skepticism for Pyrrho is ataraxia, the source of an opiate-like tranquility. Pyrrho had a vested psychological interest
         in compelling all questions to empty into the “I cannot possibly judge” category.
         Skepticism has been inseparable from moral philosophy from the outset. Rather, it
         has been inseparable from weak moral philosophy from the outset. The “skepticism”
         of Plato’s Socrates is not of this variety. It confers the original authority upon
         ordinary opinion, not on philosophy. The innocence that Stroud reaches for in his
         representation of skeptical doctrine is itself naïve.
      

      
      Stroud thinks that skepticism is a point of view which we need to expose ourselves
         to more openly. In Stroud’s view, Descartes’ suggestion that we do not really know
         whether we are dreaming, or awake, is a problem that faced openly, we all share. How
         do we know that we are dreaming, rather than that we are awake? Stroud evidently thinks
         that the experience of the unsophisticated is not worth bringing up. The human race
         after all does face its practical problems, in one way or another. First of all there
         is a distinction that needs to be contemplated: do we ever know it when we are awake?
         Do we have such experience, that we know, at least after the fact, that we were dreaming?
         Do we make, in our own experience, a severe distinction between dreaming and wakeful
         purposes? For an adult human being who could not make this distinction, philosophy
         needs to admit that this person would be relieved of his freedom by law enforcement
         in a relatively limited amount of time; or that at the very least this individual
         would be dismissed from his employment, since it is not an acceptable excuse to most
         employers that he does not know the difference between sleeping and dreaming and being
         awake. Most employers would dismiss such claims as beyond contempt. Would the employer
         be likely to question whether or not he is dreaming, when his employee fails to show
         up for work, and comes in the next day saying that he could not tell that he was absent
         from work, since in his dream he was working?
      

      
      If there truly is no way to make the distinction between dreaming and waking hours,
         then people who do make the distinction would be regarded by Stroud as philosophically
         frivolous. The mother who does not feed her children, since she could not tell if
         she was awake or sleeping, would be prosecuted for insanity, or for depraved indifference
         to human life. Are these officers of society irresponsible for making such a judgment?
         How do they know that they are really officers of society, and not just dreaming about
         such designations? It is true that most philosophers and non-philosophers would become
         vexed by such questions, and irritated, and perhaps combative-but if Stroud is truly
         in this boat, why in his dreams must he be determined to bring these issues before
         other people?
      

      
      Stroud keeps appealing to something like a sort of responsibility on the part of philosophers,
         to squarely face the skeptical dilemma. Responsibility is one thing that dreamland
         cannot sustain. In dreams it does not matter whether one is responsible or not, because
         nobody stands to get hurt in their dreams, not really. Dreams are those things from
         which we can wake up, and discover that what we thought was our experience was not
         after all our experience. Reality does not have that character. The individual who
         finds herself, one way or the other, at the mercy of an unsympathetic and unjust authority,
         is not going to find much solace in her dreams. They will not protect her once she
         has woken up. For all the world she wishes that her dream state would take away the
         sting of her actual predicament, but this is known to be worse than useless.
      

      
      Stroud appeals to the quest for objectivity, the traditional philosopher’s quest,
         in his mind. There is nevertheless something problematic about Stroud’s attitude.
         His feeling that philosophers dodge the skeptical question, that the skeptical attitude
         is one that has been marginalized and neglected by philosophers, can only speak to
         philosophers who truly do spend most of their waking hours lost in dreamland. The
         contemporary, entire mobilized industry of the philosophy of perception, to say nothing
         of the bevy of schools of psychology which calmly dismiss the ordinary opinion that
         believes that it can know what the simple objects external to them really are, pervade
         academia today. The ordinary faculties which the non-philosophic part of the human
         race is condemned to rely upon for its information about reality is subject, not in
         dreamland but in reality, to an army of experts who indict the evidence that people
         are so much as capable of appealing to. The epithet “naïve” stings perhaps more than
         any other modern scolding. He who would dare to entertain the thought that his faculties
         might actually reach reality—a position that skepticism would need to share if it
         were honest with itself—should therefore actually be arrayed against the presumption
         of the philosophers of perception. Yet Stroud, meekly and quietly moves about their
         ranks.
      

      
      Stroud does not speak of the realism of the modern world that began with Machiavelli,
         and which has never been disturbed from its lofty perch. This realism operates with
         the atomism of Lucretius, or some derivative of it. That formal skepticism as regards
         the senses believes that it possesses absolute knowledge, that is, that of atomism.
      

      
      In Stroud’s discussion of Stanley Cavell’s work, the issue of the boundary, or lack
         of a boundary, between dreaming and being awake is raised once again. Stroud keeps
         referring to “traditional philosophy,” and the best that I can make of this phrase
         is that he is referring to either Descartes or Hume. That both Descartes and Hume
         are atomists, that even Descartes’ Meditations are a late work that come well after his adoption of atomism as the medium of skepticism,
         are left unmentioned by Stroud. One cannot simply sit by a fire and ask oneself if
         one is dreaming, from the atomist point of view. No, one has to have learned something.
         One has to have learned about indivisible body as a theory. This is completely intact,
         in the theory of the “conservation of matter,” in twenty-first-century physics, so
         again one is not sure where Stroud could possibly get the idea that skepticism is
         victim to a lack of attention.
      

      
      The dream state of Stroud, however, apolitical as it is, makes one think of Leo Strauss’s
         discussion of the dream state, in the context of the philosophy of Hobbes. For Hobbes,
         who is strictly atomistic in his physics, the poison pin of politics is the individual
         who thinks that he knows what is right and what is wrong. The whole moral problem,
         in Hobbes’s view, is that the individual dares to trust his own judgment as to what
         is right and wrong, ever. For Hobbes, this is the dream state. This is a claim of great moment, because in ordinary society
         we praise and blame very emphatically individuals who fail to take moral accountability
         for their actions, or lack of action.
      

      
      Strauss brings alive the political context, because Strauss is very much a political
         philosopher. What is the deliverance from this dream state that Strauss finds in Hobbes’s
         work? Nothing less than a humiliation that cuts one to the core. For the person who
         presumes to make moral judgments, that the world is such and so, has pride. He believes
         that his moral judgment matters. He commits the sin of what Quine regards as believing
         in “meaning.” Furthermore, he is wrapped up in what Strauss regards as the most toxic
         of dream states: the belief in the vindication of honor in life, that one can “be
         somebody.” “He can awaken from this dreamworld and come to himself only when he feels
         in his own person—by bodily hurt the resistance of the real world. . . . Because man
         by nature lives in the dream of happiness of triumph, of a glittering, imposing, apparent
         good, he requires no less imposing power to awaken him from his dream: this imposing
         power is the imperious majesty of death.”[64]  Strauss is unapologetically moved by Hobbes’s methodical attempt to force the individual
         to experience the reversal of this “dream state.” The individual must be reduced to
         a quivering mass of jelly, forced to profess his shameful helplessness in public,
         as the badge of his membership in the new kind of society. This version of the dream
         state includes man’s hopes for any happiness in life. As far as Strauss and Hobbes
         go, the vast majority of people must surrender this claim as a matter of course. This
         is Hobbes’s “realism,” which in its analysis of perception harshly persecutes anyone
         who dares to openly believe that he can perceive the actual objects about him. Still,
         with Stroud, all we get is Descartes before his fireplace.
      

      
      Plato’s Socrates practices a skepticism, but it could more rightly be called “humility.”
         Descartes cannot be referred to as humble. Descartes waves away ordinary experience
         and ordinary mental life. Plato does not. Descartes is anxious to characterize man
         as a machine, and he proudly enlists himself in the ranks of a science that vacates
         the substance of ordinary awareness as evidentiary to any degree. Plato, however,
         observes that ordinary opinion is quietly intelligent. Whereas all of the modern philosophers,
         beginning with Hobbes, are so anxious to enroll human beings in the ranks of the broader
         animal population, Plato observes that ordinary human minds are possessed of an intelligence
         that they are not aware that they have. Ordinary minds recognize patterns. They know
         the natures of the objects around them. They have no trouble whatsoever recognizing
         the different kinds of objects, and all of their seemingly effortless activities are
         predicated upon this knowledge. Plato argues that the ordinary individual does not
         confuse a horse with an ox even in his dreams. Nor does the dreamer confuse unity
         with plurality. Stroud stays well away from this account of humility in philosophic
         thought. It is the baseline to which Plato returns every supposed philosophic flight
         to superior knowledge: but Stroud goes no farther back than Descartes.
      

      
      Saul Kripke

      
      Saul Kripke, in Reference and Existence: the John Locke Lectures, is very much concerned with the philosophies of Russell, Frege, and Wittgenstein.[65]  The issue is objects. Russell has his theory of acquaintance and description. This
         basically reproduces Frege’s distinction between sense and reference. “Acquaintance”
         (Russell) and “sense” (Frege) indicate an entirely personal, Protagorean experience.
         This experience is atomist perception. Since one atom can only collide with one eyeball,
         no two people can experience the same atomic “event.” Hence there is cause for disjunction
         in what they perceive. Hence perception cannot indicate any common truths. For common
         truths, we must go to “description” (Russell) or “reference” (Frege). These descriptions
         and references must be capable of indicating what any and everybody in the universe
         experiences as regards a purported object. Description can only hypothesize that the object exists externally. Perception could not provide this information.
         Nor is the formal logic obliged, in its own view, to so much as believe that the objects
         it specifies exist in the world. That is the atomist result.
      

      
      Which brings us to reference and description. Because perception has been discredited
         as the evidence for reference, and because the philosopher of formal logic takes it
         as his prerogative to create a definition for the hypothetical object to be talked
         about, reference becomes a very technical affair. Whatever the reader may assume or
         suppose, the formal logician is obligated to nothing except for what he stipulates
         in the definition of the object that he proposes; and as we have noted, he is by no
         means obliged to restrict his definitions to objects that actually exist in the world,
         or which he even merely believes to exist in the world.
      

      
      It is a favorite statement in contemporary philosophy that this thing which is true
         must be true in the theory of “all possible worlds.” The existence of multiple universes
         is at least as old as Epicurus.
      

      
      
          Moreover, there is an unlimited number of cosmoi, and some are similar to this one
            and some are dissimilar. For the atoms, which are unlimited . . . are also carried
            away to very remote distances. For atoms of the sort from which a world might come
            to be or by which it might be made are not exhausted in the production of one world
            or any finite number of them.[66] 
         

      

      The reader who is trying to think of what could possibly be true of all possible worlds,
         should not forget about the logic of modern philosophy. For that philosophy which
         defines truth as having forsaken any attempt to describe any actual world, or any
         part of any actual world, will satisfy the requirement of a truth that holds in all
         possible worlds.
      

      
      The individual object is reduced to this very limited description. “Thoreau is the
         author of Walden.” As if, had Thoreau not written Walden, one could not describe Thoreau. As if the existence of Thoreau entirely depended
         upon the rigid quantifier that the philosopher imposes. One doubt about the description,
         one suggestion that Thoreau had assistance in writing it, even divine inspiration
         for writing it, renders the description false. So this is just another way of destroying
         common objects to talk about. It is also a way of denying the universal “man” that
         Thoreau is. “The author of Walden” is not “man.” It is just Thoreau. But Thoreau is not “the” man. He is “a” man.
      

      
          The picture is this. I want to name an object. I think of some way of describing
            it uniquely and then I go through, so to speak a sort of mental ceremony: By “Cicero,”
            I shall mean the man who denounced Catiline; and that is what the reference of “Cicero”
            will be. . . . But still my intentions are given by first, giving some condition which
            uniquely determines an object, then by using a certain word as a name for the object
            determined by this condition.[67] 
         

      

      The argument that “being” itself is essentially a part of language, and the intention
         of he who speaks, enacts a direct rupture with the common highways of discourse. For
         when the ordinary individual states that an object exists, he knows nothing of this
         qualification separating the “is of attribution” from the “is of existence.” The ordinary
         fellow does not know that you can describe how an object is, without committing yourself
         to whether or not the very object itself exists. The symbolic logic insists that these
         are not only entirely appropriate translations of ordinary speech, but rather improvements
         on it. The linguistic philosopher knows better, because, well, he knows about the
         reality of the atoms, supposedly. 
      

      
      When one is reading Kripke, Quine, or one of a number of linguistic philosophers,
         it is common to come across a certain kind of argument. This sort of argument involves
         a statement about unicorns, “Pegasus the unicorn,” or whether or not Hamlet can truly
         be said to exist. It should be pointed out that these objects do not present any sort
         of problem for ordinary speech. Ordinary speakers who are familiar with Shakespeare’s
         play may well know of the character of Hamlet, and they may even make observations
         about him, such as “Hamlet is melancholy.” Is it possible to ascribe “being” to a
         fictional character?
      

      
      By the same token, it seems ludicrous to attempt to deny that the fictional character
         “exists.” By leading us into this sort of conversation, Kripke and Quine and associates
         want to get the same point across: it is possible to discuss an object, and the existence
         of an object, even in such a case where the literal existence of said object is impossible.
         Thus one must allow that we can talk about Hamlet and his existence, his “melancholy”;
         even though at the same time nobody is persuaded or even thinks for a minute that
         Hamlet must eat, excrete, and pass out of existence such as is fated for all mortals.
      

      
      The ordinary individual assumes that other people are referring, like he is, to the
         character from the play; that the character of the play exists in the play; and that
         plays certainly exist. They are written down on paper, lines are memorized by actors.
         It is because the ordinary individual takes it for granted that we folks can in fact
         discriminate the difference between kinds of objects, that we do not get our poor feet entangled in the lime twigs of Kripke’s
         problematic. The ordinary individual, that is, who certainly insists that he knows
         whether or not the apple exists, would not in a million years think of likening the
         character in a play, such as Hamlet, to the apple, in the nature of its existence.
         It is so obvious to him that he could never entertain the question. Yet, because the
         linguistic philosophy believes that it knows better than the ordinary speaker, and
         denies that the ordinary speaker can truly know whether or not an actual apple exists,
         then this mixture of objects, tossing objects of fantasy and fiction in with the typical
         furniture of daily experience, arises.
      

      
      The linguistic philosophers are at times a playful group. It is not a novelty in their
         style of argumentation, but rather commonplace, that they will suggest that it is
         possible for some crafty individual to paint a billiard ball so that it appears for
         all the world to be an apple. Does this not indict our reasoning? Does not one example
         that proves the contrary of what we allege, destroy the entire foundation of our argument
         about perception and universals? We need be in no dire straits as to the answer. It
         is not impossible for human beings to willfully deceive each other. If someone goes
         to the trouble of disguising a billiard ball so that it looks like an apple, the individual
         will eventually pick it up and examine it, and discover this. Yet the answer to the
         zealous linguistic philosopher’s plaintive wail, that one deception of the perceptual
         judgment requires us to do away with the role that the entire faculty performs in
         our lives, is wishful thinking. That the philosopher can dress up a billiard ball
         to make it appear as an apple, does not interfere with the fact that every apple is
         characterized by a pattern or form which is recognizable to the human being as an
         apple. The presence of the universal is not a hypothesis. It is an inescapable observation.
      

      
      These forms that Plato and Aristotle talk about so much, provoke in Quine the wrath
         of Jove. For a man who doesn’t commit to knowing of the existence of any object in
         nature, or even of his own existence for that matter, he lashes out wildly when the
         subject is universals. Once again we are brought back to Pegasus.[68]  In the case of Pegasus, per Quine, we are bound to the belief that the object both
         exists and does not exist. Quine again is attempting to introduce us to an object
         that can exist enough to be spoken of, without being able to exist enough to qualify
         as a real object. Pegasus has the existence appropriate to a work of fiction, which
         is certainly not nothing. Yet “being” is not a generic term. There are many different
         kinds of objects in existence, including human purposes.
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      Chapter 2

      John Locke’s Philosophy of Mind

      
         
         
      

      
      In comparison to most of his Early Modern predecessors, John Locke is not shy about
         embracing the mantle of atomism. On the other hand, Locke commences to provide a new
         context for atomism: that of the experimental hypothesis. Locke does not get around
         to explaining exactly how or why the atomist thesis is experimental. In truth, Locke
         affects to be something of an amateur at natural philosophy, but I do not see how
         this can be so.[1] 
      

      
      In departments of political science, Plato is the one with the elitist reputation.
         Locke, while subject to a fair share of criticism, is rarely singled out for his philosophical
         elitism. Yet for Plato, the commonest man knows truths of perceptual judgment just
         the same, and equally well, as the greatest philosopher. Whereas for Locke, the supposed
         egalitarian, not only do the non-philosophers fail to measure up to the philosophers
         in the domain of perceptual judgment; but the former are excluded from the congregation
         of truth altogether.
      

      
      The mounting force of the Early Modern philosophic claim that man, as percipient,
         should be seen as merely part of the broader animal kingdom certainly does not by
         itself shock or offend any sacred beliefs. The problem resides in the lengths to which
         Locke and his brethren must go to deny, misrepresent, and otherwise suppress a true
         account of what takes place in human perception. That is the basis for the issue.
         While the many are consigned to this humble station, the philosophers rise to new
         heights of illustriousness in Locke’s model. One wonders, what exactly the philosophers
         are capable of knowing, if Locke’s strictures on perception were to prove true.
      

      
      Nobody enters into human society, except through relationships of trust magnified
         one hundred fold. Parents, siblings, friends, educators, doctors, coaches: trust is
         the premise of learning. It does seem odd that Locke should look askance at this aspect
         of the human race, and seek to convert that trust into a badge of mediocrity or worse.
         Insofar as knowing the boundaries of truth and falsehood are concerned, Locke thinks
         there are “few to be found who are not exposed by their ignorance, laziness, education,
         or precipitancy, to take them upon trust.”[2]  These that have not the leisure to study, owing to the labor they must undertake,
         are so far as Locke can tell incapable of independent judgment. Yet it does not take
         miraculous powers, to be able to judge what is a tree, what a babbling brook, what
         a murder: except that the Lockean philosophy of perception denies all of these judgments,
         in their veracity, and in their very conceivability.
      

      
      Perception is the philosophical battleground that Locke takes up in the Essay. It is indeed true that Aristotle and Scholastic schools subscribe to the doctrine
         of species or kinds. Yet it is a gross misrepresentation to suggest that, in Aristotle’s
         view, he invented such a phenomenon. Mere observation establishes the existence of the kinds, which
         the very young and the very old identify and recognize with as much ease as they have
         in breathing. Locke seems to want to summon out of philosophy some super definition
         of species that could prove its warrant, aside from the fact that they are patterns,
         forms, the members of which are as alike one another, in many cases, as are a dozen
         eggs. Against the theory of species Locke advances his doctrine of complex ideas;
         which is based on a theory of simple ideas; which in turn are predicated upon causal
         powers in unknown external bodies. This indeed is not a chain of reasoning that one
         comes by among unlearned people. The atomism that is at its root is the cause of its
         obscurity.
      

      
      Boyle and Newton contribute comparatively little to the philosophical development
         of this line of thought. Boyle expressly turns to the old atomists, which does a service
         to intellectual historians. Boyle admits, at least, the foundations of the theory.[3]  Newton, for his part, works with concepts of atomism for which he does not bother
         to argue. Newton’s atomism is, essentially if not entirely, the atomism or theory
         of body Hobbes and Spinoza developed.
      

      
      One must be aware of the changing position of Early Modern Philosophy in Locke’s England.
         The hysteria and confrontation characteristic of the reception of Bacon’s and Hobbes’s
         works is no more. Locke writes from a position that has been sufficiently prepared
         for by his predecessors. It is no longer necessary for the new philosophy to break
         down the doors to civilization. It works now from the inside, and it is interested
         in building institutions, a court of scientific authority. That which the ordinary
         people think they know, and which may serve them well enough in their daily business
         from Locke’s perspective, is looked upon very differently by the philosophers of whom
         Locke approves. This is the source of a new political order, a new set of political
         problems, which have yet to be adequately identified.
      

      
      A substance, for both Aristotle and Locke, indicates the perishable external objects.
         For Aristotle, this is the being that is closest to ordinary faculties, and the easiest
         to know. For Locke, substance is a subject fit only for philosophers; and these philosophers,
         in order to properly identify a substance, must abandon much or all of what the ordinary
         opiners think of the object. Ordinary opinions, Locke argues, suffice for the purposes
         of “civil and common conversation.” Human beings can get along in the world well enough,
         Locke suggests, through their ordinary use of names. Yet truth is no part of this
         ordinary getting along in the world. This is where Locke departs quite radically from
         Aristotle. For “where general truths are to be established,” the “precise significations
         of names of substances” will be found apart from ordinary speech and its usages. In
         fact, even philosophy itself, Locke argues, will be hard pressed to define substances,
         once it has taken up an investigation into that which the ordinary opinions regard
         as effortlessly known.[4] 
      

      
      Machiavelli, in his Discourses, argues that “sects” last for a certain period of time, perhaps for fifteen or sixteen
         centuries.[5]  A “sect” is based on a language, a philosophy, a point of view. Machiavelli, whose
         philosophical bona fides are still questioned by many of our experts, in his Discourses contemplates the range of philosophical eras in a way that is unprecedented. All
         of the developments envisioned by Machiavelli’s philosophy involve tumultuous change:
         upheaval for Machiavelli represents the nature of things, both cosmologically speaking
         and politically, when a proper philosophy is in place. A “sect,” in Machiavelli’s
         language, involves an ethos: a morality, a philosophical disposition, a set of first
         principles, a way. Locke possesses this sort of awareness as he writes his Essay. Locke, as we have indicated, did not take the first steps in founding the sect of
         Early Modern Philosophy. Yet he is consolidating the first steps, codifying them for
         all time as it were. At the heart of Locke’s enterprise is the attempt to set forth
         limits as to what the human mind can and cannot know.
      

      
      In order for a new sect to emerge, it must overthrow the existing sect. Machiavelli
         discusses the victory of Christianity over paganism as one example. Accidents such
         as plagues or floods might wipe a civilization away, Machiavelli acknowledges; but
         human beings can also institute the change in sects themselves. “Those that come from
         men are the variations of sects and of languages.”[6]  “For when a new sect—that is a new religion—emerges, its first concern is to extinguish
         the old to give itself reputation; and when it occurs that the orderers of the new
         sect are of a different language, they easily eliminate it.”[7]  The war that Bacon, that Hobbes and Spinoza wage against the philosophers in the
         line of Socratic Greece—this involves such a change of sects. The philosophical language
         of Plato and Aristotle is laid upon the foundations of ordinary opinion: to explain
         the causes of the objects actually external to us in the world is a major part of
         that Greek project. In the Early Modern Philosophy, our access, and philosophy’s access,
         to the humble facts of perceptual experience is arrested, suspended, to be detained
         indefinitely. Atomism is an old doctrine, but it had never before been configured
         in the style of philosophical regime that the Early Moderns, and Locke most effectively,
         aspire to.
      

      
      When a civilization has been wiped out, what occurs? The institutions that preserve
         knowledge are badly damaged, or destroyed. Especially philosophy is easily lost, since
         it is understood by so few people to begin with; but philosophy is mightily powerful,
         wherever it exists, because it establishes the resolution of disputes and arguments
         for an historical period. Machiavelli tells us, that when a civilization is eclipsed,
         that the new breed of philosophers is in possession of a rare opportunity: for it
         can begin to establish a new reputation for the old philosophy.[8]  Since Machiavelli, what shall be preserved about the teaching of Plato and Aristotle?
         Whatever the philosopher, Machiavelli observes, decides to represent. And thus Machiavelli himself almost never refers to Plato and Aristotle by name.
         He doesn’t want to give his adversaries so much recognition. Yet he offers up a caricature
         of their theories, both in the Prince (Plato) and in the Discourses (Aristotle). Locke is writing in such a time of foundings.
      

      
      Locke, in his Essay, seeks to pare back the authority of ordinary thought. Yet he also seeks to emancipate philosophical thought from the laws of evidence
         that are attendant to ordinary thought. Thus, while Locke subtracts a considerable amount of authority
         from those perceptions that ordinary people have, and upon which their opinions depend—he
         can also be seen to create new liberties for philosophers: to construct languages,
         and whole mental realities all their own. One can’t understand Locke’s Essay without a proper focus on his atomism; for this atomism entails a set of deductive
         philosophical convictions that Locke’s epistemology does not provide for. By focusing
         upon Locke’s atomism, it is possible to comprehend the degree to which he is seeking
         to elevate philosophical authority far above ordinary opinion in political terms.
      

      
      The atomist theory is a deductive, metaphysical theory. It is not a theory of probability
         by any means. It believes that it has discovered the cause of generation in the world.
         The cause of the atoms is that the eternal supply of seeds for the purposes of generation
         must be replenished. This is the atomist theory which has been bequeathed to Locke.
         It is not a theory that can be learned by any sort of experience. It is not a theory
         that can be proved by any experiment. For the atoms are not merely held to be eternal;
         but they are likewise held by these philosophers to constitute the essential truth of perception. In a million years, without atomist philosophers such as Locke, the
         generality of human beings would never have thought on it.
      

      
      Scholars frequently wave away concern with Locke’s doctrine of perception on the following
         grounds. They observe that Locke has said that nature has equipped man well enough
         with these sensory faculties to enable him to get along in the world. These scholars
         do not take seriously the crisis that is latent in Locke’s teaching. For while Locke
         allows that people may know objects well enough to be able to make use of them, he
         does not concede so much as the reality that ordinary people know what these objects
         are. Not only are the ordinary opinions epistemologically disenfranchised here; but a
         new region for philosophic authority, purified of all involvement with mere perception,
         is likewise being developed. There is no political relationship more fundamental than
         who has the competence to know truth of fact. Ordinary human beings have as much occasion to consult truth as philosophers
         do. Yet in Locke’s model, the ordinary speakers are deemed incompetent to know for
         themselves what are the humblest truths of perception, knowledge that experience had
         never taught them to doubt.
      

      
      By nature, human beings seek to expand their knowledge. They begin with opinions,
         informed by perceptions about several objects. They may be horses, rivers, courage,
         justice, the list can be quite lengthy. The natural progression for the development
         of human opinion, is to begin with what experience teaches us about these respective
         objects, and then to proceed to analyze the qualities which objects of the same type
         have in common. This is the natural direction of opinion. Most non-philosophers do
         not push their investigations very far. Yet they do indeed learn from particulars, what a kind of object is. An individual who witnesses a murder for the first time
         obviously is in no position to judge of it. Yet once she has one experience under
         her belt, she will recognize the next one she comes upon, without any help from the
         Lockean philosopher.
      

      
      This train of development of opinion, which must constitute the majority of partisan
         political opinions and perhaps religious doctrines as well in a city or state, is
         however being led into a new sort of regime by Locke. In this regime, the evidence
         obtainable by perception, instead of serving as the unquestionable foundation for
         opinion’s development, is consecrated into a problem. That which the individual is absolutely sure that she knows, the new philosophy insists,
         she not only does not know, but cannot know. This doctrine of perception seeks to clip the wings of opinion before it ever
         obtains the opportunity to actually become an opinion. It is the original evidence
         of experience that Locke’s atomistic doctrines seek to call before the court of science,
         to arrest and suspend their progress.
      

      
      The scholars who have investigated Locke’s atomism, have not been much exposed to
         the philosophical foundations of the doctrine.[9]  The sect of Early Modern Philosophy has draped that part of the philosophical heritage
         in solemn silence. One can only get it by studying the texts of Plato and Aristotle.
         If one takes up the study of Plato and Aristotle in our scholarship, one will find
         that the extensive influence of Wittgenstein and Russell and formal logic drive the
         investigations to a considerable extent. It is not likely that philosophies steeped
         in atomism will provide us with impartial readings of Plato and Aristotle.
      

      
      “Empirical” is a name that has caused considerable confusion. We need to have a definition
         of the empirical, so that we know what the words we are using mean. For the atomist philosopher, the object of perception is not external objects. It
         is not horses, and apples, trees and rocks. The object of perception, for the atomist
         contingent, is a mental event. This mental event is theoretically isolated from external
         objects. It is said to be caused by the collision of atoms with the actual sensory
         organs. These philosophers, beginning with Epicurus really, profess to be “empirical”;
         but if you ask them to explain exactly what is perceived, it is not going to amount
         to the ordinary objects that the generality of human beings believe themselves to
         perceive.
      

      
      Innate Ideas

      
      Locke’s Essay Concerning Human Understanding begins with a book that is a bit agitated. Locke takes some offense at those who
         believe themselves to harbor innate ideas, or ideas that are miraculously present
         when a human being is born. It is not easy to determine exactly which philosophers
         Locke is singling out for this censure. Descartes certainly does not qualify as someone
         espousing innate ideas; for one must undergo a rigorous thought process to arrive
         at the postulate of certainty that Descartes aims for. Nor can one refer to Plato
         as someone who believes in innate ideas, despite his theory of the souls that possess
         all knowledge prior to birth. For in Plato’s theory, one needs sense perception in
         order to revive the ideas that the soul is said to have originally possessed, but
         forgotten at birth.
      

      
      One wants to understand the exact nature of the innate ideas that are being debated
         in book I of the Essay. Locke does give a fair number of examples: such as Aristotle’s principle of non-contradiction,
         and the principle that “nothing comes from nothing.” Locke does not identify the progenitors
         of the philosophical maxim that nothing comes from nothing. Virtually all of pre-Socratic
         philosophy espoused the belief that “nothing comes from nothing,” beginning with the
         Ionian natural philosophers and culminating in Aristotle’s own theory. Yet the Ionian
         natural philosophers, Anaxagoras and Empedocles, Plato and Aristotle all have a theory
         of generation. There is a branch of the principle that “nothing comes from nothing”
         that either denies generation outright (Parmenides and Zeno) or that sustains a theory
         of body which is ineligible to undergo the changes that true coming into being requires:
         which includes Leucippus and Democritus. Yes the atomists espouse this version of
         the “nothing comes from nothing” theory. Which means, not incidentally, that Locke
         must also hold this theory, even if he is not conscious of that fact.
      

      
      G. A. R. Rogers argues that it would be unfair to class Locke’s corpuscularian doctrine
         as itself evidence of natural philosophical principles. Locke is clearly an experimentalist
         in Roger’s view, and he would adjust his point of view if any evidence were to present
         itself.[10]  I hope by this point in our study, that we can regard Dr. Roger’s theory as overcome.
         There is no conceivable experimental basis for the theory of atomism, since its principal
         raison d’être is a theory of generation (though a problem-ridden one). Locke’s entire
         theory of perception is deduced from atomistic postulates, without experimental evidence.
         Locke’s familiarity with the Zenonian teaching about principles of infinite divisibility,
         as we will see, is considerable. This rates as perhaps the most complicated and sophisticated
         concept from Eleatic philosophy. Locke, it is true, does not appear to be familiar
         with Plato’s refutation of the same. Yet the point is that Plato’s refutation is not
         an experiment, no more than the principle of infinite divisibility itself is a thesis
         generated by experiments. Locke’s attempt to swaddle atomist philosophy in experimental
         blankets is part of an effort, which Boyle’s work certainly did not support—to bury the trail of atomist philosophy in its metaphysical foundations.
      

      
      The atomist philosophy, it is acknowledged, was a sincere attempt to formulate a theory
         of genesis based on Parmenides’s seemingly incontrovertible argument that “something
         cannot come from something” either. The atoms concede eternal being, which they are
         exemplars of; yet unlike Parmenides’s single “being,” the atoms are many and they
         can at least be said to “fall” in the void. Leucippus and Democritus were among the
         best natural scientists of their generation, in Aristotle’s view. Yet the atoms are
         not capable of undergoing change: not of alteration and not of genesis. Even locomotion, as we have noted, is only
         indirectly ascribed to the atoms. It is really the void that is the cause of that
         local movement.
      

      
      Boyle had some influence upon Locke, but there is no evidence in Locke’s writings
         of the names of Leucippus and Democritus, of Epicurus and Lucretius. Boyle is to some
         degree simply embarrassed by the atomist attempt to explain the genesis of human beings.
         Forms must exist for the human being and all the animals, Boyle concedes; for it is
         not conceivable that random collisions of atoms could ever explain such craftsmanship.
         Boyle also expresses concern about the atheism of the classical atomists, or at least
         in their belief in deities which do not care a whit for human things. Locke does make
         some references to intelligence in the universe at one point in the Essay; but Locke never admits the existence of any form, as Boyle has done.[11]  Locke adheres to the denial of our knowledge of a substance, which are all based
         upon these forms, even in the case of human beings—which he regards as mere complex
         ideas.
      

      
      Locke’s denial that there are natural kinds, that there is such a thing as a human
         form, is presented at length in the exchange of letters with the Bishop of Worcester.
         Stillingfleet keeps coming back to the point: “we have three men: Peter, John and
         James. Yet they are all but men, i.e. all one natural kind.” Rogers’s point that Locke
         is an experimentalist in terms of natural philosophy isn’t born out by this exchange
         either. It is certainly everyone’s experience that Tom, Peter, and John are all individual
         men. Manhood is essential to each of these three distinct individuals. The kind “man”
         is therefore a universal, something that is capable of being part of more than one
         particular object. Locke, however, doesn’t budge. Moreover, it is important to notice
         the way that Locke addresses the challenge. Locke seeks to represent the claim that
         “John is a man” as utterly trivial. Yet it is not trivial in Locke’s philosophy, for
         Locke denies that we can possess so much clear knowledge. In fact, it is all of the
         most trivial knowledge, as commonly regarded, which has suddenly become esoteric according
         to Locke’s doctrine. That is a major issue in the movement of his theory of the understanding.
      

      
      The atomism that Locke carries with him, in its metaphysical implications, denies
         all of the evidence of perception tout court. This is due to the fact of the atomist
         theory’s pedigree: Parmenides’s “being” gives the lie to all perceptual knowledge,
         and the atomists (more than the other pluralists) espouse this orthodoxy. “Therefore
         all the things that mortals have established, believing in their truth, are just a
         name: becoming and perishing, being and not-being, and change of position, and alteration
         of bright color.”[12] 
      

      
      Leucippus and Democritus, as noted above, likewise forsake the capacities of atoms
         to undergo change of alteration or genesis. Only the backhanded or passive capacity
         for locomotion is conceded, and it is this same locomotion of atoms which must underlie
         the entirety of Locke’s perceptual process. “One must learn by this rule that man
         is severed from reality,” Democritus writes. “We know nothing about anything really,
         but opinion is for all individuals an inflowing.”[13]  “Sweet exists by convention, bitter by convention, color by convention; atoms and
         void alone exist in reality. . . . We know nothing accurately in reality, but only
         as it changes according to the bodily conditions, and the constitution of those things
         that flow upon (the body) and impinge upon it.”[14] 
      

      
      Locke’s definition of the simple ideas, which are the ultimate furniture of the mind
         for Locke, savor enough of Democritus’s pronouncements. Locke approaches the arena
         of experience from a position of theoretical detachment. No ordinary individual takes
         herself to know, that her perception of an apple is actually an atomist process, whereby
         her body undergoes a certain change of state, leaving her still without any knowledge
         of the mysterious substratum that the sensed qualities are thought to inhere in.
      

      
      When Locke begins to talk about the senses, he does not begin to talk about how objects
         are. The sensory-perceptual organs, for Locke, are not fitted to provide us with accurate
         information as to the “whatness” of objects. It is the senses themselves which are
         “affected” in perception, Locke argues. The sense perception that takes place, according
         to Locke, does not bring us information as to the whatness of objects. What the senses
         bring to the mind, is not accurate information, but rather something that “produces
         those perceptions.”[15] 
      

      
      I do not see how this can permit much of a distinction between the division of “primary”
         and “secondary” qualities. Locke is denying in this passage that the senses are able
         to know the whatness of objects. This must apply to all of the senses. That is in
         keeping with the atomist philosophy. What is perceived, Locke insists, is not information
         as to what objects are; what is brought into the mind, is defined simply as that which
         can cause our minds to be affected in this or that way. 
      

      
      The generality of mankind believes that the apple is a unity, a whole, a discrete object. Locke here unleashes the power of the atomist argument: for we
         cannot, he alleges against the universal consent of human beings, know any “substratum”
         underlying these qualities.[16]  In the first book of the Essay, when Locke is discussing the innate ideas, it never really is quite clear whom he
         is attacking among philosophers. Even when Locke is talking about diversity in moral
         beliefs among human communities in the first book of the Essay, not many individuals, philosophic or non-philosophic, would put up much resistance
         against the argument that all things, including morals, enter the mind through learning
         and experience. It is only really in the discussion of the simple ideas where we find
         Locke himself truly challenging the generality of the human race, and the general
         consent of mankind: for this general consent is no mirage, and it does not believe
         that it lacks direct experience of the apple. This is the point of ultimate break.
         It is the reason why ordinary opinion is not eligible to provide constitutive evidence
         to Locke’s court of science. Locke’s philosophy does not believe in the bodies that
         the ordinary people believe in. Locke’s attempts to paper over the differences are
         not the point either: the point is that Locke will not budge from this recalcitrant
         position, despite all of his amiableness and truly remarkable rhetorical skill.
      

      
      When Locke makes the transition to perception in book II of the Essay, it is clearly part of a well-wrought design. If the doctrine of innate ideas is
         a rehearsal for the truly bold pronouncements in book II, it serves its purpose. To
         be able to subject the alleged innate ideas to punishing criticisms certainly makes
         Locke appear to be a devotee of experience when he turns to the simple ideas in the
         second book. Yet these simple ideas, that are alleged to be the building blocks of
         the mind, are not even held to correspond, in many cases, to any objects that exist
         in nature. Nor can the simple ideas be known, according to Locke. They can only be
         named. Substances are what the human race takes itself to perceive. By this I mean
         the Aristotelian idea of substance, which indicates the individual perishable objects.
         This is the idea of substance that Locke is attacking. When we would talk about the
         “constitution” of any object, or that in which its properties “depend,” Locke says,
         here it is possible that “all of our ideas of substances are false.”[17] 
      

      
      As soon as Locke turns to the issue of sensory perception, we are confronted with
         the atomist theory. We are confronted by a theory that, in its philosophical and metaphysical
         roots, denies the reality of the perishable objects themselves. Our knowledge is arrested
         by Locke at the level of mental objects: Locke denies that the mind can know the unity
         of the object which possesses the qualities that the simple ideas are said to represent.
         In Locke’s view, our simple ideas are mysterious. First, they qualify as conditions
         of our souls, brought about by we know not what objects. Sensation is an occasion
         for our souls to be “affected” for Locke; he is not sanguine about such sensations
         being able to tell us anything true about external objects. Secondly, the most we
         can know about any alleged external object, must observe the atomistic definition
         of a whole: it must involve a sum of simple ideas, a bundle, “by collecting such combinations
         of simple ideas, as are by experience and observation” noticed to exist together.
         The object, whatever it is, Locke insists, cannot be known in any other way than that
         of “certain simple ideas coexisting together.”[18] 
      

      
      Nobody, not even philosophers outside of their office hours, describe perceptible
         objects as bundles of qualities. It is not a collection, after all, that we perceive
         or behold. What we perceive is a whole. The whole, as we have discussed, is not a
         mere sum of its parts. Yet that is what Locke’s complex ideas all are: a mere sum
         of parts. The horse is a distinct unity. If it did not have this part of unity, it
         would not, could not exist. The horse must, in addition, possess the part of being.
         This is not the same as to say, that we who behold a horse, ascribe being to the idea of a horse we have
         in our brains. The horse must actually possess the part of being in its constitution.
         These fundamental metaphysical parts of the horse, its unity and being, are as real
         as the extremities of the animal: its size, its shape, its color, its number of legs.
      

      
      Furthermore, this horse must have all the parts of a whole: it must have had a beginning
         in time, and be fated to a future time when it loses the part of being. It must be
         subject to alteration such as living objects are, growing at certain times, changing
         color at certain periods of time, needing to eat and drink. If what I am describing
         to the reader is not the account of what we actually perceive when we behold a horse,
         I await the judgment. What is certain is that the horse that I am describing is nothing
         like the collection of qualities that Locke is enumerating in his theory of complex
         ideas.
      

      
      It would be wrong too to suggest that Locke is entirely a trailblazer in these arguments.
         Descartes’ definition of body is itself as philosophically eccentric as Locke’s is.
         Moreover Hobbes and Spinoza unleashed mighty attacks upon forms and universals in
         perception and nature. It must certainly embolden the later thinkers, when the earlier
         thinkers have found no serious competent opposition. It is certain that the non-philosophers
         are helpless in such debates; and though the religious like Stillingfleet make a noble
         effort at engaging Locke, it is clear that he does not possess sufficient philosophy
         to really carry on the battle.
      

      
      What ordinary people can never learn, is that the redness in the apple, is redness
         in our minds merely. What the ordinary people can never learn, or endure to believe, is that the coming
         into being and passing away of the apple is an unreal, or merely epiphenomenal thing.
         That these are the new bedrock of philosophy’s conception of truth in Locke, indicates
         the degree of tension that will be inherent in the emerging cultural form. Ordinary
         ideas will naturally collide with the new model of science. Nor is there a way for
         the ordinary opinion to finally establish its beliefs, in the face of a science which
         has philosophically redefined what it means to have perceptions.
      

      
      It seems fair to point out here that Locke feels not the slightest bit of affection
         for political or public speech. I sometimes think that Locke would rather have it
         that there is no speech at all that takes place between, not only members of society
         and their political representatives; but even among the learned. Locke does not dignify
         any theory of forms, not even Stillingfleet’s, as a reasonable point of view that
         may be held in philosophic speech in his model society. From political speech, Locke
         seems to think, there is nothing to be gained but useless conflict. Political speech
         can only take place about common objects, of course. In Locke’s philosophy common
         objects are not possible for the purposes of discourse. Philosophy can supply general
         definitions, based on its own sort of authority, and this can order opinions apart
         from discourse. That seems to be what Locke prefers.[19]  
      

      
      Locke and Zeno

      
      Elea is the home of Parmenides and Zeno, his companion. We have seen that Locke himself
         is obliged to the principle that “nothing comes from nothing,” but also to the conviction
         that something cannot come from something. Genesis is stricken from Locke’s ontology,
         for the simple reason that no atomist ontology can truly defend a theory of generation
         successfully. Locke’s reduction of objects to bundles of qualities, is close enough
         to the atomist portrait of the macroscopic object as a mere arrangement of particles.
         “Substance” concerns the whole: but in the atomist story, there really is no whole.
         For the same reason why physics in the twentieth century began to omit body from its
         official ontology—Locke’s attack on substance, on the “substratum” of the object,
         derives from the atomist principles. Zeno was instrumental in bringing atomism about,
         with his attacks on the principle of plurality in nature. Locke expresses fondness
         and admiration for Zeno’s arguments, though he does not name their author.
      

      
      Zeno offers proofs to demonstrate that it is not possible for the hare to ever overtake
         the tortoise; that it is impossible for the arrow ever to move. Zeno also offers arguments
         to prove that it is impossible that there is more than one thing in nature. Zeno’s
         elenchus, which Plato’s Socrates takes up in the second movement of the Parmenides, involves the principle of “infinite divisibility.” Locke calls our attention to
         this principle. We cannot disprove it or answer its riddles, Locke observes.
      

      
      Locke does not tell us that Zeno’s arguments from infinite divisibility are designed
         to prove the reality of Parmenides’s single “being.” Locke does not tell us that Zeno’s
         arguments actually seemed to have provoked the atomist thesis: that the atoms were
         posited as metaphysical realities to forestall Zeno’s argument and the infinite cutting
         and reduction that it imposes. Locke’s familiarity, indeed intimate familiarity with
         the principle of infinite divisions makes it seem quite likely that he is fully informed
         about the role that the theory played in the atomist ontology.
      

      
      Locke, in his discussions of infinite divisibility whether of matter or consciousness,
         is being quite original. For Locke unfolds the principle of infinite divisibility,
         in both cases, as a set of challenges to human identity. This is not something Zeno
         can lay claim to. Locke spends some time discussing the difficulty of knowing immaterial
         objects. Below, we will examine how Locke investigates the general subject of human
         identity. For the moment, we are interested in how Locke appraises our capacity to
         know bodies. In Locke’s view, the subject matter of body contains within it certain paradoxes
         that are more serious and devastating than any problems besetting our knowledge of
         the immaterial. The subject of the divisibility of matter or body, Locke argues, is
         very problematic, “involving us . . . in consequences impossible to be explicated.”[20]  
      

      
      As we have discussed above, Plato does conquer Zeno’s theory of infinite divisibility
         as regards body, or matter. The reason for the success of Zeno’s theory originally,
         was his assumption that body is homogeneous. This in fact was Parmenides’s assumption:
         that there is only “being,” without parts. “Nor is being divisible, for it is all
         alike.”[21]  Plato has proved that no body, no object, is “simple.” Unity and being are the two
         coequal natures, that the smallest body in nature, or the largest body in nature,
         must possess. This heterogeneity of body makes Zeno’s riddles of divisibility resolvable.
         For Plato demonstrates that it is absolutely undeniable, once the coequal natures
         of unity and being are established, that there is the true reality of a “whole.” Wholes
         have extremities, limits: they are not subject to infinite divisibility; and this
         line of thinking therefore overcomes Zeno’s argument.
      

      
      Whack away at a real whole of parts in nature, and you will destroy it. There is no
         perplexity involved, only violence. The extremities of a body include its shape, its
         magnitude, its color, its texture. These are all the parts of a body that would be
         articulated in the theory of “substance” that Locke works so hard to deny. Yet they
         can’t be denied, not if truth is to be our guide.
      

      
      Identity and Diversity

      
      There is a purpose to the effort of attempting to establish a general bearing on Locke’s
         disposition in the Essay. Great scholars believe that Locke is a spokesperson for common sense; that his theories
         of understanding are designed to alleviate man’s vulnerability to useless mental adventures.
         Perhaps Locke’s discussion of identity and diversity can be a moment for persuasion.
         It is not the experience of the generality of the human race that they lack an identity.
         This is to say, it is not the general experience of the human race, that they have
         more consciousnesses than they can keep track of, or coordinate, within the province
         of one self. Nor is it the experience of the human race that they have a succession
         of different bodies, making them effectively different substances from one moment
         to the next.
      

      
      Locke portrays himself, in the Essay, as seeking to introduce the reader to the modest but convenient limitations of mental
         life that our Creator has intended for us. This has certainly been an effective rhetorical
         instrument for Locke, in his introduction of the theory of simple ideas. Yet when
         Locke undertakes to argue, as he does, that one man is possessed of a succession of
         bodies; or that one woman is possessed of a multitude of consciousnesses, these arguments
         seem to follow a very different plan. For the ordinary individual, of modest pretensions
         to knowledge, she has but one body, and one identity. Locke, relying upon Zeno’s notorious
         instrument of argument, would like to require of the human race that it adapt to much
         more demanding, puzzling, and uncomfortable postulates. How these arguments of Locke’s
         serve man as “practical principles’ has yet to be sufficiently established.[22] 
      

      
      Locke loosely begins with Descartes’ dualism: the mind-body distinction. In the criticisms
         appended to Descartes’ Meditations, Pierre Gassendi refers to Descartes as “O Soul!” This is a jesting reference to
         Descartes’ belief that the only thing that he can truly be certain of is his consciousness
         and the existence of that. Descartes, in his reply to the atomist Gassendi, refers
         to him as “O Body!” It is a humorous exchange, but it also furnishes Locke with his
         two objects for division: consciousness and body.
      

      
      The first challenge Locke poses to us involves atomism directly. In the atomist perspective,
         the atoms are the true bodies. They are incapable of change. They can hook onto one
         another, due to their shapes; but they cannot blend with one another, like the elements in a cake batter can. The atoms retain their bodily
         integrity eternally. They are not eligible to become true parts in a whole. For when a whole passes away, its parts pass away with it.
      

      
      Yet to resume with the atomist ontology: individual atoms constantly come and go,
         entering into the loose configuration of atoms and departing. Locke, adhering to the
         concept of a whole which is based on the atomist ontology, defines a whole strictly
         speaking as the sum of its parts. Thus, for one atom to be removed, and a single new
         one added, is to change the body effectively into a new whole, a new body.[23]  In the atomist theory, atoms can drift in and out of a configuration at every moment.
         So by that ontology, the identity of the whole body would change from moment to moment.
         Locke puts this theory out there, to argue to us that we in fact have multitudes of
         bodies. Locke does very little to attempt to relieve us of the difficulty which his
         ingenuity has wrought.
      

      
      Locke can wield the principle of infinite division in the area of human consciousness
         as well. Locke is choosing, in his definition of human identity, both bodily and in
         terms of consciousness, to humiliate the name of “substance” as fiercely as he can.
         In fact, Locke is using the theoretical axioms that originally generated the atomist
         thesis, to saddle substance with a certain degree of ignominy and disrepute. The individual,
         Locke argues, can be said to have a personal identity that exists whenever she is
         thinking. This personal identity can be said to exist, for so long as memory stretches
         as well. Yet Locke feels compelled to complicate the theory. For the single person
         does not always have every memory in front of her. She sometimes has an interrupted
         consciousness. What becomes of personal identity in these moments? In Locke’s view,
         if our consciousness should be interrupted for any reason or amount of time, “doubts
         are raised” whether we are the same thinking thing, the same “substance” or not.[24] 
      

      
      We can behold now the magical powers of Locke’s philosophy of names. The names of
         “substance” and “identity” and “person” are mixed and matched, but Locke does not
         take pains to establish clear distinctions for the reader based on her experiences.
         How else might she be able to follow the nomenclature? “Thus we see the substance,
         whereof personal self consisted at one time, may be varied at another, without the
         change of personal identity.”[25]  The individual’s “self,” is not synonymous for Locke, with her “personal identity.”
         I confess that this usage of speech is too complex for me. Like the untrained philosopher,
         I must surrender my efforts to follow the train of definitions, to see where they
         may intersect with my own experience; for Locke’s nomenclature is rhetoric of power
         and control, not of truth. The generality of human beings would not uphold Locke’s
         distinction between the names “personal identity” and “self.” That is the issue. This is the entire reason for my concern with Locke’s efforts to amputate
         the use of names from our original experience, that is, perception without the atomist interpretation. It is about the ligaments of language as our sole medium
         for finding ourselves in our common experience; and the hazards to which this is entirely
         exposed by Locke’s conception of science.
      

      
      The object, which is termed by Aristotle “substance” (i.e., trees, rocks, houses)
         does not have anything to do with “self,” Locke argues. On the face of it, this is
         a strange argument to make to ordinary people, or on behalf of ordinary people. For
         they do not view themselves as a bundle of distinct objects, contained within one consciousness. The divisions that Locke has created in body and mind,
         are sustained in his argument: he only undertakes to represent “self,” as a whole
         of parts in the atomist model, whereby each self has a number of bodies under its
         umbrella, and a number of memories as well. It is as if each person is an army of
         persons, but somehow unified (in the way that the atoms are somehow unified) to produce
         a self.[26] 
      

      
      Locke is using the name of substance in a way completely at variance with Aristotle’s
         theory. For Aristotle, the substance is a perishable object. It might be a human being,
         or it might be a tree, or a pebble. If the substance is a human being, then this substance
         possesses consciousness and body. The substance is a unity. It is not a part of some
         miscellaneous whole. Locke’s attempt to impress the name of “substance” into his definitions
         of body and mind, casting the term into roles which are wholly at variance with the
         theory of Aristotle to which Locke is so allergic, must be conceded to be a sort of
         subterranean combat. It is not a helpful way to address philosophers or non-philosophers.
         It brings us back to the issue of what exactly is it that the new court of philosophic
         speech in Locke will be able to consult, to bring a more precise signification to
         the meaning of names? Locke’s whole theory of perception is determined to eject perceptual
         evidence from such determinations as to truth.
      

      
      This definition that Locke makes requires the reader to accept that a man has a number
         of bodies, a number of consciousnesses, and therefore even consists in a number of
         substances; but that this can all be comfortably fit under the umbrella of one personal
         identity. The ordinary individual would not be happy with these refinements of language.
         For if he is truly a succession of bodies (he is not), then he cannot be a single
         identity. This is how common sense would approach the issue. And if a man had a number
         of discrete consciousnesses, or immaterial substances within himself, as Locke would
         have it—then once again this would, in the ordinary view, rend personal identity to
         the core. My point is that Locke is bringing these afflictions to the mind of the
         reader, when they do not even exist in reality in the first place. The true definition
         of a whole, the nature of a whole, will reveal that it has but one set of extremities;
         that it does not have a succession of bodies, in its extremities; for the principle
         of infinite division cannot apply there, for the reasons adduced above. Nor yet is
         there any crowd of consciousnesses, that must be loosely enrolled under the one personal
         identity that Locke sets up. In Locke’s definition of a self, encumbered as it is
         with all of these divisions, and dragging in the philosophical language of multiple
         substances into the equation in addition, I must confess I find no guardrails being
         furnished to the human race in its efforts to guide itself with secure knowledge.
      

      
      It makes a great deal of difference how Locke proposes to define “identity.” Through
         the prisms of Locke’s science, we can behold the brave new world in which we live.
         Every individual is supposed to have so many orientations, preferences, genetic predispositions.
         In every individual there is a multitude. In common experience, and in common sense,
         of course, the individual is just that: an individual. The individual is a unity,
         and the various parts of the self must cohere in a single order. Locke perhaps helped
         to pave the way for this dicing up of the personality into such a varied portfolio;
         but one can observe that precious little care has been taken for the eventual reconciliation
         of such competing selves, as the philosophers conceive of it, in the lives of the
         human beings whose identities are formed through such theories of education.
      

      
      Simple Ideas and Powers

      
      Locke’s simple ideas are a theory of phenomenology. It involves an equation. The ordinary
         individual believes that she has direct perception of the apple and its attributes:
         she believes, as Aristotle would say, that she perceives the “substance.” The red
         belongs to the apple. The taste belongs to the apple. The white on the inside belongs
         to the apple. Also the shape, the texture, the fact that the apple will smash if you
         hurl it against a wall. The fact that the apple will go bad after a certain number
         of days. The fact that one can use it to make apple cider. This whole worldview is
         cast to the hazard by Locke’s metaphysics. For Locke, the apple becomes the “apple.”
         What is obvious to the ordinary percipient, is not to Locke and his associates. The
         only explanation for this difference, is what the Lockean philosophers believe themselves
         to know about the perceptual process itself. This philosophy is steeped in atomism.
      

      
      The apple becomes the “apple”: that is, the mere label, rather than the direct object.
         What happened to the object? Our senses cannot reach to it, Locke argues. Aristotle’s
         theory of a substance indicates the direct object. This is what Locke has argued we
         must surrender, as a bridge too far for our capacities to know. If the apple has become
         the “apple,” then what do we experience? Not the redness of the apple; not the roundness
         of the apple, not the sweetness of the apple; what we experience are “simple ideas,”
         that is, ideas caused in us, by we know not what.
      

      
      Before, when we were talking about substances, the issue of simple ideas came up.
         The issue that I want to return to is whether or not Locke thinks it is possible for
         our sensory faculties to give us accurate information about the “whatness” of the
         objects we perceive. Above, I argued that it is not possible, in Locke’s view. It
         is established that there is only one way for the senses to function: bodies “without
         us” can only affect us “by the immediate contact of sensible bodies.” This indicates
         the atomist theory. For the atoms directly collide with our sensory organs in that
         theory, as opposed to Aristotle’s theory where the senses are separated from external
         objects by mediums, such as air. Since we are not aware of external objects actually
         colliding with our sensory organs, Locke instructs us, these must be “insensible particles.”
         Locke says that he knows of no other way for external bodies to affect us, except
         by “immediate contact.”[27] 
      

      
      Martha Brandt Bolten says that Locke’s simple ideas represent the objects external
         to us faithfully, in his view. Yet this is not Locke’s theory.[28]  Locke presents us with the doctrine of “powers.” The ordinary individual does not
         think that what he perceives is caused by powers. He perceives the apple. No, says
         Locke. There are objects external to us, and we don’t know what they are themselves. We only know how they affect us. Thus the wall between ordinary perception
         and the objects, the full-fledged emergence of epistemology. The ordinary individual
         does not believe that the sweetness, the redness, the roundness are merely phenomena
         of his brain, rather than attributes of the external object.[29]  In Locke’s model, they cannot be attributes. They are merely effects. What possesses
         the powers?
      

      
      The reason why we must view Locke’s doctrine of perception as a metaphysical theory,
         is because the atoms are metaphysical objects. These are the “insensible particles.”
         In atomist philosophy, the reason for the atoms’ smallness is the fact that actually
         perceptible bodies display the kinds of qualities that atomism cannot certify: perishable
         objects grow and undergo alteration; they come into being and pass away; they are
         liable to damage in their extremities. If one thinks about it, there really is no
         reason for Locke to challenge the perceptual faculties of human beings, even given
         his atomism. If the atomist believes that atoms underlie the perishable objects, and
         that these invisible objects return to furnish nature with the seeds necessary for
         future generation, that does not inescapably require the philosopher to indict ordinary
         perception. Locke indicts ordinary perception, because the atoms are a theory of reality. The atoms are a theory of what the real beings in nature are. This is the full implication
         of Parmenides’s serious impact on the pluralist philosophers. The pluralist philosophers
         to a man surrender the language of coming into being and passing away, due to the
         metaphysical postulates of Parmenides’s theory. That is a very big and real issue
         for human beings, the reality or illusory nature of mortality. Locke is committed
         to the metaphysical view all the way: this is why he quibbles with the ordinary individual
         as to what she is actually capable of knowing in perception, even though no ordinary
         experience ever presented an individual with any difficulties in this region of experience.
      

      
      Locke’s claim merely to be helping the human race adjust to its inborn limitations
         in the faculties of knowing doesn’t hold up: in fact, Locke severely criticizes the
         humblest of these faculties, and he does so from the vantage point of a theory which
         believes that it possesses vastly superior knowledge to anything that can be derived
         from perception. This is contrary to Locke’s official claims. His theory of perception
         itself subverts those claims. Locke says that he only relies upon experience and observation,
         along with “conjectures” of his own free devising, to reach his conclusions. The trouble
         is that Locke’s conjectures include atomism, a theory which takes over the departments
         of experience and observation in a way that is not compatible with the ordinary experience.[30]  
      

      
      That Locke appeals, in his conversations with other men, to what they experience and
         observe, is certainly true. What is certainly false is that Locke himself obtained
         his insights, or alleged insights, from experience and observation. We have remarked
         above that Locke seeks to establish a clear separation between the civil use of speech
         and the philosophic use of speech. Such a division deserves to be remarked upon, precisely
         because Locke professes to be unfolding a philosophy which reveals distinct limitations
         across all of human thought and mental life. It really isn’t so. Locke’s philosophers
         are capable of discovering vastly different objects, and vastly different uses of
         the common names, than what is ordinarily construed; and given the paucity of faculties
         that Locke alleges to be the predicament of man, it is not clear exactly why such
         a division would be at all appropriate, or even possible.
      

      
      As noted above, Locke is content that the ordinary signification of names is sufficient
         for people to conduct their business, to both interact with one another and to engage
         in “commerce.” Such speech is allowed to pass by Locke for matter of “convenience.”
         However, it is many times that occasions arise in contracts and the conduct of commerce,
         of various sorts, where truth becomes a very pivotal issue. In such situations, where
         truth is at issue, the ordinary signification of names has no standing. It is the
         philosophical use of words alone that can “serve to convey the precise natures of
         things,” and to express “certain and undoubted truths.” The problem is that these
         precise natures of things, and certain and undoubted truths, are in Locke’s account
         severed from the perception of fact altogether.[31]  
      

      
      The history of civilization reveals very clearly that there is no way to muzzle philosophers.
         Every period is marked by philosophy, though it may go by other names. In one civilization
         the priests may effectively ascertain certain decisive truths for the cultural direction
         of the people. In other periods of civilization, such as at Athens during the time
         of Socrates and Democritus, an entire litany of philosophers were able to discourse
         on their theories, without much let or hindrance, or damage to the public. Quite the
         contrary. Yet if Plato dreamt of philosopher kings, he never developed a realistic
         plan for bringing such into power. The best that Plato could do, if we trust the legitimacy
         of the Letters ascribed to Plato, is to believe that he was persuaded to try to change
         the mind of the tyrant of Sicily, to convert him to true philosophy. According to
         that letter, the truth of which I cannot vouch for, Plato’s experiment ended up disastrously
         for him: that is, he was sold into slavery, allegedly, and had to be purchased by
         his friends anew.
      

      
       Locke is entertaining a very different set of propositions. Locke belongs to the
         Machiavellian line of philosophers. This genealogy of philosophy puts practical implementation
         of political authority and philosophy into the first rank of concernments. Locke envisions,
         and not without warrant, a future civilization in which philosophy, his version of
         philosophy, has become dominant, and perhaps all the while preserving its anonymity
         in so doing. The people cannot understand philosophy. If philosophy undertakes to
         supply itself with a different theory of what language is, to guide its own usage,
         the community may well never be the wiser. Yet, as I have indicated above, it has
         severe implications for the ordinary life. For in a community so regulated by an atomistic
         culture, or a culture subservient to a like natural philosophy, the ultimate pronouncements
         upon truth will refuse to abide by the ordinary signification of names; and without
         this, the ordinary individual loses the power of experience itself, which is precisely
         to inform him as to what the world is. One can imagine a Lockean world where debate
         consists merely in philosophy’s fluctuation between different interpretations of a
         name. For all the people will be able to tell, great issues are being considered;
         but from the vantage point of the Lockean philosopher, they are merely exercising
         personal liberty in the manner of their use of speech, which indicates no true movement
         of development of opinion at all.
      

      
      The easiest thing for a philosophy to extract from ordinary opinion, is suspended
         deliberation. Philosophy need only raise a question that the interested speakers do
         not know how to negotiate. Instantly, things will grind to a halt. Clearly, if we
         were speaking about the ordinary opinions’ tendency toward passions, as regards public
         issues, it is almost always desirable to solicit deliberative qualities. Yet that
         is not what the Lockean scientific authority is proposing to do. When Locke denies
         that the individual can have an experience of a horse itself; when Locke insists that
         what really takes place in perception is that we perceive a collection of distinct
         objects, which the mind must thereafter attempt to relate to one another: in this
         context, science is interfering with the natural operation of the mind. There is no
         such process whereby ‘simple ideas’ are related to one another, because the category
         of simple ideas is itself a fiction. Lockean science, therefore, would suspend opinion
         before it can even articulate itself: it subjects opinion to a painstaking, exhausting
         analysis, which is painstaking and exhaustive because artificial, and not how people
         think.
      

      
      The Distinction Between Primary and Secondary Qualities

      
      Whatever the subject, although Locke picks up the names in common usage, one cannot
         rely upon common usage to understand what Locke is referring to. This is because Locke
         is all the while practicing the scientific speech that he is explaining. Thus “qualities.”
         In ordinary speech: if you ask someone about the qualities of an apple, they will
         tell you that it is red and round and juicy and fits into the palm of your hand. This
         is not Locke’s usage of the term. For Locke, “quality” is a power to produce sensations
         in us. Quality cannot refer to the sensed external objects themselves. Locke’s use
         of speech would not make sense on any other model except the atomist one.
      

      
      Locke’s definition of “idea” is clear enough. “Idea” is the thing that Locke names,
         when we have some kind of perception. Ordinary opinion would like to say that the
         cause of the perception is the snowball, the tree, the person, the rabbit. Locke,
         however, does not allow this construction. Instead of the rabbit, the tree, we must
         say that the idea is caused by some “power,” which belongs to some “quality” in the
         external object. “Qualities” and “powers” are steps of removal between us and the
         perceptible object. We do not perceive what objects are, but rather strictly how they
         can make us feel. There is a world of difference between these orientations, because
         they amount to the truth of two very different things: how we feel, and what something
         is. We can’t know the latter, Locke states; we can only know the former.[32] 
      

      
      Locke gives us the example of a snowball. For ordinary opinion, the snowball is simply
         what we perceive, directly. Plato and Aristotle would agree with ordinary opinion.
         For Locke, however, the snowball is just a name that we ascribe to something we know
         not what. The external object, or substance, which is beyond our comprehension allegedly,
         has certain qualities in it; and these qualities it is, which are finally said to
         produce in us simple ideas, of “white, cold, and round.” Thus we are twice removed
         from the snowball, which has been exiled from the category of knowable objects. There
         is the snowball, which we know not; its qualities, which we know not; and lastly the
         ideas, which must be the effect of the qualities of the objects we know not, as they
         produce effects or sensations in us.
      

      
      Locke gets a little loose in his discussion at this point. He wants to make a distinction
         between primary and secondary qualities. This again, imposes great complexity upon
         the discussion. Hitherto, in the category of qualities, Locke had limited us to the
         power that any object had to produce something in our mind. Locke should not be entitled
         now to use the name of “quality” differently, when he seeks to talk of “primary qualities.”
         In the case of “primary qualities,” Locke instructs us, he is referring to qualities
         that are inseparable, permanently inseparable, from external bodies themselves. The
         category of quality for a moment is wrenched apart from our experience merely, and
         is now associated with some external body. What is this external body that has the
         primary qualities?
      

      
      The original atomists really had no basis for claiming size, shape, or weight for
         the atoms. For these things are only known by perception, and atomism gives the lie
         to all content of perception. As Democritus pointed out, perception is simply how
         our bodies are affected by incoming atoms. This entirely closes down the avenue between
         perception and knowledge. Thus the attempt by Leucippus and Democritus to ascribe
         perceptible attributes to atoms is not justified by their own theory. Indeed, their
         claim that the atoms are simply “being,” and “indivisible,” is contradictory in a
         way that cannot be overcome, as Plato proved. Locke is working with the same effective
         doctrine of perception, based in the atoms. Thus Locke truly has no avenue open to
         him, to rely upon the senses, to know “primary qualities of bodies.” It is only when
         we draw up the metaphysical foundations of the theory of atomism that this becomes
         clear to us, and Locke certainly attempts to suppress that knowledge. Boyle possessed
         it. There is no reason to suspect that Locke did not.
      

      
      Scholars’ attempts to somehow link ordinary perception to Locke’s doctrine of the
         “primary qualities of bodies” fails for the reasons adduced just above. The atomist
         ontology does not furnish us with the right to obtain any accurate information from
         sense perception, period. Thus Locke is following the original atomists in an unjustified
         attribution of “parts” to these objects which were originally defined as pure being.
      

      
      When Locke starts to talk about qualities which are “utterly inseparable” from body,
         he describes no quality whatsoever in nature. For all bodies come into being and pass
         away; all bodies cease to be; and when they cease to be, their qualities cease to
         be. Nor does any body in nature endure all possible violence from external force,
         such that it keeps its extremities intact. Locke clearly wants to make the argument
         that the primary qualities of bodies can be known by sense perception. Yet it fails
         for two reasons. In the first case, Locke’s theory of perception cannot bear the burden
         of furnishing such accurate information, due to the nature of the atomist ontology.
         Second, there simply are no qualities of bodies that are “inseparable” from them,
         which, “despite all the force can be used upon it, it constantly keeps.”[33] 
      

      
      Locke omits being. It is hard to explain how any of these qualities could be without
         the part of existence. In fact it is impossible to explain how any of these qualities
         could exist without the part of being. These “qualities” are not body itself, Locke
         explains. Locke does not specify in what way the mind comes to “find inseparable”
         these primary qualities from bodies: but we know that it cannot be perception. For
         by perception, we know that the objects in the world, absolutely all of them, are
         wholes of parts. We know that they have the part of being, and the part of unity.
         We know that they are therefore wholes; that these wholes have natures; that the very nature of a whole requires that it possess extremities, which cannot be infinitely divided. For absolutely every body in nature, solidity, extension,
         figure, motion, rest and number are separable from the body. Because the body itself will lose the part of being, and be no more. It is atomic bodies that Locke is referring to, and that is why the primary qualities
         cannot be known in any way except by theory, deductive argument, metaphysics. We have
         since established the metaphysics of atomism: atoms must be eternal in order to provide
         the supply of matter for generation. Epicurus refers to the atoms as “seeds.” Yet
         we have also seen that the atoms cannot indeed be seeds. That they cannot so much as exist at all.
      

      
      “Being” is not able to manifest itself in the “simple ideas” that Locke has established
         as the original material of all of our ideas. Mind can reflect on the relationship
         between simple ideas; and mind can discover in itself certain thoughts that are caused
         by the simple ideas that are permitted, in Locke’s doctrine, to enter into consciousness
         through the powers of the insensible corpuscles when they strike against the several
         sense organs. Which is to say that Locke talks about “being” as an idea that the mind
         is naturally driven to when it is confronted by any perception whatsoever. “Being,”
         in this sense, has the status merely of an idea in the mind. “Existence and unity are two
         other ideas, that are suggested to the understanding by every object without, and
         every idea within,” Locke writes.[34]  This is not the original atomist doctrine, which Locke is certainly dependent on.
         Nor can there be any body in rerum natura, perceptible or not, that lacks the part
         of being. We do not here talk of conceptions of being which the mind is led to find
         in its own ruminations; what we here address is the parts that must exist in any body
         whatsoever that is in nature and “being” is certainly the most fundamental part, or
         one of the most fundamental parts, whether or not our minds be led to such thought
         or no.[35]  
      

      
      “Unity” also is characterized by Locke as a thought that the mind is driven to by
         its own reflection on itself. Such “unity” tells us nothing about the nature of the
         insensible particles, in Locke’s view; and for this reason Locke does not enumerate
         being or unity among the inseparable parts of the real bodies. “Cohesion” is a property
         of the imperceptible bodies in Locke’s theory. “Cohesion” might be regarded as a different
         name for unity. However, this is not what Locke has in mind. “Cohesion,” as Locke
         characterizes it, is some force which prevents the imperceptible body from flying
         into pieces. This “cohesion” furthermore ignores the fact that the atoms are supposed
         to be indivisible, that is to have no real parts.[36]  In any event, “unity” does not indicate a force that holds anything together. “Unity”
         is a form which indicates absence of division. Insofar as an object is a unity, it
         is not “many.” The unity of any body whatsoever indicates its oneness, and it is certain
         that there is no body in nature, perceptible or imperceptible, that lacks the part
         of unity. 
      

      
      When Locke is talking about body and “primary qualities,” he certainly makes us feel
         as if he is talking about something indestructible. Locke talks about a grain of wheat,
         and argues that it is infinitely divisible. Not only this, but that each division
         of the wheat must retain the same “primary” qualities of solidity, extension, figure
         and mobility. Locke’s body is indestructible. That is not the body that we know in
         our world. That is the atoms.[37] 
      

      
      The horse won’t survive the first division. The apple won’t survive the first division.
         In fact, the wheat won’t survive more than a division or two. For there is no such
         thing as “matter,” only bodies which are wholes of parts; which are destructible.
         Locke is talking about atoms here, there is nothing else that he could be talking
         about. That is why we know that his theory of primary qualities is derived from the
         metaphysical theory of atoms and not from perception. Our perception does indeed acquaint
         us with the qualities of shape and size and movement or rest. Yet our perception does
         not ever acquaint us with such qualities in objects that are indestructible.
      

      
      Locke is thought to be the founder, or at least the one who developed the formal classification,
         of the “secondary qualities.” By the same token, Boyle is thought to have been the
         first one to employ the term “primary qualities.” The “secondary qualities” are said
         to be mere “effects” of “powers” that the unknown external objects, or the atoms that
         emanate from them, exert on us. Color, sound, taste. The primary qualities, by contrast,
         are supposed to actually belong to the atoms. These primary qualities are somewhat
         extended by Locke, from what they were in the original atomist theory. For Leucippus
         and Democritus, atoms have size, shape, weight. That is it. Yet the atoms cannot be
         perceived. How do we know what qualities to ascribe to atoms, if they cannot be perceived
         in any respect? What is the difference between the image of roundness, that we see
         (a secondary quality), and the “primary quality” of shape that is ascribed directly
         to the atoms?[38] 
      

      
      Scholars have made quite a big issue out of this distinction in Locke. We had only
         to wait for Hume to sweep the whole thing almost entirely away. Hume admits that shape
         and size are as subject to perception as color and taste. Hume casts the whole category
         into darkness. Yet scholars cling to Locke as if he were really a defender of the
         ordinary perception and its allegedly feeble tether on the reality of things.[39]  It is saying a lot that Boyle and Locke are the founders of this terminology. Atomism
         was created in the fifth century B.C. It has been recreated innumerable times in the
         succeeding centuries, by Epicurus and Lucretius, Machiavelli and Gassendi, Bacon and
         Hobbes. Why the new distinction? Because Locke is trying to give atomism a respectable
         reputation: that is, he is attempting to represent it as an “experimental” theory.
         He is also attempting to suppress the metaphysical origins of the theory, which Locke’s
         own atomism cannot finally escape.
      

      
      It should be said that the original atomism of Leucippus and Democritus was not entitled
         to ascribe parts to the atoms either: not even the rudimentary parts of shape, size,
         and weight. This is because the atoms are beholden to the Eleatic principle of unity:
         divisionlessness. This is part of the heritage of being born from a false theory:
         for Parmenides’s original argument tried to make the case for near a dozen characters
         or natures to be enlisted under the rubric of “being.” It took Plato’s genius to break
         that argument down, and to reveal to us what is somehow quite obvious: that shape,
         and size, and parts of time, and location, and perfection, and sameness with itself,
         are none of them identical with the character of “being.” All those natures heaped
         up by Parmenides, on the passport of meager “being” by its lonesome: so many seats
         needed on the ship of passage, but the metaphysical papers say that there is only
         one nature aboard.
      

      
      Parmenides had no right to the additional characters he claimed for his great unity.
         He claimed them anyway. Why? Because he could not talk about anything imaginable by
         simply uttering the name of “being.” Parmenides had to finally admit that his object
         is a unity, although he never did formally admit it. Plato makes him admit it, or
         extracts the confession from a figurative Parmenides in his dialogue. The same is
         true of atomism: it has no license to enumerate shape, size, or weight, solidity or
         extension or figure. All the atomist theory can claim for itself is “being,” smaller
         versions of Parmenides’s being. Plato refutes the atomist theory the very same way
         he refutes Parmenides’s theory: by proving that the smallest object in nature is composite.
         There are no “simples.” One notices that Locke tries to provide this atomic status
         even to his “simple ideas.”
      

      
      The distinction between the primary and secondary qualities is nugatory. They are
         neither of them real, because both are predicated upon the atomist ontology. Bodies
         that we can perceive, even if only with special instruments, are the only bodies we
         know of in nature. It is from our perception that they are seen to have the qualities
         of shape, size, weight, but also color, texture, taste, sound. To engage in an argument
         as to how the primary qualities would be knowable, if not through perception, would
         be to suppose that the atomist theory is conceivably true. I take it that the atomist
         theory is refuted. Yet in addition to acknowledging that the perception of shape and
         size and weight are real, we can enlarge that to include the reality of color, and
         sound, and taste, and texture. Once one removes the atomist ontology, we have to await
         some other reason to doubt our perceptions. As I have indicated above, if the ordinary
         experience furnished us sufficient reason to regard our perceptions as unreliable,
         the generality of the human race would be far in advance of science in attempting
         to guide us safely. These doctrines of Locke, about atoms and primary qualities and
         powers and secondary qualities, answer to no need of the human race. They answer to
         the ambitions of political philosophy, Locke’s.
      

      
      On the Philosophic Use of Names

      
      Our entire discussion in this book has been concerned with atomism. For that is the
         great line of division that separates the sophisticated scientific opinion from the
         popular opinion. This division is known mostly only to those who belong to the sophisticated
         part; for they, though brought up initially into the world of ordinary speech and
         consciousness, have purchased a technique of abstraction from ordinary speech, which
         their fellows have not got.
      

      
      For Epicurus, for Bacon, for Hobbes, for Locke, the cause of names is something felt
         internally by the individual. This is what atomism does: it erects a wall between the philosopher
         and the application of the names already available in common speech. For Plato, the
         names originate in attempts to supply references to objects that are external to us.
         For Locke, names originate in the philosopher’s desire to express his feelings.[40]  There cannot be a more diametrically opposite view of language than that which is
         evident between Plato and Locke. Bishop Stillingfleet’s objections to Locke’s thoughts
         on the liberty of employing names after one’s own fashion, are on point. “But I am
         utterly against any private mint of words; and think those persons assume too much
         authority to themselves, who will not suffer common words to pass in their general
         acceptation; but will set such bounds and limits to the sense of them, as suit best
         with their own speculations.”[41] 
      

      
      John W. Yolton offers a way to approach John Locke’s Essay that should be addressed at this point. We must not subject Locke to justificatory
         challenges, Yolton proposes; Locke was merely articulating, in his corpuscular philosophy,
         certain assumptions of the new science.[42]  Whether Locke’s principles lead to radically skeptical postulates is therefore not
         a subject that Yolton is willing to entertain. Yet Locke speaks dismissively of non-philosophers,
         and blames them for not subjecting their beliefs to the searching criticisms that
         he supplies. In seeking to make a break between the evidence available to the sciences
         and that accessible to ordinary opinion, Locke is a political philosopher. To toss
         the idea of “form” onto the scrapheap, and to replace it with the hypothesis of insensible
         causal particles, is not something that can properly escape justificatory explanation.
         Mandelbaum is right to call attention to Locke’s atomism, and to observe furthermore
         that Locke undertakes nowhere to justify his reliance on this theory.[43] 
      

      
      Locke tips his cap to the “social nature” of language.[44]  Yet Locke argues from the other extreme position. Locke insists that a word stands
         for only that idea that the individual has before his mind, when he utters that name. Locke is adamant: words in their primary signification “stand for nothing”
         but the ideas in the mind of him that uses them.[45]  Locke states that our ideas are “invisible,” so it would seem hard to know how we
         could measure a man’s use of names by his ideas as Locke states. Yet Locke also argues
         with some intensity that this individual prerogative is that which the freedom of
         the political state depends upon: instead of freedom of opinions, in Locke’s politics,
         there is to be freedom in the interpretation of names. It is clear enough that these two uses are quite distinct from one another. Freedom
         of opinions cannot be said to exist, unless and except as the names people use indicate
         the same objects.
      

      
      A person cannot begin to discover the boundaries of his existence, if the language
         in which he is implicated is not known to him, insofar as how it is understood by those in a position to make their understanding of it decisive. The linguistic
         community of the symbolic logic does not commit itself to the existence of any object,
         strictly speaking. They regard such knowledge, as atomists will, as beyond their capacities
         for knowing, and thus they regard themselves as skeptics. Yet this will all pass by
         the understanding of the ordinary citizen, who cannot imagine that the expert means
         anything else, but to indicate his firm opinion about some actually existing common object. The prospects of misunderstanding in this particular relationship are so
         severe, as concerns the interaction between the learned opinion and the unsophisticated
         opinion, as to constitute a crisis.
      

      
      The relationship between the issue of substance and the issue of language is very
         intimate indeed, in the case of Locke especially. First of all let us think about
         what the ordinary individual perceives when he perceives a cat. The individual, if
         he has perceived a cat before, and I am following Plato’s foundationalist theory here—and
         if this perception has taken place within the comfortable range of his sense faculties—will
         have imprinted into the wax block of his memory the image of a cat. This image is not logos. In other words, the image is not a scientific
         definition. The individual does not undertake any special labor to learn the form
         of the cat. Since there are no atoms interfering with the sense faculties and their
         perception of the objects that actually exist external to us—this is Plato’s understanding—and
         since people do indeed refer to the same objects with the same words with great exactitude
         and constancy—it seems to me that there is little reason to doubt this. For Plato,
         perception is a judgment. Yet it is not a judgment that is anchored in definition.
      

      
      The atomist ideology accomplishes two things when it dismisses the foundationalism
         of Plato. In the first place, it denies that the ordinary individual, in his perception,
         can actually acquire direct knowledge of the external objects. This point of view,
         as David Chalmers has enumerated it, is alleged to be “naïve” or “Edenic.” Again,
         this must draw us closer to the psychological chasm that distinguishes Locke’s scientific
         speech, from the civil speech to which he accords no degree of respect insofar as arriving at truths is concerned. The non-philosophic speaker cannot conceive that someone would argue,
         that we cannot directly perceive the cat, the apple, the red ball, the white wall,
         the “gavagai” of Quine. Yet from the point of view of the atomist philosopher, it
         is equally absurd, and finally intolerable to Locke, that anyone should suppose that
         he truly could directly perceive objects.
      

      
      The doctrines of “simple” and “complex” ideas that Locke outlines for us eliminate
         the object as a “whole of parts.” This is why Locke does not ascribe “being” to the
         atoms. “Being” is attributed rather to the preference and will of the individual:
         it is a quality manufactured inside the mind, rather than an attribute of the body
         that is external to the mind, in Locke’s philosophy. The atomist philosopher insists
         that every macroscopic body be reduced to atomic particles. In the atomist model,
         a whole reduces to the sum of its parts. In the atomic model, any and every whole,
         reduces to the individual atoms that are said to underlie it.
      

      
      In Locke’s experimental philosophy, it is not admitted that “gold” is any whole of
         parts. Allegedly, we cannot know what the external object is. We are limited by the
         definition of atoms, and powers, and simple ideas. Quietly, this removes the body from the equation. When Locke gets around to conducting experiments upon gold, the
         only thing he can produce is a list of properties, or predicates: it is shiny, it is heavy, it does or does not dissolve in aqua regia. One’s list
         of “simple ideas” will depend on the experiments that one conducts. The experiments
         that one conducts control what the final complex idea will be, that the philosopher
         adds together. Yet still, we have only a bundle of properties. Where is the gold?
      

      
      Along with the doctrine of substance, the gold has been retired from the stage. The
         “substance” is just that thing which has the attributes. That is Aristotle’s definition
         of a substance: that of which predication is made. What takes the place of the object? The philosopher’s experiment. Which brings us
         back to Francis Bacon, and his ambivalent indictment of sense perception. Sense perception
         is invalid, Bacon argues, when ordinary people are the ones doing the perceiving.
         Yet when the experimental philosopher is doing the perceiving, perception obtains
         bona fides. The ordinary use of names, Locke argues, is sufficient for the people
         to get their lives by; yet it is wholly incompetent to so much as participate in the
         search for truth.
      

      
      Locke on the Will, its Freedom or Lack Thereof

      
      I believe that Hobbes is right when he says that all people have an interest in truth.
         All have an interest in it, because all of us need to know certain things in order
         to conduct our lives.
      

      
         Want of science, that is ignorance of causes, disposeth, or rather restraineth a man
            to rely on the advice and authority of others. For all men whom the Truth concerns,
            if they rely not on their own, must rely on the opinion of some other, whom they .
            . . see not why he should deceive them. Ignorance of the signification of words, which
            is want of understanding, disposeth men to take on trust, not only the truth they
            know not, but . . . what is more the nonsense of them they trust; for neither error,
            nor nonsense, can without a perfect understanding of words be detected.[46] 
         

      

      
      Every civilization has its specialists, its members of special learning: Doctors,
         educators, generals, public officials, spiritual advisors. It is the fate of the human
         being born into this world, to have to take a great deal on faith, on trust. Because,
         not having the leisure to know for himself, and needing to know certain things, he
         is as prepared to trust the expert as he is prepared to trust his parents or his friends.
         As Hobbes notes, where special learning is involved, people do not suspect malfeasance,
         because they do not associate learning with treachery. Locke is in agreement with
         all that I have said above. Except that Locke, in his new science of understanding,
         is ready to indict the evidence of perception, in those areas where people believe
         that they already know. Men had not got into the practice of seeking out assistance, to discover whether
         the apple before them is an apple; or whether the redness of the apple is really just
         in them. 
      

      
      The philosophy of knowledge that Locke prepares in his Essay seeks to constitute a learned class that has set itself in opposition to the beliefs
         of the generality of human beings. That universal belief is that their perceptions
         do actually and without difficulty inform them as to what the objects about them are.
         The new philosophy of knowledge is preparing to define the majority of human beings,
         as part of the lower animal kingdom, which lives by instinct and imagination, rather
         than as the human animal which both possesses the means of knowing, (recognizing effortlessly
         the various kinds), and the desire to know. The philosophy of knowledge that Locke’s learned class
         is preparing to disseminate fully envisions a political order, in which those dependent
         on the sense faculties will not be admitted to debates as to truth of fact, except
         as spectators. Will the non-philosophers fail to be aware of their exclusion? I think
         this must be conceded. Does this therefore vacate the problem which I allege? Only
         if the injuries and confusions, the frustrations and deceptions which attend to this
         new regimen of language, are likewise illusory. I do not think that this, however,
         can be sustained.
      

      
      This is the context in which Locke undertakes to discuss free will. What does Locke
         say? Locke does not say that free will is a false conception. Locke does not say that
         free will is delusional. Locke does not say, either, that free will is true. What
         Locke says, is that this phrase, is without meaning. The meaning of the name of freedom, Locke argues, has nothing to do with the name
         of “will.” It is as if, Locke says, we were to talk about the squareness of virtue,
         or the swiftness of a pie. If you go into any home in America, for example, and are
         invited in to sit at the dining room table for a cup of coffee; and if you ask the
         people there whether they believe in free will, it is entirely likely that they will
         insist that of course they believe in free will; that they believe in freedom; that
         they believe in an individual taking responsibility for what he has done; that an
         individual ought to be free to live his life as he pleases, within certain boundaries.
      

      
      If you suggest to these individuals that the will is not free, this would not be well
         received. If you would represent to the hosts that the will is not related to freedom
         in any way, you would render them distinctly uneasy. For their whole mental lives
         are so organized by the analysis of what they believe to hinge on their choices, and
         their entire hopes in this world are so tightly committed to certain decisions in
         life that they have taken; and they feel such an enormous degree of burden due to
         the responsibility that they feel for the decisions that they have made; that it would
         be as if to vacate their entire reality, to undertake to explain to them, that the
         will is aloof from freedom; that these are as unrelated to one another as shape is
         to taste.
      

      
      Is it possible for human beings to really be free to form an opinion on Locke’s teaching?
         If they do not understand the atomism upon which it is predicated? We need to remind
         the reader, that just as in the first chapter of the Essay, Locke is coming towards beliefs that are universally shared, of his own free volition—rather
         than responding to any mass of pilgrims who are standing outside of his master’s estate,
         seeking counsel; is it possible for the average run of human beings to literally be
         free in a debate of this issue, as stimulated quite possibly by Lockean discourse?
         I submit that it is not. Yet, as Locke has insisted, men are free to use names after
         the manner they please. Philosophers are free to bring their doctrines into the most
         intimate recesses of the public opinion; they are even allegedly free to do this without
         responsibility for what their statements may suggest to others.
      

      
      The Will

      
      It is probably not by accident that Locke decides to take up the issue of freedom
         of the will in his largest chapter in the Essay, and the most pivotal one: the chapter on Powers in book II. “Powers,” in the atomist ideology, indicate the “causes” of what we perceive.
         When we feel something, we are to that degree passive; which means that something
         else must be acting on us, on our passivity. We do not know what the external object
         is that exercises this action, Locke assures us; it is the atoms, but they cannot
         really be known. On the other hand, we can know our passion, or how things make us
         feel, or what the “powers” of objects cause us to imagine. This is an accurate description
         of what Locke takes perceptual experience to be.
      

      
      The ordinary person is going to associate the names of “will” and “liberty” and “freedom.”
         This is quite like Locke’s earlier discussion of “self,” “identity,” and “person.”
         In Locke’s master vocabulary, these words all indicate different things. For the non-philosopher,
         they are effectively synonyms. For the unsophisticated individual, that is, the one
         who has not been drilled in these philosophies, choice is what is suggested by these
         names, by all of them. He had as soon use one name as the other: will, choice, decision,
         liberty, freedom, even consent.
      

      
      By “will,” Locke insists, we mean no more than this: that a man is able to continue
         in some action of thinking or moving, or to forbear such an action. Will involves
         motion for Locke, and perhaps this is the reason why it is situated in the chapter
         on “powers.” Locke talks about the will as involving the power to begin or forbear
         movement, but in such a way that there is not much room for thought or deliberation.
         Will is involved for Locke “barely by thought or preference of the mind ordering.”[47]  Knowledge of fact and circumstance, the preconditions for truly making decisions
         or “willing,” are left out of Locke’s definition. That seems to be a fairly significant
         omission.
      

      
      Locke is working very hard to reduce, to dampen, to estrange, the categories of knowledge and will. It is true, people have the ability to pick up a piece of toast, or to
         decide that they are full and don’t want any more; to abbreviate a walk due to fatigue;
         to think of a friend with whom we have had a quarrel, or to push that out of mind.
         Yet if the average individual were to discuss with us his conception of will, he is
         not likely to refer to any of these things. He is not likely to refer to his breakfast
         toast, or the walk. He is not likely to consider any of these things important enough
         to bring up the will. This is because when ordinary people talk about will, or choice,
         or freedom, or consent, they reserve it for occasions of special consequence, what
         they regard as subject matters of unusual importance, rather than any slight or habitual
         actions.
      

      
      Locke wants to suggest that it is absurd to talk about the freedom of the will. To
         the ordinary individual, this suggests that thinking about important matters, such
         as he sets aside special time for, and perhaps even consults friends, ought not to
         be spoken about in terms of the free or unfree. An individual, perchance, may be working
         at a job in which the person in charge abuses him, disrespects him, offends him. Yet
         because this individual does not believe himself to have many other employment options,
         and because this individual has responsibilities to support a family, he may feel
         that his will is not free; that though he would like to defend himself against this
         abuse, he is forced to swallow this injury, and to remain at the job. This issue I
         think rises to the level of importance that most people would associate with something
         like the will. It takes courage to resign from the job, to seek another job, and so
         forth. It may well take courage to endure the job, unpleasant as it is. Yet here we
         are not talking about the tying of one’s shoelaces. Here we are not talking about
         the “intention” of perceiving a tomato. Here we are talking about issues that the
         individual believes bear significantly upon his weal and woe; and it is not hard to
         discover circumstances in which the individual feels unfree to act as he would like
         to act; where he is forced to undergo degradation in order to acquit responsibilities.
         The truncated definition of will supplied by Locke, that it is either continuing in
         an action, or forbearing to continue in it, “barely by a thought or preference,” thus
         makes nonsense of the way people generally use speech. In proportion as deliberation
         is involved, to that degree will and choice are involved.
      

      
      Freedom

      
      Locke is determined to wholly segregate the name of “will” apart from the name of
         “freedom.” In this way, he can attack the universal belief in free rational choice,
         without appearing to do so directly. We will have occasion, when we examine Locke’s
         Some Thoughts Concerning Education, to observe that Locke himself does indeed believe in freedom of the will. That he
         is not in favor of it in other cases; that he is very firmly opposed to it in certain
         cases, especially on educational matters that bear upon the formation of character.
         More on that below. Here, we have Locke saying that freedom is simply a different
         kind of thing than willing. It is plain then that the will is nothing but one power
         or ability, and freedom another power or ability; so that to ask, whether the will
         has freedom, is to ask, whether one power has another power.[48]  
      

      
      What then is the power of freedom in Locke’s view? It is not easy to see the difference
         between Locke’s definition of freedom and will. “Freedom,” by contrast, seems to belong,
         in Locke’s view, to external considerations, which might hinder or enable us. Freedom
         in other words, is not to be implicated by Locke in the deliberations antecedent to
         choosing; but rather in external circumstances that we have no control over, insofar
         as they relate to our “will” (bereft of thought). For the human being who takes her
         bearing by perception, therefore, neither the definition of “will” nor the definition
         of freedom contains or includes any recognition of the need for knowledge and awareness
         of that issue or subject on which one is going to act.[49]  This is not to say that nobody in Locke’s moral universe possesses this power of
         deliberation. We will see below, that Locke’s philosophers possess it. Yet Locke’s philosophers possess this “active liberty” or freedom, which
         involves considerable deliberation, only in a context that has rejected the authority
         of perceived facts.
      

      
      Locke’s strategy for addressing the issues of rational free choice, and truly having
         the opportunity to cause one’s significant actions, is linguistic. The category of
         “will” is banished from deliberation by Locke. “Will” is made by Locke to appear as
         a guard at a gate, who either lets a person pass or detains him. The issue of why
         the guard should operate this way, or in one manner rather than another; the issue
         as to whether the man cares one way or the other as to whether or not the man passes;
         the issue as to whether the individual has much greater, more pressing business to
         think on at this moment, which he should reflect upon: none of these issues are allowed
         by Locke to appear, in his discussion of the parameters of “will.” None of these imperatives
         are allowed to emerge in the context of the discussion of “freedom” either.
      

      
      Locke makes the decision that “freedom” concerns the body, rather than the mind. If a man is not walled in, he has the freedom to walk. If
         a man’s car is unmolested on the road, if he is not detained by police or accidents,
         he is free to drive. Most human beings would probably be thinking more about their
         destination. Is the individual free to decide where to walk, where to drive? Is the
         individual free to decide in what manner his entire life shall be caused to move,
         so as to produce freedom from fear and an improvement of the quality of his time?
         Is the man free to express those parts of his personality which are closest to his
         character? None of this appears or is allowed to appear in Locke’s discussion of the
         parameters of freedom. Thus the purpose of deliberation, and the signification of
         action as the carrying out of rational, free choices, is the thing that Locke’s definitions
         block from our view.
      

      
      Locke has thus explained to us the distinction between willing and freedom, in his
         view. To be able to will, is to be able to “prefer.” To be free, is to be able to
         “execute” preference. Knowing the truth about facts is not a part of Locke’s discussion
         of willing or freedom at all. Locke is compressing the discussion of willing and freedom
         into precisely those areas where a man is not likely to think seriously. Or which
         do not bear upon his ability to know the truth of his situation. It is fair to call
         these things to the reader’s attention, because Locke’s science of understanding undertakes
         to oppose the universality of people in their belief that their perceptions tell them
         accurate information about objects. Locke’s attempts to discuss “will” and “freedom”
         are thus aloof from the ability to know. Locke is creating significations for these words of “will” and “freedom” that are
         quite compatible with a man having no idea what the facts of his situation are.
      

      
      Let’s look at the examples of freedom which Locke provides to us. We can bear in mind
         that for most people, freedom is a pretty important name. It indicates the difference
         between slavery and its opposite; it concerns the protection against bondage, the
         possibility of seeking happiness.
      

      
         A man standing on a cliff, is at liberty to leap twenty yards downward into the sea,
            not because he has a power to do the contrary action, for that he cannot do; but he
            is therefore free, because he has a power to leap or not to leap, but if a greater
            force than his, either holds him fast, or tumbles him down, he is no longer free in
            that case. Because the doing or forbearing of that particular action, is no longer
            in his power.
         

      

      The power to leap off a cliff, without being interfered with, is one of Locke’s examples
         of “freedom.”[50]  Such a man has the “freedom” to leap or not leap. One might observe here that this
         is a rather diminutive representation of the nature of freedom and the choice it involves.
         Doubtless, the prisoner to be executed has the freedom to choose whether or not he
         shall be hooded before his hanging. It seems unlikely, though, that a political party
         could bring voters to the polls to secure that mode of liberty. 
      

      
      Locke looks at a man in a jail cell. The jail cell is twenty-feet square. The man
         is, Locke tells us, pressed up against the bars on the north side of the cell. Northerly,
         in the northerly direction, he is not “free” to walk any further. But if he moves
         southerly, then indeed we can call him “free,” Locke argues, because there is room
         (twenty feet) to move in the southerly direction. Our friend in the jail cell might
         be a close relative to the cliff jumper. Suicides and prisoners, and their freedom.
         This is a definition of freedom that would make Machiavelli proud.
      

      
      I would prefer that Locke talk about freedom in other contexts. For example, I would
         like to see Locke discuss freedom in terms of the human being’s ability to rely upon
         his experience (through perception) and use of speech, to be able to discover his
         relationship to the society in which he lives. I would like Locke to undertake this
         discussion in terms of the new authority of science that Locke has segregated apart
         from “civil speech,” and reserved exclusively to scientific speech. Is a man free
         to have opinions, in a society where he is led by uses of words which are expressly
         exempted from the obligation to represent the world as it actually is? This freedom
         that I speak of, I do not know how a man can have it in a society where the reigning
         science has emancipated itself from the common perceptual evidence. To assign to every
         man, the right to use names after his preference, is to provide no freedom at all
         to the universality of people, because they have no use for inventing new significations
         for words.
      

      
      Peoples’ freedom of opinions depends first of all upon knowing what words refer to.
         It is only the men and women of science who stand to obtain liberty by this new extravagant
         right to use names after whichever fashion one pleases. Locke is marrying our idea
         of freedom to prerogatives of desperation and confinement. A people which is not possessed
         of the powers to come to this insight, may not be able to recognize its chains; but
         that makes the chains all the more, rather than the less pernicious.
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                  Boyle anxious. Stephen Gaukroger likewise believes that Locke does not depend on the
                  theory of atoms or corpuscles. “In other words, in contrast to the mainstream mechanist
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                  outside the domain of what we can know” (165). The Collapse of Mechanism and the Rise of Sensibility: Science and the Shaping of
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                  the theories of “powers,” “simple ideas,” and the distinction between primary and
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                  in the Essay Concerning Human Understanding. 

               However much strength of belief is requisite to make the break with ordinary perception
                  and the evidence it obtains, Locke possesses it. In no place does Locke allow for
                  the possibility that ordinary perception is accurate in terms of knowing truth of
                  fact. Maurice Mandelbaum had this right in 1964: “Locke, like Boyle and Newton, was
                  an atomist.” Philosophy, Science and Sense Perception: Historical and Critical Studies. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins, 1964. In Mandelbaum’s view Locke can be found “taking
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                  aggregates or collections of atoms” (65). In Vere Chappell, editor. The Cambridge Companion to Locke. Cambridge; Cambridge University Press, 1999. Cf. Roger Woolhouse in the same volume:
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      Chapter 3

      Locke on Consent, Morals, and Education

      
         
         
      

      
      Locke finished the first draft of the Essay in 1671. He is thought to have finished the Two Treatises on Government during the Exclusion Crisis of 1679–1681. Both works were published in 1689. Hobbes
         had pursued a publication plan not entirely different. Hobbes’s De Corpore is a large and complex work. Hobbes’s doctrines of perception and body are in that
         work. One cannot truly understand De Cive without first studying De Corpore. One cannot truly understand Locke’s Second Treatise without dedicating considerable time to the study of the Essay.
      

      
      For the purposes of political philosophy, doctrines of perception are of absolute
         importance. For that determines, a priori, the status that will be accorded to ordinary
         opinions. It also establishes, in the a priori, the degree to which a political philosopher
         is going to subscribe to common evidence, in the generation of his theories and in
         his conception of what language is. Plato was wise to conduct exhaustive investigations
         of those philosophers who sought to indict perception, who deny the obligation of
         language to common evidence. This is a tradition in philosophy, that is, examining
         the doctrines of perception, which is the special province of political philosophy
         now and forever. It is a tradition in need of revival.
      

      
      In the Second Treatise Locke relies upon a vocabulary that is deeply wedded to customary opinions: liberty,
         equality, consent. However, the Essay establishes that these names are of the “mixed modes,” which kind Locke believes
         each individual has the most emphatic right to employ and define as he sees fit. There
         is no reason to look for hidden arguments, as a certain philosophic sect would suggest
         we do. All philosophers must finally make their argument in the lines, rather than
         in between them. One must be on guard, then, against one’s tendency to rely upon customary
         understandings when dealing with the vocabulary of one of these philosophers who have
         turned so severely against the evidence of ordinary perception. One must examine the
         definitions actually employed, as they are integrated into the philosopher’s argument.
      

      
      More to the point, Locke’s Essay contains the depth-dimension of his philosophy of human personality, which an older
         political philosophy would refer to as soul. It is in the Essay where Locke unfolds the logic of human motivation and aspiration. It is also the
         place where Locke discusses the substance of his deepest moral philosophy. This does
         not mean that one should simply ignore what the Two Treatises have to say. Rather, one should rely upon the Essay to provide insights into Locke’s ethics and morality.
      

      
       The Second Treatise has received much more attention by thinkers who are interested in Locke’s politics.
         It seems to be the case though that the Essay is at least as politically significant as the Second Treatise, and arguably more significant. The Essay provides a special definition of moral names called “mixed modes.” The Second Treatise is full of “mixed modes.” It is likely that we will need to consult the Essay in order to understand how to interpret the Second Treatise accordingly. Equality and liberty are those kinds of names that even scholars tend
         to be attached to in the popular signification. If Locke provides us with a special
         interpretive framework for the contemplation of moral names, we cannot rely upon the
         popular significations.
      

      
       It is not a common point of view that every individual has a different interpretation
         of the signification of the names of “equality” and “liberty.” People generally suppose
         that these are principles that we all hold in common, and that we can appeal to a
         common signification when we make arguments about these names and what they indicate.
         This is precisely the point of view that Locke rejects in his definition of liberty.
         People grow accustomed to using certain names in a particular way, Locke argues, such
         that “they are apt to suppose a natural connection between them.” Not only is this
         delusory, in Locke’s view, but the opposite is the case: “they signify only men’s
         peculiar ideas, and that by a perfectly arbitrary imposition.”[1] 
      

      
       It is clear that people generally do have differences of opinion as regards moral
         names. Plato’s Republic is the greatest investigation into the name of justice that Western civilization
         has produced. Plato’s Socrates deals with a great variety of conceptions of justice
         en route to his definition. Locke, however, is making a more extreme point than that.
         For most people, while they do differ in the signification that they find in particular
         moral names, are still usually in the same neighborhood. One person making an argument
         for equality may believe that each individual has the equal right to obtain as much
         property as he can; while another individual may believe that equality indicates that
         each person should be provided with enough resources to meet her needs. These are
         very different theories, with very different implications; but few would say that
         therefore the name of equality is beholden to “perfectly arbitrary” interpretations.
         Almost nobody except a philosopher would argue that it is simply up to the individual
         to decide how to use a moral name. Yet that is what Locke argues. Due to the large
         difference between the common and the philosophic uses of speech that Locke recognizes,
         one naturally wonders how that distinction plays into this definition of the use of
         names as arbitrary. Does Locke mean that philosophy is not obliged to use names after
         their common signification? That philosophy is even free to use moral names in a radically
         arbitrary manner?
      

      
      The great theme of Locke’s Two Treatises of Government is that all powers must be regulated. No human being can be trusted to employ unchecked
         power, or to subject the common interest to such unchecked power. This is the reason
         why it has been necessary to labor so long and hard on the issue of atomism in Locke.
         For atomism enacts such a distinction: it confers upon philosophers the power and
         the ability to separate themselves from countervailing authority in the political
         institutions that are subject to popular evaluation. The public has enough struggle
         with philosophers, without the formal disenfranchisement of perception as a way to
         obtain truth of fact. Atomism knocks that domino down. The atomist philosophy is furthermore so dense,
         and intricate, and coiled with powerful instruments of logic, as to be well nigh insuperable
         for a great many scholars to boot. Atomism in modern philosophy raises an entirely
         new specter of unaccountable power: and the location of that unaccountable power happens
         to be in the purview of the philosophies which are leading the choir in hymns to public
         liberty.
      

      
      Robert Filmer, Locke charges, created a book that “was to provide chains for mankind.”[2]  “And the ground that he builds on is this: that no man is born free.”[3]  Things would be very different if Locke had argued that the human being is born
         with the right to seek his or her freedom, and to take measures to protect it once
         it is obtained. To make the argument that human beings are born free, however, is
         to link freedom to radical dependence, since that is the state into which we are all
         born. Moreover, the argument that human beings are all born free appeals to vanity.
         It appeals to our resentment, to our sense that we may simply assert our dignity,
         without necessarily learning what must be undertaken in order to make good on the
         claim. To proclaim natural freedom for those whom one consigns to darkness, is at
         least a bit hasty.
      

      
      Locke’s role in British politics, the fact that he risked his life to defend the cause
         of Parliamentary freedom, certainly must be reckoned with. Should we evaluate Locke
         based upon his historical deeds? I concede that this must be allowed; and yet there
         is no reason to be excessively narrow in our construction of the notion of “historical
         deeds.” For philosophic arguments also take place in history; even philosophers who
         wield arguments that have been made over many centuries, such as atomism, lend their
         own particular agency and ability to such endeavors. Locke, as a philosopher, does
         not appear to be very sympathetic to the majority of the human race. Both dimensions
         of Locke must be entered into the historical record; and it seems that the potentially
         immense power of philosophy warrants special attention to Locke’s actions in that
         context.
      

      
      John Rawls makes much of the fact that Locke put his life at risk in order to help
         Lord Shaftesbury’s men. Rawls throws down a powerful gauntlet. Locke acted for the
         sake of freedom with his actions, Rawls remarks.[4]  Rawls does not contemplate the Essay as an essential part of Locke’s political teaching. “Telling the truth and keeping
         faith are presumably part of the fundamental law of nature, and a further aspect included
         in it, as is the priority for the protection of the innocent.”[5]  When Rawls investigates the signification of Locke’s concept of equality in the
         Second Treatise, he observes that “clearly equal power means equal liberty and political authority
         over oneself. Power is not to be understood as strength, or control over resources,
         or much less as force, but as right and jurisdiction.”[6]  Rawls is presuming quite a lot. We are entitled to no such presumption as to the
         meaning of Locke’s Second Treatise.
      

      
       Locke scholars are also obliged to answer to a number of hermeneutic theories in
         the historical sciences that would impose serious restrictions upon how such investigations
         are conducted. Quentin Skinner is a case in point. Skinner has pieced together a theory
         of historical scholarship that focuses with exeruciating narrowness upon language
         as a form of behavior. The theory that Skinner develops is laid upon the foundations
         of prior philosophies, such as Wittgenstein’s, and Russell’s, which advance the atomist
         thesis.
      

      
      According to Skinner, every human being who reads a text, cannot help but to impose
         some meaning of his own in interpretation. Skinner’s point is that there is no such
         thing as a text, objective and common to all, from which point we can begin to make
         our arguments. While nobody disputes the fact that interpretations are going to differ
         considerably, it is by no means clear that we lack a common textual starting point.
         Skinner’s argument, in fact, traces back to that pesky atomistic postulate, shared
         by all of the founders of British linguistic philosophy.
      

      
          It will never be possible simply to study what any writer has said (especially in
            an alien culture) without bringing to bear our own expectations and pre-judgments
            about what they must be saying. This is the dilemma familiar to psychologists as the
            determining factor of the observer’s mental set. By our past experience “we are set
            to perceive details in a certain way,” and when this frame of reference has been established,
            “the process is one of being prepared to perceive or react in a certain way.” The
            resulting dilemma may be stated, for my present purpose, in the form of the proposition
            that the models and preconceptions in terms of which we unavoidably organize and adjust
            our perceptions and thoughts will themselves tend to act as determinants of what we
            think and perceive.[7] 
         

      

      
      In order to avoid minimizing Skinner’s point of view, a couple of additional passages
         can be introduced. “Even in the most primitive perceptual cases, even in the face
         of the clearest observational evidence, it will always be reckless to assert that
         there are any beliefs we are certain to form, any judgments we are bound to make,
         simply as a consequence of inspecting the allegedly brute facts.” Skinner is getting
         closer to the nitty gritty here. Theory always guides perception, in Skinner’s point
         of view. In this, Skinner is as one with the atomist faith. “It is only to insist
         that, whenever we report our beliefs, we inevitably employ some particular classificatory
         scheme; and that, as Thomas Kuhn has especially emphasized, the fact that different
         schemes divide up the world in different ways means that none of them can ever be
         uncontentiously employed to report indisputable facts.”[8]  That is precisely the issue. Locke’s atomism works overtime to snap this dependence
         of theory upon perceptual evidence. Atomism conquered philosophy so entirely during
         the Early Modern period, that it became less and less necessary, and perhaps less
         desirable, to so much as argue for it. Yet it is not the case that people depend upon
         different “schemes” to “divide up the world.” This is the liberty, not necessarily the fate, of philosophers in the Lockean or atomistic mode. 
      

      
       J. G. A. Pocock is a scholar who is impatient with any attempt to trace a history
         of ideas in western civilization. According to Pocock, the philosopher who writes
         does so in a multitude of contexts. The notion of a history of ideas in political
         philosophy strikes Pocock as a bit silly. The historian of thought is more capable,
         Pocock believes, of really ascertaining even what a political theorist is doing when
         she utters arguments in writing. “A “history of political theory” would clearly move
         beyond the scrutiny of particular acts in the construction of such a theory, and would
         suppose “political theory” to be and have been an ongoing activity, about which generalizations
         may be made and which can be said to have undergone changes in its general character
         over the course of time; changes which could be recounted in the form of a narrated
         history.”[9]  There is nothing controversial about the idea that a political philosopher such
         as Locke writes in a number of different contexts. Locke is, in the struggle against
         Royal Prerogative, very much an historical actor. The Second Treatise clearly has signification in the context of that political struggle. Yet I do not
         see how one can deny that Locke is a philosopher first of all. For in the domain of
         politics, philosophy is capable of being the most potent force. Locke’s Second Treatise can indeed be read as a work on the Exclusion Controversy, as Rawls has stated. “He
         wants to defend the cause of the first Whigs in the Exclusion Crisis of 1679–1681.
         His problem is to formulate the right of resistance to the Crown under a mixed constitution,
         as the English Constitution was then regarded.”[10]  Yet the Essay supplies a meta-context for the understanding of the Second Treatise. The Essay contemplates a form of political authority that is not part of any historical conversation
         taking place in the politics of seventeenth century England. It envisions a new court
         of truth, and it is to that court that all historical players must turn, in proportion
         as it is established.
      

      
        For Aristotle, the category of the voluntary is much broader than the category of
         free rational choice and deliberation. The individual in a sinking boat may toss overboard
         precious cargo in order to avoid sinking, Aristotle observes.[11]  This behavior is assuredly voluntary; and yet it is prompted by circumstances which
         make a mockery of free rational choice. If the boat had not been sinking, the individual
         had not decided to toss the cargo overboard. For Aristotle, free rational choice indicates
         individual deliberation as the moving principle of decision, as the very cause of action. A leaky boat is not a
         substitute for free rational deliberation, however voluntary such an action might
         be. For Aristotle, free rational choice is the basis of actual freedom. When circumstances
         impede that possibility of choice, and in proportion as this is the case, actions
         may still be voluntary, but hardly free. This distinction is one that Locke labors
         mightily to obscure.
      

      
      Locke ignores this distinction in his discussion of will and freedom. We have good
         reason then to pay special attention to Locke’s doctrine of consent, which is not
         to my knowledge directly investigated in the Essay. We may not be on Locke’s level, or even be capable of attaining to the degree of
         sophistication that he has achieved in the use of language. Yet we have learned that
         we are not to assume any connection between Locke’s use of a very familiar common
         name, such as “consent,” and what it is ordinarily taken to indicate.
      

      
      Locke is very artful in segregating deliberation from freedom. Freedom, for Locke, can only involve external impediments to one’s
         physical motion. Where some motion is possible, to that degree freedom is possible,
         even for the prisoner, or the man prepared to forsake his life. If the doctrine of
         “consent” upon which Locke’s entire scheme in the Second Treatise is predicated, is not interpreted from a vantage point that closely examines Locke’s
         discussion in the Essay of the matters of “will” and “freedom,” it will only abet our ignorance.
      

      
      Truth matters a great deal to human beings. It is perhaps the chief reason why human
         beings pursue opinions. They need to discover things about their world, and they can
         only do so in proportion as they are able to employ language to feel themselves against
         the walls of the common objects as it were. A man cannot begin to feel himself, to
         know himself, unless and except as he is able to have his speech heard, by authorities
         in society, on the terms that he intends it; and the human being can only begin to
         feel and understand himself, his place in the world, his options, his vulnerabilities,
         in proportion as he is able to comprehend what the authorities mean, when they utter common and public names. Based on the model of society that Locke is attempting
         to lay the groundwork for in the Essay, that authority is expressly philosophic.
      

      
       Locke is a shrewd person. He possesses some keen insights into human nature and behavior.
         Locke knows that the least intelligent individual among us will feel burning anger,
         if he is called out for his ignorance. Adults, like children, buck up against direct
         authority. They do not experience it as a pleasant condition. It is not clear, however,
         that the attempt to flatter and seduce human beings by appealing to their vanity is
         a more charitable instrument for the management of public opinion. Locke’s Thoughts Concerning Education are revealing in this particular; and the parallel between the Thoughts and the essential rhetorical structure of the Second Treatise is certainly of interest. This will be investigated a little below.
      

      
      Rawls does not draw any parallels between this equality that Locke professes to find
         among the human race in his state of nature (“every man a king”), and his propensity
         to flatter human beings. “If man in the state of nature be so free, as has been said;
         if he be absolute lord of his own person and possessions, equal to the greatest, and
         subject to no body, why will he part with his freedom?”[12]  These are strong words. “An absolute lord”; “equal to the greatest.” It is certain
         that the Second Treatise had a much greater readership than the dense and complicated Essay, despite their simultaneous publication. Yet in the Essay, the individual who lacks deep philosophical training, who believes that he perceives
         the actual apple directly, is far from “equal to the greatest.” He is so far from
         being equal to the greatest, that his capacities for truth are likened to those of
         the lower animals over whom such men and women are accustomed to govern.
      

      
      The people, compared to the philosophic court of speech, are utterly bereft of true
         bearings in life. The things in which they believe, such as substances, are tossed
         out of the ranks of the actually knowable things by philosophic authority. Yes, “an
         absolute lord,” each person may be, within the confines of his own impotence. Just
         as he cannot take his goods to market if he lacks access to the public highways, so
         his access to the domain of reality is forfeited if he lacks the possession of the
         philosophic knowledge which stands as trump to every last crumb of perceptual knowledge
         that he is eligible to obtain in his life. Or, more accurately, the average individual
         will not have access to the public highways of opinion and thought truly, if philosophy
         does not produce out of itself, a sufficient number of thinkers to keep those highways
         clear of doctrines that attempt to denigrate or otherwise trivialize the evidence
         that is ordinarily obtainable through sense perception.
      

      
      It is perhaps the worst situation for a human being, to be in total ignorance. I do
         not think it is true that nature has been stingy of gift to humankind, in our ability
         to make a place for ourselves in the world. Language is our great gift. Yet it is
         possible for philosophy to make of that gift a form of bondage. Just because these
         sufferings will be inarticulate; just because the testimony of those who suffer will
         be interpreted by those who inflict the damage, in accordance with their own tenets
         of hermeneutics, does not reduce the injuries, or alleviate the humiliating subordination.
      

      
      When science employs common names in such a way as to cause the ordinary opinion to
         believe that science is making binding statements about common objects, ordinary opinion
         is fated to take these statements as a foundation for its own attempt to pilot itself
         through the tall grass of life. Yet if science, in its own self-understanding, is
         but entertaining itself with its use of words; if it has excused itself from that
         inevitable public expectation that when people use the common names, they are referring
         to the common objects, this causes people to predicate their own understandings of
         the world, and indirectly of themselves, upon mere stories.
      

      
       A people that is not eligible to participate as an aware audience, in the public
         search for truth, will find time and again that it has put its beliefs where no reality exists. For those things that the established philosophic authority is saying, are
         husbanded closely by the men and women who lack philosophy, when they make their utterances.
         Where a person cannot rely upon her own understanding of speech to act upon the world
         in such a way as to discover the true contours of what is external to her, and more
         powerful than her; such a person is fated to frustration; and in this frustration
         she is led to dependence on her passions by default. In her passions she is perfect
         fodder for that Machiavellian anthropology, which seeks to make of crisis the origin
         of all order.
      

      
      Pocock, for all his insight, has been known to thunder at those who would dare to
         suggest that Machiavelli is a philosopher. Machiavelli however is much more than a mere philosopher:
         he is the creator of a political model that has guided philosophic thought over several
         centuries. In Machiavelli’s political ontology, the origin of society is crisis. It is the suspension of discourse, the handing over of authority to those strongest
         individuals who are at the ready, and possessed of means, to supply order. Crisis dissolves the debate as to what sort of means are appropriate to settle
         political controversies. In that degree of crisis, the question as to “why do I live?”
         cannot be asked. The question as to “what do I live for” can in no way be asked. These
         questions, however, are as natural to the human condition, as is the desire to know
         that Aristotle observes in the first sentence of his Metaphysics. Human beings devolve upon these questions, because that is their nature. Yet in the regimes which are founded upon an ontology of emergency, these questions
         are perpetually kept at bay.
      

      
       Man has a right to his opinions: to know what his utterances signify, especially
         for the authority in his society. Man has a right to freedom of opinion, which means
         that he has a right to really know what the scientific authority in his society intends
         to signify, in its self-understanding, when it speaks in the vernacular. It is not
         possible for man to have freedom of opinion if he does not understand the manner in
         which his utterances are not merely received by philosophic authority, but the terms
         upon which they are judged and interpreted. We will have to make our way through the
         Second Treatise to see what it actually holds.
      

      
      Authority

      
      Locke, in the severe way that he analyzes political institutions, appears for all
         the world to regard man as naturally free; but when one investigates his doctrine
         of philosophy, and the influence that it would wield over the ordinary opinions, and
         the nature of that control—then one might begin to think that Locke’s hostility to
         political institutions and deliberation per se is just not aimed at the protection
         of human freedom. For political institutions are the natural incubators of public
         opinion.
      

      
      Locke does appear to reduce the scope and breadth of political authority over human
         beings. This appearance may be ascribed to different causes. In the first place, the
         new version of authority actually may be slight and modest. Clearly there have been societies in which this was so. In the
         second case, the authority might be so strong and subtle, as to disguise itself very
         well. I think that this is the case in regimes which operate along the lines of Machiavelli’s
         model. Machiavelli’s republic, as illustrated in the Discourses, still attracts a bevy of contemporary admirers, despite the fact that the nuts and
         bolts of that city in speech are every bit as oppressive as the regime set forth in
         his Prince. Locke, in my view, belongs to the second category. Authority in Locke’s regime is
         very great, immense in truth: yet it is so complicated and subtle, that there is not much chance of human
         beings understanding it. To be unable to identify the nature of one’s oppressor, unfortunately,
         does not cancel oppression: for oppression is a real thing out in the world, which
         operates to force us against our own natures, into modes of life which we do not wish,
         and in which we cannot pursue our fulfillment and happiness.
      

      
      Speech is how we orient ourselves in the world. Names are the signs and marks that
         we assign to the various objects in our world, for a variety of reasons. Most importantly,
         names are used to indicate that which has existence or reality. We learn names through experience of diverse kinds of objects. In all this Locke
         speaks correctly. Yet the objects that Locke is willing to countenance, as able to
         so much as pass into our minds from sensory faculties, don’t exist. In nature, there is no object “red.” There is no object “circular.” There
         is no object “cold.” There is no object “sweet.” These qualities exist in nature as
         belonging to diverse sorts of objects. An individual can, in his mind, decide to single out
         a quality, perhaps one that he has seen in a great number of external objects, and
         speak about it. Some objects are more interesting to human beings than others. Yet
         these simple ideas that Locke insists upon, as the sole objects that can enter into
         our minds from sensory perception, are neither the objects that truly do enter into
         our minds, nor are by any stretch of the imagination capable of combining to form
         the vast diversity of objects that we experience.
      

      
      There are as many forms of oppression as there are modes of existence. A man can be
         oppressed in his ability to locomote; he can be oppressed in his ability to speak
         his mind freely; he can be hindered in his capacity to understand the philosophic
         authority that would plumb his depths, and pluck his chords, without his noticing;
         as he may be injured in his relationships, attachments, beliefs, and above all trusts.
         I know that this name of trust has been driven into a dark corner by the tide of realist
         political philosophy over the last several centuries; but I feel obliged to comment
         on it, because as stated above, I do not think it is an area in which the human being
         is capable of exercising choice.
      

      
      Even the new princes of Machiavelli’s sire come into the world through the many agencies
         of trust which enable their existences. There are no human beings, including Machiavelli
         himself, who are free not to trust, at decisive stages of life, but especially in
         one’s coming to be a full-fledged member of society. That is the great tragedy in
         modern political philosophy, to the extent that it actually prefigures the life that
         individuals in society will be able to lead: for the places which have been cleared
         for the new human beings to stand in, require that their shoulders be so stooped,
         and their knees so bent, and their head and chest thrust backward, from the cradle
         to the grave. Locke’s authority of philosophy is honey tongued and prolix enough to
         set the most well trained minds upon sleep. Yet it is a deadly serious enterprise.
      

      
      Locke and Epicureanism

      
      Locke, in moral terminology, belongs to the Epicurean tradition. There we go again:
         even in morals, there are doctrines which traverse the centuries, under a variety
         of names, but almost identical in substance. This is to say, that Locke is a person
         who believes in pleasure and pain as the ultimate poles of human experience. Locke
         states that it is the purpose of the sensory faculties to enable the human being to
         know which objects are pleasant for its body, and which objects are painful for its
         body, rather than to know objects for what they are.
      

      
      The Epicurean philosopher is so obsessed with being able to make his own pain and
         pleasure the sole motives of his conduct; the Epicurean philosopher is so determined
         never to forsake a pleasure for the sake of something called duty; so determined to
         never endure a pain for the sake of something called community—that he leans on his
         philosophy of atoms to enable him to deny the existence of any other kinds of experience.[13]  The original Epicureans posed much less of a political problem than the ones brought
         into being by Machiavelli’s rhetorical torch. They were content to keep to themselves,
         and as such posed no serious threat to the commonweal. Locke belongs to the Machiavellian
         wing of Epicureanism: he seeks to establish moral norms for the entire state.
      

      
      Locke does not say that this is merely his preference as to what human beings should
         or should not incline toward. Locke alleges that this is the true reality, the very
         inmost disposition of the human mind, and he knows. According to Locke, things are good or evil only insofar as they are products
         of pleasure or pain. Ordinary human beings recognize quite a bit of difference between
         pains and pleasure of the body, and pains and pleasures of the mind. Bondage, political
         oppression, doubtless affects the body; but it affects the mind in a more pernicious
         way. The insult to dignity, the suppression of opinion, all of these things suggest
         sufferings that may border on agonies. The language of good and evil, in ordinary
         speech, goes much more toward intentions and motives. Character, in other words, is involved in happiness as ordinarily understood; and
         while Locke ultimately does provide us with a theory of character, he never quite
         makes a real distinction between the good and pleasure.[14]  
      

      
      In common life, we have very many names, and very many words, to indicate pain. Sorrow, unhappiness, misery, inconvenience,
         disturbance, aversion, dislike, irritation, mortification, betrayal, transgression,
         object of contempt, disinterest, and so on. We have many names to indicate pains,
         because they are of different natures. We don’t discuss the experience of serious betrayal in a relationship, in the same
         way that we discuss a disappointment with the flavor of an ice cream cone. Nobody
         in ordinary experience needs to be alerted to this fact. Just as nobody in ordinary
         experience needs to be alerted to the fact that there is a certain kind of pain that is generally something destructive and therefore to be avoided. To hold
         out the prospect that all pain is therefore bad, or evil, does not conceivably follow.
      

      
      It is not that Lockean science discovers to us the absence of meaning in the world:
         it is that the Lockean meta-morality is opposed to, out of sympathy with, those meanings
         that people actually live for. It is true that in common speech, people use the names
         “love” and “like” very casually at times. People may say that they “love” vanilla
         ice cream. Yet this does not indicate that people truly confuse appetite with the
         feelings of love that they hold more properly considered. Most people will say that
         they recognize a major difference between the names of “love” and “like.” As a moral
         philosopher, Locke is not speaking in a trivial way. Locke actually does not believe
         that there is a qualitative difference between love of grapes, and love of a person
         for another person.[15] 
      

      
      On the level of objects, they are entirely relative to Locke. “Hence it was,” Locke
         observes, “that the philosophers of old did in vain inquire, whether summum bonum
         consisted in riches, or bodily delights, or virtue or contemplation.”[16]  “But it suffices to note, that our ideas of love and hatred, are but the dispositions
         of the mind in respect of pleasure and pain in general, however caused in us.”[17]  
      

      
      Uneasiness

      
      Locke has a meta-morality, a metaphysics of the soul. Defenders of Lockean virtue
         have a basis for their appeals. For Locke indicates that there is indeed something
         superior to momentary pleasures and the avoidance of pains. Locke doesn’t provide
         us with a tremendous amount of information as to how this other faculty can exist
         in a soul, such as the one he describes; but this other faculty involves the ability
         to resist immediate gratification. In other words, one definition of liberty that
         Locke describes involves the ability to defer immediate gratification, and to undertake
         this resistance in order to pursue a greater good, than the immediate pleasure or
         avoidance of pain.
      

      
      Locke chooses to characterize the human soul as principally beset with unmet needs.
         I don’t think this is an inevitable characterization. The language that Locke uses
         to characterize human desire is original. He refers to it as a condition of “uneasiness.”
         In Locke’s view, the human mind is always beset with various and sundry uneasinesses:
         in other words, each soul is freighted with a number of unmet desires. At any particular
         time, only one need can gain the priority, and determine us to behavior. I do think
         it should be pointed out here, that Locke’s philosophers do not fit into this moral
         portrait. It seems to me that Locke’s philosophers are able to rise above all uneasiness.
         This will be taken up below. The issue immediately before us concerns the nature of
         human character. Locke does have a theory. Locke has a theory of character that exceeds
         the mere pursuit of the pleasure of the moment, or the attempt to flee the onset of
         some sudden pain.
      

      
      In Locke’s moral philosophy, the soul has the power to step back from the teeming
         desires and aversions that continually beset it. In fact, Locke argues, a human being’s
         very chances for happiness in life depend upon this aspect of her character. Those
         who do not develop this capacity to “suspend the execution and satisfaction of any
         of its desires,” are fated to misery. Our interest therefore lies with those who develop
         the power to stand back from their desires and aversions, with some measure of detachment.
         For Plato and Aristotle, of course, the soul commands the passions: the good and the
         worthy do not consist in the choice of desires or aversions, for the Socratic Greeks.
         For Locke, however, the desires and aversions remain the central focus: the individual’s
         success in life is said to depend on which desires she pursues, and in which aversions
         she enacts.[18] 
      

      
      Human beings have this power to resist the momentary importuning of pains and pleasures.
         The question before us is what Locke wishes to teach us in this context. In Locke’s
         view, one remains focused on the objects brought forth by pain and pleasure. The task
         is to decide which one of the pleasures to pursue, which one of the pains to avoid.
         “In this lies the liberty man has.” To employ this liberty incorrectly, is to spoil
         one’s life. The question still remains before us: based upon what logic shall the
         human being choose the right pleasures to pursue, the right pains to avoid?
      

      
      Locke labors to get it across to us that there is a way to overcome the travail of
         uneasiness. When Locke looks at the pleasures that beckon human beings onward, and
         the pains that they would flee, Locke does not evaluate these two categories as equivalent.
         The category of desire is guilty, for Locke, of ruining human lives. Locke argues
         that the good that we do not at present possess, is not essential to our happiness,
         regardless of what it is. In truth, Locke argues, there is a boundless sea of desire,
         that would doom us to a career of misery if we were open to it. The proper way to
         dispose of one’s liberty, in Locke’s view, is to turn a harsh eye upon desire. Yet
         we must hasten to add, that Locke has forced us to cast all good things into the narrow
         category of “pleasure.” Locke has refused to allow us to distinguish, say, honor from gluttony; justice from dyspepsia. When
         Locke recognizes the category of desire as the guilty category, it is a stern rebuke
         to man’s hopes in the world, for a happy life. This is truly Epicureanism. For Epicurus,
         reducing pain, precisely is the definition of the good. For Locke, “all absent good
         does not at any time make a necessary part of our happiness, nor the absence of it
         make a part of our misery.”[19] 
      

      
      We should get rid of the category of “uneasiness” altogether if we can, Locke argues.
         Yet this moral attitude is far more complex than it appears at first blush. Machiavelli’s
         entire moral philosophy, after all, begins with the dismissal of all of the range
         of good things that ordinary opinion pursues. Machiavelli dismisses these things,
         including justice, as a mere waste of time, as a bargaining for trouble; “for it is
         so far from how one lives to how one should live that he who lets go of what is done
         for what should be done learns his ruin rather than his preservation.”[20] 
      

      
      The reader needs to pause here. When Machiavelli advises his pupils to forsake the
         “high road,” so to speak, he is asking human beings to give up on what they most deeply
         wish for and cherish: love, honor, dignity. However, when Machiavelli asks us to turn
         away from these things—or when he asks a few to turn away from these things—he does
         not thereupon instruct these individuals to enjoy a modest life. He appeals to their
         resentment, which will be immense, if they follow his recommendations. Once they have
         surrendered all of the truly difficult aspirations of human life, what have they got
         to lose? They are now ripe to be coached by Machiavelli, in how to seize a state.
         From the vantage point of resentment, a tremendous well of power can be summoned.
         Machiavelli is seeking to teach his charges a mode of psychological advantage here:
         for he has disengaged from the pursuit of the truly worthwhile things. Thus he no
         longer has reason to tame his baser impulses either. He feels entitled to dominate.
         He has paid the ultimate price. This devastating moral attitude recurs in Hobbes, and I believe it is the
         secret to Locke’s definition of liberty as well.
      

      
      When Locke argues that the mind must banish uneasiness from its purview, the question is what this finally consists in for his
         pupils. To cease to strive, for Locke, in a certain manner, is the absolute condition
         of our happiness: “the will can be at leisure for nothing else till every uneasiness
         be perfectly removed.”[21]  This must be kept before the mind along with certain other pieces of evidence. It
         would certainly be easier, if Locke allowed a full distinction between the good and
         the pleasant. He decides to conflate them. It would certainly make for a clearer argument,
         if Locke allowed that the ancients were right in advocating the pursuit of virtue,
         as opposed to indulging appetites. Locke refuses to dignify that opinion.
      

      
      Gideon Yaffe is one of the scholars who believe that Locke wants us to raise ourselves
         up to a God-like self-restraint. In Yaffe’s view, Locke believes that the human being
         who obeys God’s natural law will reap a form of pleasure that is without defect. “Locke
         held that where the right action is that action which accords with natural law—the
         law given by God—God also makes it the case that the right action is that action which
         maximizes the pleasure and minimizes the pain of the agent undertaking it.” Yaffe
         refers to the object of Locke’s theory of liberty as that “elusive something”: “The
         elusive something, then, is a perfection in the causal determination of volition:
         an agent has it when her volitions are causally determined by (non-accidentally) correct
         judgments as to what is good, judgments the content of which depends on what is, in
         fact, good.”[22] 
      

      
      Yet we have seen, that Locke elsewhere rebuffs our efforts to make a distinction between
         the pleasant and the good. What he has made a case for is getting rid of uneasiness,
         or anxiety. I think again that we must consider the larger context of Locke’s Essay and its politics. The non-philosophic public is never satisfied in its quest for justice,
         and Locke can easily be interpreted as seeking to muffle those noises with his new
         theory of the human mind and its supposed limitations. The non-philosophic public
         strives for goods. It is not satisfied with the amount of justice that the world has produced.
         Locke does not speak admiringly of political actors in the Essay. Locke has little patience for “wrangling.” Perhaps the new philosophic authority
         is going to redefine names like justice, and liberty, so that they don’t involve those
         hopes; so that when philosophic interpretation has had its say, things are just as
         they ought to be, forever and always. Whatever answer we finally settle on is going
         to have to account for Locke’s economic theory in the Second Treatise, especially that second state in the state of nature when the labor theory of property
         is superseded as money is introduced.
      

      
      Locke has defined liberty, as we have noted above, as the alleviation of uneasiness.
         It is possible to drive it out of the mind, by making one’s current condition a sufficient
         parameter for one’s happiness. And yet, this is not quite Locke’s last word on the
         subject. For Locke does not want an indolent human race. Quite the contrary. Uneasiness,
         while it is man’s major torment in one context, is said to be his salvation in another.
         For who would labor at all if he did not suffer want? Who would procreate if he did
         not burn? God the wise creator therefore puts uneasiness into the human race, for
         Locke, “to move and determine the will, for the Preservation of themselves and the
         continuation of their species.”[23] 
      

      
      How do we reconcile these competing arguments as regards the condition of uneasiness?
         In one breath Locke has argued that it is the absolute nemesis of the human race.
         On the other hand, Locke has argued that it is the salvation of the human race. It
         must be the case that there is a way to properly overcome uneasiness, and a way to
         improperly overcome uneasiness. Locke obviously, in his tome-like Essay, is no enemy of laboring. It seems clear that the people, in Locke’s view, need to
         be reconciled to uneasiness. Locke does not, in his economic writings, go out of his
         way to alleviate the condition of the poor, or the working majority. Perhaps the overcoming
         of uneasiness is something reserved for Locke’s philosophers?
      

      
      Machiavelli was the first to set down the acquisitive gospel of hedonism in modern
         political philosophy.
      

      
          Besides this, human appetites are insatiable, for since from nature they have the
            ability and the wish to desire all things, and from fortune the ability to achieve
            few of them, there continually results from this a discontent in human minds and a
            disgust with the things they possess. This makes them blame the present times, praise
            the past and desire the future, even if they are not moved to do this by any reasonable
            cause.[24] 
         

      

      Machiavelli does not lack for perspective on the futility of desires. Yet Machiavelli
         is all about practical achievements. Some say that he is all about the achievement
         of greatness even. That would be hard to do if one surrendered all of one’s hopes
         in life, as Locke suggests that the wise use of liberty recommends. Unless of course
         it is as we have speculated above: and it is only the perennial urge to better justice,
         to the right and good that Locke means for some to surrender. Machiavelli’s Discourses themselves are about a founding, and that founding is to take place in crisis. Machiavelli it was who authored that new moral destination for the generality of
         human beings: the continual struggle for survival that never ends. Locke’s state of
         nature also finally leads into crisis: it also leads into the conviction that most
         people are lawless hoodlums. Yet for Locke, the right to acquire as much property
         as one wants is held aloof from the authority of the founding, as we shall see. It
         is from a prior “consent” that men have allegedly obtained this right. 
      

      
      Hobbes gives to Machiavelli’s diction the appearance of a democratic twist. What is
         noteworthy about Hobbes, once again, is the extraordinary torque that he lends to human right. In Hobbes’s story of the human race, nature has betrayed
         man. She has left him defenseless, so that he is not at leisure to care about justice. He is forced, as it were, to use all the means at his disposal
         to look after his own interest. Hobbes’s ideal person does not become modest. He is
         unchained like Machiavelli’s new prince. He operates from a vantage point of maximum,
         even irredeemable resentment. No one can tell him differently, but he will obtain
         his way to the goods he seeks, so long as he has the power. “Felicity is a continual
         progress of the desire, from one object to another, the attaining of the former, being
         still but the way to the latter. The cause whereof is, that the object of man’s desire,
         is not to enjoy once only, and for one instant of time; but to assure for ever, the
         way of his future desire.”[25] 
      

      
      Yaffe interprets Locke to indicate a sort of union with God, through the right exercise
         of liberty. “The full-fledged free agent has both freedom of action—she expresses
         herself in her conduct—and freedom of will—she transcends and escapes herself and
         thereby becomes like God.”[26]  Is it really like God to turn away from ultimate happiness? Or even from the more difficult, but clearly the more worthy,
         possible goods in human life? This is Locke’s prescription. It is hope that is the
         culprit. That version of the deity is even stranger than Epicurus’s.
      

      
      Philosophic Liberty in Locke

      
      The above discussion of the metaphysics of liberty in Locke does not even take into
         account Locke’s long discourse on moral names, or mixed modes. Locke actually must
         revive the atomist argument in order to make his case that moral names are even more
         arbitrary than any other attempt to designate natural kinds of objects. It seems a
         bit odd why Locke would even need to go to the trouble to make an argument for “mixed
         modes” as the special basis for moral language. Given the exhaustive investigation
         of the human inability, or alleged inability, to know substances, given Locke’s reduction
         of substances to bundles of qualities or simple ideas, that work would seem to be
         repetitive. Yet Locke undertakes it.
      

      
      Whether we are talking about trees or murders, for Locke, there is no such thing as
         a natural kind. This needs to be pointed out before we take up the essence of moral
         names. It is not the case that they are especially complicated, in the Lockean scheme
         of things. For human beings, not nature, make kinds for Locke. This is true for Locke
         in general. This is to say that in Locke’s view, the kinds do not exist already made
         in nature. Human beings rather make them up, based on loose similarities between objects,
         for the sake of convenience. Philosophy alone is final arbiter of what any name signifies;
         but the philosophers too are makers of categories, not discoverers of them. “Tis men,
         who, taking occasion from the qualities they find united in them, and wherein, they
         observe several individuals to agree, range them into sorts, in order to their naming,
         for the convenience of comprehensive signs. . . . And in this, I think, consists the
         whole business of genus and species.”[27]

      
      One thinks of Locke’s discussion of uneasiness. How does Locke’s indictment of human
         perceptual faculties fit into the larger philosophical framework? It seems an awful
         lot of trouble to go to, to take issue with the general consent of the human race
         that there are indeed natural kinds. Locke is certainly not engaged in this laborious
         business in search of some distant pleasure: it must be that he is mobilizing himself
         against that aspect of public opinion which exposes all people to those demands for
         justice, for improvement. These would indeed disturb Locke’s serenity: he wants to
         block out these noises. As custodian of the language, in a radical way, he can undertake
         to shield himself from the uneasiness that the public discourse would otherwise lead
         unto.
      

      
      Consider how complicated Locke makes it, to so much as enumerate what is a “lie.”
         Generally, in non-philosophical opinion, this is one of the first things that a child
         is taught. The child knows soon enough what a “lie” is. Advanced mathematics does
         not seem to be necessary to the lesson. Yet when Locke undertakes to perform a philosophical
         autopsy on the name, it is all incredibly intricate. “Having treated of simple modes
         in the foregoing chapters, . . . we are next in the place to consider those we call
         mixed modes, such are the complex ideas, we mark by the names obligation, drunkenness,
         a lie, which consisting of several combinations of simple ideas of different kinds,
         I have called mixed modes, to distinguish them from the more simple modes, which consist
         only of simple ideas of the same kind.”[28]  “Every mixed mode consisting of many simple ideas, it seems reasonable to inquire,
         whence it has its unity . . . to which I answer it is plain, it has its unity from
         an act of the mind combining those several simple ideas together.”[29] 
      

      
      The distinction between active and passive liberty that Locke introduced in the later
         editions of the Essay picks up the thread of distinction between the non-philosophic, who are dependent
         upon (passive) perception for their information, and the philosophic, who are not
         so dependent. An entirely new vista opens up to view when Locke begins to talk about
         the distinction between active and passive liberty. Locke does not spend much time
         on the distinction, but it recalls to mind our earlier discussion of uneasiness. We
         have noted above that Locke gives us more than one account of uneasiness. On the one
         hand, it must absolutely be removed by the person who correctly uses his liberty.
         This alone will make for a contented life. On the other hand, most people need uneasiness
         in order to have motivation to live at all. How to reconcile these competing arguments?
         The answer may reside in the distinction between active and passive liberty. Locke
         is not the first one in the Early Modern movement of philosophy to essay this distinction.
         Spinoza preceded him. For Spinoza, the entire category of the passive, which includes
         perception, is utterly worthless in moral terms. The active, on the other hand, is
         not dependent upon perception, upon what is, for its formulation of imperatives. When Locke unfolds his category of active liberty,
         he actually dismisses the “passive” exercise of liberty, as not even deserving of
         the name. It may now become possible to resolve the puzzle.
      

      
      This distinction between active and passive experience is similar to the one that
         we find in Spinoza.[30]  “Our mind is in some instances active and in other instances passive,” Spinoza writes;
         “Insofar as it has adequate ideas, it is necessarily active; and insofar as it has
         inadequate ideas, it is necessarily passive.”[31]  It is truly Spinoza’s variation on Descartes’ philosophy, which is quite substantial,
         that has great impact on Locke. For Spinoza, who speaks much more boldly than Locke
         is willing to, the great dichotomy is between “active desire” (which Spinoza, but
         not Locke, calls “virtue”) and passive emotional experience which both Spinoza and
         Locke refer to as some form of bondage. Almost all of ordinary human experience, in
         the state of nature and in actual states of society, is passive experience, in the
         sense that Locke and Spinoza condemn and indict it.
      

      
      The generality of the human race is bound by its perception to know objects, and indeed
         to form opinions about one’s place in society and the world. Locke’s entire atomist
         philosophy in the Essay is taken up with the indictment of the ordinary perceptions as pretentious, as presumptuous,
         as claiming to know much more than man is capable of actually knowing. This relationship
         between philosophy and ordinary opinion is to the detriment of the latter: that is,
         it complicates the life of the latter. Philosophy to some degree interferes with public
         discourse. This is certainly going to raise the general quotient of uneasiness in society. In this context, however, the people are objects of administration: they
         are passive. To this degree, to this degree that they are passive even by necessity, they cannot
         properly lay claim to the mantle of true liberty in Locke’s view.
      

      
         For in these instances, the substance that hath the motion, or thought, receives the
            impression whereby it is put into action purely from without, and so acts merely by
            the capacity it has to receive such an impression from some external agent; and such
            a power is not properly an active power, but a mere passive capacity in the subject.
            . . . But to be able to bring into view Ideas out of sight, at one’s own choice, and
            to compare which of them one thinks Fit, this is an active power.[32] 
         

      

      The “active” mind, in Locke’s analysis, does not submit to the authority of ordinary
         perception. The active mind does not accept the authority of the ordinary use of names.
         The active mind asserts its liberty, by virtue of its capacity to indict those ordinary
         perceptions; and it makes that indictment based upon the corpuscularian hypothesis.
         “Passive” mind, for Locke, indicates those who believe that their actual perceptions
         give them direct and accurate information about the objects external to them. Passive
         minds are shaped by the emotions evoked by situations that are merely passively experienced.
      

      
      What has become, the reader would like to know, of that modest condition of the mental
         estate, which the new critique of the capacities of the sensory faculties was intended
         to apply? What has happened to the image of the philosophic observer that Locke presented
         to us in earlier passages of the Essay, who carefully weighs and calculates each experiment, each simple idea? For now what
         appears to us, is the philosopher as the individual who is without opposition or hindrance,
         in his determination as to how to use names. This philosopher is free to bring into
         play “ideas out of sight,” or “at one’s own choice,” “as one thinks fit.” This alone
         for Locke deserves the name of liberty, which suggests agency. Those who are dependent upon their sensory faculties for perception, are to this
         degree by contrast passive: for they do not make up their own objects, but are given
         to taking the objects as perception has given them to us. The philosophic authority
         that has ordained itself to preside on all matters of truth, has fused its truth-seeking
         function, with a radical liberty to define the objects that it would talk about.[33]  
      

      
      Locke’s philosophers can therefore overcome uneasiness with active liberty. In this
         most precise of definitions of liberty, Locke draws a very firm line in between the
         philosophers and the non-philosophers. Only the philosophers can experience this power,
         and one wonders how it squares with those beliefs scholars have as to Locke’s religious
         orientation. All of a sudden, the philosophers display a virtually super-human power,
         one that lifts them above the rest of the human race, and one which is furthermore
         based upon the philosophy of atomism rather than of the New Testament. Can we square
         Locke’s presentation of the theory of active liberty with the traditional conception
         of natural law that Rawls, for example, still finds in Locke?
      

      
      Mixed Modes in the Second Treatise

      
      In Locke’s state of nature situation, every person stands flattered. We have seen
         that according to Locke, there is no species, there is no moral name, which is not
         an artifice of individual human beings. The vast majority of people, pace Locke, have
         not the time to investigate the precise meaning of names, which even itself is still
         finally cast on the side of the ledger of human arbitrariness, when it comes to framing words. Locke makes some loose pronouncements upon the law
         of nature in the Second Treatise: are we supposed to believe that Locke, who has labored endlessly in the effort to
         pry loose human beings first from the evidence of their perception, and correlatively
         from their assignment of name to object, is assuming that we are all on the same page
         when it comes to the mixed mode of the “law of nature”?
      

      
      In the Essays on the Law of Nature, Locke lashes out at the “general consent of men.” In the Essays on the Law of Nature Locke steers us to sense perception. Yet we have spent enough time investigating
         what sense perception indicates for Locke. “But since, as has been shown elsewhere,
         this light of nature is neither tradition nor some inward moral principle written
         in our minds by nature, there remains nothing by which it can be defined but reason
         and sense perception.”[34] 
      

      
      This distinction between active and passive liberty would appear to be very important
         for understanding the Second Treatise. For one example, we could turn to the people’s characterization in Locke’s state
         of nature. Locke has certainly rolled out the red carpet. Everybody is “absolute lord”
         in the state of nature; possessed of an “empire” no less; “all being Kings as much
         as he.”[35]  Is Locke employing his active liberty in the formulation of these definitions? For they flatter, and disarm, and make all readers feel secure in the
         dignity and the respect which they are being accorded.
      

      
      These “Kings,” as Locke defines them, have other characteristics which the reader
         might not be paying much attention to. Most of the “Kings,” Locke indicates, are swine.
         For most people are rather like how Machiavelli describes human beings, who make it
         self-destructive for a man to follow justice or virtue. In Locke’s view, so far as
         human beings are concerned, the greater part are “no strict observers of equity or
         justice.” Due to which defects, the Kings are all liable to be fearful of one another.
         “This makes him willing to quit this condition, which however free, is full of fears
         and continual dangers.” In other words, the “Kings” are driven by passive causes, out of the state of nature, and into the new social contract. Yet according
         to the distinction established by the Essay, those driven by passive liberty, cannot be confused with agents at all. In truth, they are not able to rely upon liberty for the purposes of consent;
         because liberty involves action, that is, being an agent. This must make us think
         long and hard about the nature of this consent that is obtained at the gateway to
         the social contract in Locke. For it is not even properly said to be constituted out
         of liberty.
      

      
      What about those who design the social contract? What about the philosophers who create,
         out of their own imaginations, seizing upon “ideas out of sight,” embarked upon the
         expenditure of rare and unhindered true liberty for Locke, the state of nature itself.
         They cannot be said to be lacking in liberty. They cannot be said to be passive. They
         are unlike the others, therefore, who would be passive, as a mule rather than a king
         might be, led by the halter through the archway of the new social order.
      

      
      Locke on Property

      
      The doctrine of active versus passive liberty that we have examined above can be traced
         in the Second Treatise and its discussion of economic liberty. It has been noted that “property” is a general
         idea in Locke’s lexicon: that it serves as an umbrella term that contains one’s right
         to life and liberties. There is a teaching in the Second Treatise on property as a limited economic good that is of particular interest.
      

      
      There are two stages of doctrine in Locke’s theory of property in the Second Treatise. It is the first stage that attracts our special attention. For in the original laws
         of property, we are in the state of nature. This is the state wherein Locke has undertaken
         to flatter the generality of human beings. This has been discussed above. In that
         original state of equality, Locke argues, human beings have a right to take such property
         from the common stock as may serve to enable them to preserve their lives. We should
         suppose, Locke argues, that God bestowed the world upon human beings in common.
      

      
      According to Locke, God gave the world to human beings in common. One would presume
         that this would be due to their common need to appropriate from nature. Yet even here
         in the beginning, Locke is making distinctions between human beings in the state of
         nature. Exactly who are the “quarrelsome and contentious” in the early state of nature,
         when nobody presumably possesses anything but a sprout and a stream to drink out of?
         How are they different from the “industrious and rational”? Locke suggests that at
         the very beginning, there are those who seek to work, and those who seek to prey upon
         the labor of others. This is somewhat at loggerheads with the general mood of the
         labor theory of value; for it is generally considered to be a valid principle, and
         if this is so, the general opinion would be harshly disposed towards any truly free
         riders.[36] 
      

      
      This discussion by Locke is so fair minded, that there really could be very few who
         would dispute it. It is indeed the belief of the vast majority of people that each
         human being should earn his own bread by the price of his own labor. In the portrait
         that Locke provides to us, there is a bountiful world, and a limited number of people.
         This discussion suggests that Locke is talking squarely about the “law of nature”
         which he has pointed out, though leaving it vague in other particulars. The reader
         will feel the sentiment that each man will be able to retain his independence; and
         that is the signal commendation of Locke’s advertisements in the Second Treatise for his social compact and the consent to follow. The reader will feel that Locke
         intends for the human being to take only so much as he has personal need for. By this
         the reader will construe Locke to mean that the law of nature will not allow gross
         disparities in economic power.
      

      
      Locke makes it sound for all the world as if the labor theory of property will prevent injustices among human beings; that since nobody can possibly accumulate more than
         a very little bit of property through their labor, that their accumulations could
         never possibly disturb the independence of people, which Locke has made the hallmark
         of the original state of nature and its many kings.[37] 
      

      
      Locke now proceeds to tell us, that at a later date in the state of nature, that is,
         before a civil government has been established, human beings agree to waive these
         labor and need-based restrictions. In my view, confusion arises between the labor
         aspect and the need aspect. Locke has sounded both trumpets. There is the appeal to
         justice in the sense of one having a right to that which he has labored upon; and
         there is the appeal to justice in the sense of limiting each human being’s right to
         amass more than a small measure of property, in accordance with one’s needs. Locke
         had first made it appear that labor defined this scope of need: a man cannot claim
         to have a need for more than his labor can actually provide. This is the suggestion
         in the passages quoted above.
      

      
      When Locke turns to this second stage in the state of nature, he is only focused upon
         one aspect of the justice provisions of the law of nature. With the introduction of
         money, man can now conceivably amass more property than he could use. Locke is being subtle here, so we must examine the argument carefully. During the
         first stage of the state of nature, man’s right to enclose some portion of land from
         the common, is based upon his need to do so. This need is regulated by his ability
         to consume what he produces. It is only as an auxiliary condition that Locke advises
         the reader that a man is not at liberty to allow any property to go to waste. 
      

      
      The prohibition on spoiling property, really does constitute a significant alteration
         in Locke’s argument. It goes to economic motive. The emphasis on labor and need suggests natural limits to property accumulation:
         what a man has actual need to consume, he may procure. The argument for the possession
         of property based on one’s ability to profitably employ it summons forth an entirely
         different theory of motivation. Locke ascribes both of them to the law of nature,
         but he makes the labor theory of property subordinate to the profitable use theory
         of property.[38] 
      

      
      There is a great difference between this “use” provision, and the earlier discussion
         of need. It may seem that the two are linked: that “use” is bound by one’s need. This is the
         way that Locke has made it appear to the reader. When Locke now introduces the caveat,
         that a man can lay claim to as much property as he can hold without wasting it, this is a very different position. There is a miniature revolution being wrought
         here in Locke’s discussion of property. For human beings to take from nature only
         so much as they have need for, sets a limit on their property, which is not liable
         to change much. This in turn safeguards the independence of the others, allowing to
         each sufficient common land and resources to make his own claim. However, to interpret
         this “need” through the lens of “take as much as you want so long as you don’t let
         it go to waste,” is very different. For this can accommodate the individual who seeks
         to go far beyond his needs, and to obtain boundless amounts of property, so long as
         he can make use of it in a way that does not condemn it to spoilage. In this second
         scenario, the common is going to be quickly used up; and with it, the independence
         of men will quickly vanish. For once there is no longer any common to take from, the
         individual must seek to obtain his needs through making contracts with those who possess
         land and seek to make advantage from it. Thereby one is conveyed into a dependence
         upon other men, all in the state of nature.
      

      
      The thing to be taken notice of is the way Locke has disguised his economic doctrine.
         For he has attempted to make the individual feel secure in the fairness of the property
         allotments. When an individual is limited in the property he can acquire, in accordance
         with what he may personally use (and that of his family is certainly included), this
         forsakes the motivation of dominion over others. Yet when Locke conveys this right to property into whatever
         a man can profitably make use of, he opens the door to the impulse to obtain dominion
         over others. Locke ascribes this too to “consent.” As soon as human beings have recognized
         that money shall serve as a means of trade and economic contract, Locke argues, men
         have certified that it is legitimate for any human being to seek to accumulate as
         much property as he can possibly profitably discharge. This is so far from the original portrait that Locke sketched, as to be
         its opposite. Locke makes it appear that there is continuity between the two stages in the state
         of nature, when there is a qualitative rupture with the original condition. This is
         hardly something that individuals would consent to. It should be noticed that Locke does not ask us to consent to this interpretation
         of the employment of money: he simply enacts it.
      

      
      Why should the introduction of money open the floodgates to the right of men to make
         as large an economic accumulation of property and land as they can? Surely, this is
         not the reason why money is introduced. Money is introduced because people cannot
         always exchange goods and services in the barter mode. An individual may possess ten
         shirts that he has woven, and need a pair of shoes. But the shoemaker already has
         shirts. He does not need them. What then shall the shirt maker do? For he cannot effect
         a trade with the shoemaker. Money solves the problem. The shirt maker can purchase
         the shoes with money. Money represents units of value which are equivalent. This is
         not the time to go into a detailed examination of the original principles of political
         economy; but sure it is that money was originally introduced in order to facilitate
         exchange, rather than to make it possible for some to lay claim to as much property
         as they can profitably discharge. The civility of Locke’s state of nature goes out
         the window even before the civil society is framed; and Locke ascribes this arrangement,
         the new moral arrangement, to the generality of human beings. The generality of human
         beings do not think that it is a justified economic motive to try to enrich oneself
         to the best of one’s ability. People regard this as greed, but also as anti-social,
         in that it seeks to obtain power over others.
      

      
         And as different degrees of industry were apt to give men possessions in different
            proportions, so this invention of money gave them the opportunity to continue and
            enlarge them.[39] 
         

      

      
      It is the morality of property acquisition that has undergone a radical change between
         the two stories. One can observe that the distinction between passive liberty and
         active liberty can be traced out in these two accounts of property. For human need
         is passive. Every man has the need to feed and clothe himself, to provide himself
         and his with shelter and the other necessities of life. Like perception itself, the
         individual is not truly an agent here, in Locke’s terms. For in Locke’s terms, active
         liberty is reserved for those who are not beholden to any external conditions, including
         one’s need for survival. Active liberty is reserved to those who “bring into view
         ideas out of sight, at one’s choice. And to compare which of them one thinks fit.”
         Those dependent on the needs of their bodies to drive their labor, such as characterizes
         the first account of economic property in Locke’s Second Treatise, are passive in the terms of Locke’s Essay. Yet the entrepreneur is active, possesses the potential of this active liberty.
         For he can suspend his present enjoyment, in order to amass greater amounts of property.
         
      

      
      John Rawls reads Locke differently. In Rawls’s view, there is no moral transformation
         in between the two accounts of property. Rawls believes that the original account
         of economic property in Locke, that is, that one should not take more than one needs,
         is sustained to control the economic situation when money is introduced. In other
         words, Rawls believes that property becomes “conventional” or subject to social regulation
         when money is introduced; so that individuals may not accumulate money and property
         in such a way as to become a threat to their peers politically. Rawls suggests, therefore, that in Locke’s view, government will have the moral
         right to reassign property, so that the accumulation made possible by money does not
         subvert the goal of equality politically. “A crucial point here is that the introduction
         of money in effect suspends the spoilage proviso, which says that we can take no more
         from the bounty of nature than we can use before it spoils.” “In the second stage,
         it is the age of government by social compact that Locke is mainly concerned with.
         In this stage property is conventional: that is, it is specified and regulated by the positive laws of society. I assume
         these laws respect all the constraints on the fundamental laws of nature we have discussed.”[40] 
      

      
      The very reason why Locke introduces the new morality of property acquisition in the
         state of nature, as if it were a concomitant of the introduction of money inescapably,
         is precisely to deny to the social compact government the authority to interfere with
         the individual liberty to property established in the acquisitive ethos. Government
         in Locke is sworn to uphold the property provisos from the state of nature, with the
         sole exception concerning the “defects” of the state of nature. The major defect of
         the state of nature is that most men are no “strict observers of equity and justice.”
         Thus the individuals surrender their “executive authority” to punish transgressors.
         Government absorbs these powers. Yet government does not obtain the authority, as
         Rawls indicates, to remove one iota of property from any individual who has accumulated
         in accordance with the no-spoilage provision. In fact, this robust economics of acquisition
         will go on after the social compact, just as it had been left to occur before the
         formal founding.[41]  
      

      
      The Shaping of Young Souls

      
      Locke published Some Thoughts Concerning Education (STCE) in 1693, a mere five years after the publication of the Second Treatise and the Essay. Locke’s Thoughts on Education prefigure the later work of Rousseau in his Emile. In both cases, what is being illustrated is the relationship between a philosophical
         instructor and a young pupil. The tutor to which Locke commends his Thoughts Concerning Education need not himself be a philosopher; but the Thoughts themselves are steeped in philosophy; and the tutor who obeys them, will to this
         degree be enacting Locke’s philosophical strictures. Some of the observations that
         Locke makes in his Thoughts are quite revealing about his theories of human nature, but also about his theory
         as to how best to govern human beings. This discussion is included to help us get
         a better grasp on Locke’s education for liberty as it is to be practiced in the model
         of government loosely sketched out in the Second Treatise.
      

      
      STCE was written for a friend of Locke, toward the education of that man’s son.[42]  This work does not contain deep philosophical meditations like the ECHU does. It contains instructions for an educator who need not himself possess any serious philosophical education. Yet the instructions themselves are philosophical. This is to say that the instructions convey a philosophical relationship
         between educator and pupil. Nor is this work prepared for just any sort of educator.
         It is prepared for a tutor, such as a family of means could afford to employ in-house
         for the education of their child.
      

      
      Readers of the Essay, the Second Treatise, or the Essays on the Law of Nature are used to a Locke who is rather distant and remote emotionally. Yet in STCE, we are introduced to a very different Locke. For in STCE, Locke insists that the educator possess a remarkably intense and emotional relationship
         with the student. For the part of the student’s mind that Locke is most determined
         to operate upon is not abstract thought, or even logic. What Locke intends to focus
         upon, in his STCE, is the student’s most vulnerable psychological territory: the need for love, and
         the dread of disgrace. Locke’s educator at last is guided to make these most delicate
         and ultimate of psychological coordinates, rather than intellect, the very object
         of the educational endeavor. One could almost observe that for Locke’s educator, psychology is all.
      

      
      The discussion of “simple ideas” and the distant nature of substances, or their illusory
         character, is nowhere to be found in the Thoughts. The educator, for certain, has no doubts as to the existence of his pupils, or the
         constitution of their souls. When he talks about the human need for approval, and
         the human dread of disgrace or ostracism, even in the Essay, Locke seems to be speaking to us ex parte: for Locke addresses these serious and
         almost omnipotent emotions as quite real, as not being implicated in any inventions
         of the philosopher, nor as any part of “mixed modes.”
      

      
      Coercion is painful for human beings, and Locke’s is a coercive educational model.
         It must be sold to individuals therefore in a more attractive packaging. It must be
         introduced to individuals, not as coercion, but in the guise of something that they
         freely choose.[43]  In STCE, Locke instructs the educator in how to do precisely this: to confer a voluntary
         appearance on habits and actions that the educator is determined to instill, and which in actuality run quite counter to the free rational choice of the individual.
      

      
         None of the things they learn should ever be made a burden to them, or imposed on
            them as a task. Whatever is proposed becomes irksome. . . . Children have as much
            a mind to show that they are free, that their own good actions come from themselves,
            that they are absolute and independent, as any of the proudest of you grown men, think
            of them as you please.[44] 
         

      

      Locke has a keen understanding of certain aspects of human nature. Locke understands
         very well that human beings do not like to be coerced; that they do not like to be
         rebuked, and that people do not like to be bossed around. A major part of the tutor’s
         project, then, will involve arranging the educational process, so that the goals that
         the tutor wants the pupil to pursue will appear to the pupil as her own free choices, even though they are not so.[45] 
      

      
      Plato, in his Republic, spends a considerable amount of time talking about the different kinds of souls
         that people have, which is evident from a very young age. Plato recommends looking
         for evidence of these distinct natures through the administration of games. It is
         admitted that in these games, Plato is demonstrating his own manipulation of the children.
         The children think that they are playing games, but what they are doing in actuality
         is revealing themselves and their natures.[46]  Unlike Locke, Plato does not believe in overpowering the nature of a child. Locke’s
         educational regimen is nothing like Plato’s. Yet both works are interested, more loosely
         in Locke’s case, in appraising potential governors. The difference between the convictions
         of these educators is mighty instruction as to the reason why Early Modernity turned
         so harshly upon the Socratic Greeks.
      

      
      For Plato, there are different kinds of souls by nature. It is not within human power
         to create these natures. Plato is interested in one nature in particular. This nature
         is as likely to occur in a female as in a male, Plato argues, and this is the reason
         why his Guardian class recognizes no barriers of gender. There is a kind of soul,
         Plato argues, which will cleave to truth at any cost.[47]  The games that Plato designs are intended to coax out this nature and to reveal
         it. Some of the games offer seductions and rewards to tease out the submissive and
         those whose souls are easily bought. Still other of the games employ intimidation,
         or the threat of pain, or even disgrace, to reveal the individual who refuses to cheat
         under any circumstances. That there is such a type of soul is Plato’s understanding,
         and readers will need to consult their own experience in order to judge it. Yet the
         point is that this is the sort of soul that Plato seeks for his governing class. That
         class must finally be persuaded to govern based on the knowledge that government is
         a kind of service to others, first of all; and that it is a painful service, filled
         with many unpleasantries, and not that many delights.
      

      
      Locke’s educational model could not be more different. Locke’s educational model is
         predicated upon the solicitation of the pupil’s complicity in dissembling. Locke instructs
         the tutor to make the child feel as if everything he does is under his own control
         and voluntary auspices. It is the pupil who successfully navigates this program who
         is Locke’s ideal student.[48]  To Plato, this sort of soul is slavish. Truth is the last thing that this sort of
         soul is interested in knowing. To search for truth, one cannot be subject to the rewards
         and punishments of other men and the controls that they seek to instill. Locke, and
         we can certainly say that this is within the province of his active liberty—this construction
         of an educational model for human beings—has absolutely no use for the truth seeker.
         In fact, Locke is resolved not to tolerate this sort of soul at all. This soul Locke
         marks for breaking.
      

      
      Locke has the tutor approach the pupil in the following ways. Flattery comes first.
         The tutor undertakes to make all of the pupil’s activities and decisions seem free
         and voluntary, when in truth almost none of them are.[49]  Locke, that is, appeals to human vanity in order to educate. Yet the tutor also
         undertakes to create an appearance for his pupil. The pupil is drilled into displaying
         certain habits and attitudes of generosity and open-handedness with his friends.[50]  Yet he is drilled in these demonstrations in order to obtain a good reputation with
         his peers. He is not praised for actually harboring these wishes. He is rewarded for
         pleasing his tutor. “Virtue” for Locke is part of the pursuit of individual advantage.
      

      
      Locke’s educational anthropology is penetrating. We must include a discussion of the
         experience of fear. Fear, it is true, has its use. It instructs us as to dangers.
         The child is warned not to touch the hot stove. The child is warned not to go outside
         without a coat. These are some of the dangers that rate significance for a child.
         Yet obviously adult life has its dangers as well. Human beings fear things such as
         disgrace, impoverishment, disease, failure. These things are very painful for a human
         being to bear, and therefore they ought to be feared. For the human being, insofar
         as it is within his control to avert such dangers, it is obligatory to do so.
      

      
      Here we tread a very fine line however, especially when we are talking about the educational
         process. Fear is easily a crippling thing. Ignorance is something that human beings
         are not sufficiently afraid of, because it takes some serious learning to acquire
         this awareness. Intellect, mind, by nature seeks the truth, in order that it may replace
         fearful ignorance with knowledge. To employ fear as an instrument in the educational
         setting, is a dubious proposition. Fear is not itself a good thing. Fear is the antithesis of free rational choosing, which should be the model
         of character education. Locke, however, views fear as an elementary part of the educational
         process.
      

      
       What is needful for the educator to remember is that fear is quite easily the instrument
         of tyranny. Fear can be such a poison to souls, as to destroy character, especially
         in its early development. Submission is not desirable for its own sake. I realize
         that this is easy to say to a teacher in a sixth grade classroom, and harder to accomplish.
         I do not mean to suggest that a teacher ought to surrender the class in hostage to
         students who would disable the educational environment with their insolence. Yet,
         discipline of insolence is not likely to give rise to irrational fears on behalf of
         the other students.
      

      
       The educator must not view fear as an important ally. When Locke talks about the
         employment of fear in the educational setting, he is talking about the relationship
         between a tutor and an isolated child. The flattery of the child is in and of itself
         an aggressive maneuver; for the child will certainly know that he is being manipulated,
         or being praised in a way that has yet to be earned. This flattery itself can beget
         fear. What Locke’s educational model seeks to do is transform the occasion of disagreement
         between a student and a teacher into a psychologically earth-shaking event: the student
         is to learn that this state of affairs bodes utter peril, and the silent message is
         submission.[51] 
      

      
      The child must be approached in such a way that his chores seem to him voluntary.
         The coercion must be artfully concealed. Authority must deceive him therefore, at
         the start. But if there are any natures, any wills that express defiance, here Locke
         throws down the gauntlet. Physical beatings must break the child’s will, envenomed
         by shame.
      

      
          But yet there is one fault, for which, I think, children should be beaten; and that
            is obstinacy, or rebellion. . . . But stubbornness and an obstinate dis-obedience
            must be mastered with force and blows: for this there is no other remedy. Whatever
            particular action you bid him do, or forbear, you must be sure to see yourself obeyed;
            no quarter in this case, no resistance.[52] 
         

      

      I don’t see how we can approach this text in radical isolation from the model of political
         education that is set forth in the Second Treatise. Courage is not going to be of much use in that model. Locke is banking upon fear
         as the essential tutor, the one that human beings are meant to commit themselves to
         for a lifetime. Stubbornness is not insanity. Disobedience in a child, as noted, may
         careen toward insolence. Disapproval will seem harsh enough to the child in response
         to this sort of behavior. Locke’s educator is here revealing something more about
         himself than about the soul of a pupil. The child cannot yet be instructed about some
         distant court of science, which is the sole tribunal of truths. The child will indeed
         believe that which Hobbes would blame him for most ferociously: that he knows what
         the true facts of a situation are, and that he can calibrate his own actions accordingly.
         
      

      
       When one takes into account Locke’s strategy to leave unreflective public opinion
         at the mercy of a science which converts the most easily discovered facts into mental
         adventures of futile destination; one must evaluate Locke’s diagnosis of fear, and
         his disdain for courage, as aspects of his larger political philosophy. The truth
         of the matter is that the people reared in the psychological coordinates of Lockean
         civil society, will find it very hard to come by trustworthy authorities, since the
         new philosophy criticizes all of them. The flattery with which Locke begins the educational
         enterprise is evidence of the low profile that Locke prefers for his source of authority
         in society; yet the threat of violence is the naked truth behind the flattery.
      

      
      Locke does indeed link will to motive. Thus, Locke’s tedious denial in the ECHU that it is inappropriate to speak of the will as “free” or unfree, is disingenuous.
         The pupil who refuses to abide by the levers of esteem and disgrace as administered
         by the tutor is revealed to be following his own will: that is, he is not willing
         to submit. Behind the administered levers of esteem and disgrace is the Lockean educator.
         Submission to this administrator is the archway of Locke’s educational model. It does
         not matter what the cause of the resistance from the student might be about, in Locke’s
         view. The individual’s will must be crushed. Now it becomes possible to understand
         the difficulty Locke has in simply explaining the signification of “free will” in
         the ECHU. Deliberation is severed from will in Locke’s model. The individual’s capacity to
         think for himself is in the very category of deliberation, which seems simply to fade
         out of Locke’s presentation. He who would consult truth rather than pleasure and pain
         for a master, is doomed in Locke’s educational environment.
      

      
      We have not even begun to talk about the cynicism that will be the fate of the most
         well-educated in Locke’s model. Respect for truth is the last thing that has been
         impressed upon them. Their experience will have taught them that all of the language
         of virtue is but a pose, a prize to be won through behavior that is frankly less than
         admirable. The most successful students, the students who receive the highest regard,
         will not be those with the greatest respect for truth; but rather those with the most
         contempt for it.
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      Chapter 4

      Hume on the Limits of Thought

      
         
         
      

      
      One of the reasons why it is so important to study the history of ideas in philosophy,
         is because philosophers do. David Hume, in an extraordinary intellectual effort, composed
         the Treatise of Human Nature in his twenties. It is known that Hume set back his health considerably during that
         exertion. Hume was studying and writing during the high tide of the movement in Early
         Modern philosophy. His predecessors were, every single one of them, imposing harsh
         new judgments on the authority of sense perception, and on its status as a conduit
         of actual knowledge about the external world. The entire Early Modern Movement, in
         making this radical separation from the domain of common experience, nevertheless
         managed to seize the mantle of the name of empiricism. How this is possible—how it
         is possible for the philosophical movement that carries to unprecedented heights the
         indictment of perception, the only way most people have for obtaining knowledge—to
         do so under the banner of an almost populist celebration of the rights of human beings
         in general, is a subject worthy of considerable study.
      

      
      It is generally held by scholars, that Hume discovered hitherto unknown limits to
         the powers of the human mind. All human mentality that ordinary people are acquainted with has to do with causation.
         The way that ordinary human beings think actually turns out to be best described by
         Plato’s Socrates. Everything that people know—which is originally discernible in the
         human being’s ability to correctly assign names to the diverse objects—is based on
         a recognition of cause. People name objects after their kind. Locke allows for this, even allows for the ordinary reliance upon the recognition
         of Aristotelian substances, but only in a domain that philosophy denigrates, or dismisses,
         when the question of truth arises. Why should this knowledge, with which people effortlessly conduct their lives
         from moment to moment, fail to register in the formal philosophical domain of truth?
         In Hume, this ordinary conception of cause, that is, the “whatness” of objects being
         their cause, or what makes them what they are—is repudiated. The momentum for this
         indictment did not come from what is known as the grass roots. People did not start
         writing to their political representatives, to tell them that they had fallen into
         the practice of confusing open doors for walls; or that their sense faculties proved
         to betray them, when they wielded dangerous instruments; or that they had lost their
         jobs because they could not come to a decision, as to whether they were awake, or
         dreaming. All these problems originated with philosophy. Philosophy, in other words,
         brought the problems to the world, and visited it upon them. Almost like a plague
         of locusts.
      

      
      Perception is at the core of this entire story of philosophy in the Early Modern period.
         Bacon indicts it. Descartes indicts it. Hobbes indicts it. Spinoza indicts it. Locke,
         as we have seen, indicts it. Now comes Hume. Hume makes the argument that human beings
         truly can’t know causes at all. Hume makes the spectacular argument, that human mentality
         actually has only passions as its core. Yet Bacon, Descartes, Hobbes, Spinoza, Locke, and Hume all themselves
         actually rely, for their indictment of perception, upon a pretended knowledge of causation. That knowledge would involve atomism: the argument that the true body
         in nature is indestructible. This philosophy of atomism has its origins in deductive
         metaphysics. As we prepare to make an examination of Hume, I once more summon the
         specter of atomism before the reader.
      

      
      It’s true, Hume doesn’t like to use the name “atom” very much. Hume nowhere comes
         out and says “I am an atomist,” like Locke sort of does. Locke’s qualification of his atomism, that it is merely an experimental hypothesis,
         continues to be sufficient for a goodly number of Locke scholars to take him at his
         word. The problem that I keep attempting to set before the reader, is the severity
         of the indictment of perception that is visited, epistemologically, upon the domain
         of ordinary opinion. The cause for this indictment is contained in the theory of body
         that the philosophers begin with. Thus I always turn first to the philosopher’s theory of body, in order to examine
         whether or not it contains these atomistic characteristics. Hume’s does.
      

      
      Locke and Bacon are the only two Early Modern thinkers to partly embrace the name
         of atomism. Yet in so important a matter, as to what body fundamentally is, I do not
         think we can limit ourselves to the manner in which philosophers label themselves
         and their theories. It is also characteristic of the Early Modern philosophers, that
         they consider themselves to possess a rather extraordinary liberty in the usages of
         speech. I don’t think our study should run aground based on such a liberty. The fundaments
         of atomism do not depend upon nomenclature. They depend upon convictions. The belief
         in the atoms as the essential building blocks of the universe, involves metaphysics.
         It involves steep deductions. It also issues in a severe condemnation of the capacity
         of sense perception to know reality. The first thing to be noticed is that for those philosophers who espouse these postulates,
         their knowledge (and it is a claim of knowledge, rather than the lack of knowledge,
         which underlies the claim of atomistic principles) rests upon great confidence in the human mind. Hume’s theory of “points,” his preferred language in the area
         of atomistic postulates, is such a deductive theory. Hume insists that there must
         be something indivisible in nature. In fact, for Hume, all of nature is built up out of these points; and
         these points are strange. Hume has a great deal of trouble naming them. Are they mathematical points? Are they material points? Is there, in nature,
         such a thing, as a middle way between mathematics and materiality? Hume insists that there is, at least in his
         early writings. Yet he claims to know that these points are indivisible; and that
         somehow, these are the cause of perception.
      

      
      Thus I would like to say at the outset that Hume is not entitled to reach the destination
         that he claims to reach: the indictment of the human ability to know causes rationally. The Humean points are a pretension to knowledge, even though Hume conveniently omits to designate them as such. Thus it is not all
         rational mentality, which is indicted under Hume’s theory, just the sensory perception
         of the generality of the human race. It is the non-philosophers who are being reduced
         to standards of mere impulse and body. Ordinary mentality is being subjected to a
         severe dressing down, and there is nothing in this indictment that fails to be political in implication. This distance that I alleged, between the philosophers who truly
         take themselves to know something, and the generality of the human race which is denied
         the very faculties necessary to be able to have dispassionate mentality, prefigures
         a politics, one in which the ordinary opinions can never lead anywhere, certainly
         never to any kind of insight. It heralds a politics where the ordinary opinions are
         doomed to be permanently upbraided and corrected by philosophy in such a way that
         I fail to see how even a modest form of self-government can be conceded to exist in
         a people so ordered.
      

      
      Hume’s Points

      
      In the Treatise, which Hume later attempted to disavow, he argues with ferocity that we must concede
         the existence of the indivisible. On this much, scholars are agreed. The question
         that is before us, is what does Hume actually intend to indicate, as the indivisible something? Can it be a mathematical point? If a point is intended
         to measure magnitude, of any sort, is it possible to persuasively claim, that mathematical
         science is therefore incapable of further subjecting that “point” to more divisions?
         Hume does not openly proclaim himself an atomist, which Locke does claim.
      

      
      Yet Hume takes us to familiar territory, in his arguments that there must be some
         limit to division in bodies. This is after all the manner in which the original atomist
         theory was provoked by Zeno, and originated by Leucippus. In the Treatise, Hume refers to the “points” as the indivisible objects. Hume subjects the reader
         here, to mighty philosophical powers. Early Modern philosophy had discovered nothing
         but success in enacting rather spectacular claims about body. Hume is nevertheless
         innovative here, as Locke had been innovative. Locke had argued that the atoms in
         nature are a hypothesis, which draws attention away from the physical essence of the
         atoms. Hume, when he talks about his points, declines to simply say that they are
         atoms, or material points. To the contrary: as Hume begins to explain to us that points
         are the true objects in nature, he expressly attempts to deny that these points are bodies. Yet, yet: Hume is not willing to leave it at that. Hume is unwilling to say that the points
         are merely mathematical. Hume wriggles and moves with deftness in his argument. There
         must be something in between the mathematical, or non-material point and the physical
         point. Is it possible for something to be a little bit body? That seems to be what Hume is trying to get us to accept. For these points
         of Hume’s, though he firmly denies to them the appellation of body, are yet said to
         possess physical attributes: not merely color, but solidity. 
      

      
       “Extension,” or dimensions, is the language that both Descartes and Hobbes employ
         for their definition of body. It is to extension that Hume turns, as he prepares to unfold
         his theory of points. “Now tis certain we have an idea of extension, for otherwise
         why do we talk and reason concerning it? Tis likewise certain, that this idea, as
         conceived by the imagination, though divisible into parts of inferior ideas, is not
         infinitely divisible, nor consists of any infinite number of parts.”[1]  I think that we have to expunge the name of “imagination” from Hume’s argument.
         “Extension” appeals to a philosophic conception of body. “Imagination” certainly can’t
         be the origin of any kind of knowledge. Hume says that it is impossible for human
         beings to imagine that any object is infinitely divisible. Hume should be kind to
         us. He should turn to those philosophers who do argue that objects are, in some respects,
         infinitely divisible. Not only that they can be conceived so, but that they are so. Plato has made this argument in his Parmenides, that the parts of a whole are indeed infinite; I have never seen this argument confuted,
         and certainly Hume makes no attempt to do so. Human beings possess the idea of the
         infinite, which indicates that which can never be present all at the same time. I
         think this does constitute comprehension. Human beings can never know all of infinite
         parts, because if they could, the parts would not be infinite. They would be limited.
         Human beings are indeed capable of having the idea of the unlimited, as Anaximander
         has in his theory of the Apeiron.
      

      
       Hume continues to talk about this idea of extension. We must either take Hume here
         to be referring to body, or else to be excusing himself from the tradition of Descartes,
         Hobbes and Locke who all use the name extension to refer to body. If Hume wishes to
         excuse himself from the discussion of body, he need only so inform us. He doesn’t.
      

      
       At this moment, Hume appeals again to the idea of extension. He claims first that
         we have an idea of it. Secondly, Hume claims that we cannot conceive of infinite divisions
         in it. Locke had argued that we cannot resolve the riddle of infinite divisibility
         either way, but Locke was openly talking about body, the material. Hume is playing
         with us a little bit. He begins with the discussion of extension, which summons before
         the trained philosopher’s mind the nature of the material; and then proceeds to talk
         about how it cannot be divided infinitely. “Here then is an idea of extension which
         consists of parts or inferior ideas, that are perfectly indivisible.” Hume proceeds
         to make the following conclusions. First, that there is no contradiction inherent
         in the notion of indivisible somethings. Second, that “extension” can therefore be viewed in conformity with the model of
         indivisible somethings. Thirdly, that we can call these indivisible somethings, at
         least for the moment, “mathematical points.”[2] 
      

      
      One could infer that these “points” are atoms, but Hume does not wish to make this
         inference available to us. For Hume refers to these points as “mathematical.” Mathematical
         points cannot be bodies, however.[3]  Mathematical points do not have length, breadth and depth. Mathematical points are
         representations of boundaries. Nevertheless, Hume characterizes the points discovered
         by his theory as “mathematical.” In the Treatise I he explicitly states that the points are not “physical.”
      

      
      
         It has often been maintained in the schools, that extension must be divisible, ad
            infinitum, because the system of mathematical points is absurd, because a mathematical
            point is a non-entity, and consequently can never by its conjuration with others form
            a real existence. This would be perfectly decisive, were there no medium between the
            infinite divisibility of matter and the non-entity of mathematical points. But there
            is evidently a medium, viz. the bestowing of color or solidity on these points; and
            the absurdity of both these extremes is a demonstration of the truth and reality of
            this medium.[4] 
         

         
      

      Hume argues with slashing strokes. We must clarify what we think he means, before
         we can proceed. These points that Hume is talking about, he says that they are, or
         he suggests that they are, not “matter,” or the “infinite divisibility of matter.”
         When Hume alludes to the infinite divisibility of “matter,” is he conceding that matter
         or body itself actually is indivisible? No. The infinite divisibility of matter, Hume
         argues, is both an “extreme” argument, and an “absurd” argument. Hume therefore does
         not allow that matter or body is infinitely divisible. He simply wants to argue that
         his “points” are different from “matter.” We are still waiting for clarification:
         are Hume’s points material, bodily, or not? 
      

      
       Mathematical points, Hume argues, are a “non-entity.” Mathematical points do not
         exist then, for Hume. Nor does infinitely divisible body exist. Both of these are
         absurd “extremes” of argument. The points, Hume argues, his points, are somewhere
         in between body and mathematical symbols. We have made the arguments before in this
         book, that body is indeed, in a certain context, infinitely divisible. The parts of
         an object are so divisible. Plato has proved it. Yet Plato has also proved that the
         whole of a body, considered as the container for the parts, is not infinitely divisible. Yet this whole of Plato has the parts of time. It begins and ends. It undergoes change, of coming into being, alteration, and locomotion.
         Atoms cannot undergo change. Hume’s points cannot undergo change. What Hume has failed
         to account for, in his discussion of the points, is being. Do these points have the part of being or not? If they have the part of being, and
         they are indivisible, then this is the definition of atoms that Leucippus and Democritus
         developed. If these points lack the part of being, then we can stop wasting our time
         talking about them.
      

      
       I think we really are quibbling when we wonder whether or not Hume’s points are physical
         or not. Hume has stated that they are not mathematical points, his points. Hume has
         stated that they are indivisible, these points. Hume also argues that these points
         have color and solidity. Color and solidity are properties of body. Even for those
         who subscribe to Locke’s theory of primary and secondary qualities, “solidity” cannot
         be dismissed as a merely mental object. “Solidity” is body. Hume is talking about
         body. In his Enquiry into Human Understanding, Hume gives up his pretension that the points are somehow aloof from the physical.
         The points, in the Enquiry, are conceded to be physical. Hume’s points are not only bodies, they are atomic
         bodies.
      

      
      
         Whatever dispute there may be about mathematical points, we must allow that there
            are physical points, that is, parts of extension, which cannot be divided or lessened,
            either by the eye or imagination. These images, then, which are present to the fancy
            or senses, are absolutely indivisible, and consequently must be allowed by mathematicians
            to be infinitely less than any real part of extension; and yet nothing appears more
            certain to reason, than that an infinite number of them comprises an infinite extension.[5] 
         

         
      

      
      Thus the fun is not entirely over. In the Enquiry, Hume shifts back and forth, between talking about “physical points,” and “images”
         of physical points. Hume makes the distinction between these two very different things,
         vague to say the least. Hume has said that the points that cannot be divided, are
         physical; but then he writes as if to equate the physical points, with “images” present
         to the “senses or the fancy.” We are not interested in the senses or the fancy at
         this moment. We are interested in the philosopher’s account of body. We are interested
         in Hume’s account of the physical. Hume finishes up the passage with a flourish. We
         began with indivisible physical points in this passage; we were moved along to “images”
         of the “fancy”; and Hume concludes by linking the images themselves, added to one
         another, as extension, or body. 
      

      
       The long and the short of it is that Hume can’t finally have his cake and eat it
         too. If Hume is talking about body, he is talking about atoms. If he is not talking
         about body, but only about imaginations or thought experiments, then his entire theory
         of perception is going to go out the window. For Hume’s theory of “impressions” is
         based upon material points.
      

      
       It is finally the philosopher who must figure out a way to excuse himself from the
         evidence of perception. Despite Hume’s strategy of argument, he is insistent upon
         characterizing reality as subject to the indivisibility principle. We must press his
         theory by demanding that he give an account of the part of being. Hume suppresses the part of being from the presentation. The theory cannot succeed
         without the part of being; but as soon as the theory owns up to its dependence upon
         the part of being, it becomes refutable.[6] 
      

      
      Donald Baxter on Unity and Being in Hume

      
      Philosophers of science today will recognize a problem that often emerges in physics:
         it has to do with the phenomena of change. There is an assumption that pervades modern scientific thinking, that the identity
         of a body must somehow be separated from all kinds of change. If a change of any kind is detected in a body, then the scientific researcher feels
         obliged to argue that there are two distinct bodies. Allegedly it is not possible
         for the mind to sustain the same name or identity for the object which is observed
         to change. Dr. Baxter, a Hume specialist, takes up this issue, as does Hume himself.
         Hume, in fact, indicts this reality of change in bodies, to call the validity of our
         perceptions into question.
      

      
       Hume says that if, in our perceptions, we find what appears to be one body undergoing
         a change, that this is really insupportable. He suggests that we cannot know any such
         thing as real, a body undergoing a change. It must be the case, Hume argues, that
         we pretend to ourselves, that we are perceiving one and the same body, given the fact
         that there is some change noticeable. If the position of the object has changed, if
         the color of the object has changed, if the size of the object has changed, we cannot
         really say that it is one and the same object, Hume indicates. Therefore, our perceptions,
         which indicate to us that we actually do witness these bodies undergoing change, must
         be delusions. Hume’s philosophy denies that we can truly know any such bodies. In
         order for us to function in the world with some measure of success, Hume maintains,
         we must create fictions in our minds, as if to pretend that we know that the bodies
         about us have continued existence. This is a very weighty claim.
      

      
       Why must it be denied that we can perceive bodies that undergo change? Because change
         is not regarded as something actually real. Why is change not regarded as something truly real? The arguments that underlay
         this claim are metaphysical and deductive. There is no cause to subject the reader
         to undue repetition. The metaphysics trace back to the original theory of atomism,
         and therewith to Parmenides and Zeno.
      

      
      When Hume comes to talk of his objects, just as when he talks about his “mathematical
         points,” he is not able to be quite straightforward with us. As we have seen, Hume
         could have left his “mathematical points” without “color” and “solidity.” That is,
         there was no supernatural force preventing Hume from adhering to a strictly mathematical
         notion of his “points.” But a type of compulsion is nevertheless operative; for Hume
         wants to speak for the objects that are commonly thought to exist. Hume wants to exert
         authority and influence over the common conception of reality. Hume can’t really do without the aspect of “solidity,” that is, body. So he tries to quietly introduce it, as if a mathematical point offers him warrant
         for so doing. Similarly, when it comes time to talk about the “unity” of these points,
         Hume is not able to limit the points to unity. On the other hand, he also is not willing to admit that his points
         indeed have parts. The points, Hume argues, are constituted by some mysterious quality, that is “in
         between unity and number.” This very much follows Hume’s characterization of the mathematical
         points as possessing “color” and “solidity.” Yet there is nothing in between unity
         and plurality. To stipulate that unity has parts, is just an indirect way of admitting
         that unity is not the only part of the object. Hume is unwilling to vacate his claim
         of indivisibility for the points. We can help Hume: the points cannot be merely a
         unity, because mere unities themselves cannot exist in nature. Unities must either have the part of being,
         or not exist. Thus a true body in nature, no matter how small, must be a compound.
         To recognize the coequal natures of unity and being is Plato’s accomplishment: this
         is the metaphysical, and real foundation of any body whatsoever in nature, point or
         not.
      

      
      If we go back to the arguments made by Zeno for a moment, we can acknowledge that
         Zeno indicates that one possible way out of the dilemma that he sees in infinite divisibility
         is that there are some irreducible magnitudes.[7]  Our scholarship is widely agreed that the atomist philosophy of Leucippus and Democritus
         was born out of this philosophical moment.[8]  It is believed that Leucippus was a pupil of Zeno, and that Leucippus adapted the
         theory of irreducible magnitudes as a way to reconcile plurality with the infinite
         divisibility theses. This is what Hume is attempting to build on. Yet it is not possible
         for any magnitude to lack the parts of unity and being. Calling them mathematical
         points will not accomplish the task; nor will combining the names of solidity and
         color with the name of “mathematical points” accomplish the task. No object can exist
         without the parts of unity and being. Objects that exist only in the mind of man,
         such as mathematical points, are not objects in de rerum natura. They are imaginations. We are concerned, not with imaginations, but with body.
      

      
      Donald Baxter now enters into our discussion. Baxter recognizes that unity and being
         cannot be withheld from any feasible account of body. Any body that you like, Baxter
         acknowledges, must have the natures of unity and being both. The next step that Baxter
         takes in his argument, however, is problematic: Baxter decides to annihilate the difference
         between the natures of unity and being, and to call them both “unity.” This would
         preserve Hume’s argument for indivisibility; but it is an untenable argument, for
         the reasons we have set forth above. “Unity,” as a nature, is divisionless: it has
         no room for the nature of “being” within itself. To admit that the smallest object in nature,
         even the Humean points, is a compound, is to explode the indivisibility thesis: but that is not all. For to admit the co-equal reality of the natures of “unity” and “being” in any object
         whatsoever in nature, is to concede the reality of “whole” and “part” as natures.
         It is the admission of the reality of wholes which is crucial: for the whole, in its
         extremities, will have to have the parts of time (past, present and future). Thus
         change is metaphysically proven as an inescapable property of every real body in nature;
         and therefore, Hume’s attempt to argue that perception’s belief in change, is evidence
         of the incompetence of ordinary opinion, fails. 
      

      
       Baxter, in attempting to argue that “unity” and “being” are one, is trying to make
         Hume’s argument work: just as Hume attempts to slip the parts of “solidity” into his
         “non-physical” points. Just as Hume attempts to fit the part of being, and many other
         parts, under the rubric of “unity”; so Baxter tries to slide “being” into Hume’s equation,
         without at the same time conceding number.
      

      
        Scholars like to talk about change in the atomistic manner. In Locke, when one atom
         leaves the “body,” it becomes effectively a different body. Plato’s discussion of
         whole and part does not permit this sort of alteration. One cannot exchange the extremities
         of a body. The extremities are limited; they come into being, and pass away. If one
         were to replace, piece by piece, every part of a boat, one could not properly call it the same boat. The boat above all is the container for the parts, and to
         replace the container is to replace the object. In any event, the atomistic account
         of identity conceals the real issue, which is that actual bodies in nature do undergo change. The sides of the boat take on wear and tear; there is a bloodstain
         on the bottom of the boat; it is a perishable object in nature, and perception is
         not misled when it observes the changes. There is, by necessity at least, no “feigning”
         involved.
      

      
       Among the extremities of a whole, there are the parts of time that we have indicated.
         There is also shape, and color. These extremities are the realities that Hume is forced
         to admit into his definition of “mathematical points.” We have attempted to correct
         Hume’s analysis. Unity and being are the foundations of any object in nature; and
         the reality of the changing wholes is part of Plato’s defense of perception as real
         and true information. The ordinary human being does not ascend to the level of any
         scientific definition, or that degree of rigor and power in the struggle for knowledge;
         but the point is, that those philosophers who do pursue a scientific definition of
         the objects in nature, ought to be, in Plato’s view, obliged to perceptual evidence,
         as their original evidence.
      

      
      Plato’s theory of scientific definition does not finally culminate in the reversal of the names as ordinarily assigned. The common individual knows what a horse is,
         simply by memory, however humble that form of judgment may be. Perception traffics
         in images, however: and images are not of much use in philosophic debate. The theorists
         with whom Plato argued were skilled in the practice of making things appear a certain
         way, against which mere familiarity with images was not much help. The science of
         definition aspires to logos, to conscious penetration of the image; it is the object
         for intellect, which really does not have the opportunity to occur in perception at
         all. Thus there is a world of difference between the power of scientific definition
         and the power of perception of images. Yet the patterns, in nature, are perceptible, in Plato’s argument; the patterns as perceptible are not unreal; but
         the form of knowing limited by perception is vastly inferior to the form of knowing
         available to intellect, which is where dialectic becomes useful.
      

      
      Hume’s Modernity and Atomism

      
       Philosophy in society exists in a certain relationship with public opinion. In my
         understanding, modern philosophy is especially interested in constituting itself a
         sort of referenda upon the ordinary ways of knowing. It aims for a kind of indirect
         impact on the public opinions. With clinical detachment, the modern philosopher redescribes
         the contents of ordinary perception, in a way that the ordinary thinker, that plain
         person, must be entirely baffled by. It is a fair subject for investigation, whether
         this process of expert opinion, its practice of holding up the ordinary opinions for
         public review, can or does lead to anxiety, insecurity, or even a little bit of terror
         in the culture. When Hume argues that human mentality amounts to no more than affect—that
         there is only passion involved—the question should be raised as to whether or not
         this is an ambition of his philosophy. In other words, I wonder whether Hume does not wish for his scientific
         philosophy to be employed in such a way, that it converts otherwise calm perceptual
         recognition and judgment into quavering, timid, fearful materials.
      

      
      Hume, in his famous theory of causation, finally denies that the human mind can have
         so much information as regards the realities of external bodies. “This very table,
         which we can see, and which we feel hard, is believed to exist, independent of our
         perception, and to be something external to our mind which perceives it,” Hume writes;
         “But this universal and primary opinion of all men is soon destroyed by the slightest
         philosophy, which teaches us that nothing can ever be present to the mind but an image
         of perception, and that the senses are only the inlets, through which these images
         are conveyed, without being able to produce any intermediate intercourse between the
         mind and the object.”[9]  It is important first to attempt to illustrate the box into which Hume believes
         he can deliver thought. Hume’s philosophy is, first and foremost, a set of arguments
         determined to make men feel a certain way: helpless, arrested, perplexed.
      

      
      Severe philosophy does exist in a world apart from the domain of ordinary opinion.
         It even exists in a domain apart from the mainstream of conventional philosophy. The line of philosophers beginning with Machiavelli and reaching its crescendo in
         Hume is a breed apart: for they have learned a set of arguments, famously involved
         with the riddles of infinite divisibility, which enable them to leave the interlocutor
         speechless and lost.
      

      
      Pierre Bayle does not really qualify as one of these severe philosophers. Bayle himself,
         when he writes about Zeno and the Eleatic puzzles, writes as a human being who has
         not figured out these riddles, rather than as one of the initiated philosophers who
         knows the game. Bayle does not recur to Plato’s dialogue the Parmenides, despite the excellent information made available there about Zeno’s arguments. Yet
         Bayle very well illustrates the predicament into which Hume and company would lead
         the philosophic tradition. On the one hand, nobody can escape dependence on their
         senses. Everyone must believe, and act on the belief, that it is possible to move,
         and for the hare to catch up to the tortoise. Perception validates the belief. Yet,
         as Bayle argues, the mind is nevertheless held spellbound, mastered by arguments which
         fully contradict the evidence of perception.[10]  This is the crossroads to which the helpmeets of Eleatic philosophy have ushered
         human thought. In between perception and thought, we find a new version of the human
         being. We find a human being who is being taught that while he must live by his senses,
         that these do not and cannot deliver truth.[11]  
      

      
      Hume leans very heavily on this argument. The mind must go about its business in daily
         life as if it knows the truth, merely in order that it may function. Yet better not
         to think beyond what is absolutely or practically necessary to the task at hand. If
         one thinks even a little bit beyond the “how” questions of life, to the “why” or even
         more deliberately towards the “what” of things, the new philosophy promises a descent
         into the well or abyss of perplexity. “As to those impressions, which arise from the
         senses, their ultimate cause is, in my opinion, perfectly inexplicable by human reason,
         and twill always be impossible to decide with certainty, whether they arise immediately
         from the object, or are produced by the creative powers of the mind, or are derived
         from the author of our being.”[12]  On these terms, indeed, man is almost held hostage by philosophy. Fearful that he
         cannot know truth, he has no standard against which to measure the arguments of such
         severe angle and inclination as the titans of modern philosophy bring to bear in the
         area of practical and political reason. One will focus in vain upon the moral arguments
         that Hume makes, unless one first tends to business on Hume’s alleged proofs that
         the mind cannot know the truth of external reality in any particular.
      

      
      The Treatise is Hume’s classical work. Famously, Hume later asked his readers to disregard the
         Treatise, as a work that he no longer wished to be associated with. The philosopher however
         surely does not possess such a luxury. The arguments made in the Treatise have echoed loudly down through the centuries, mingling powerfully in the bloodstream
         of cultural and philosophical life. It is very much to the point that Hume is one
         of the last of the Early Modern philosophers; that the abstract discussions which
         seek to effect a new limited horizon for thought are on display. It is no mistake
         that so many philosophers today trace their work back to Hume, as if he represents
         the last word on actual philosophic discourse.
      

      
      Two things should be noted at this point. First of all, the highly polished and seemingly
         less controversial Enquiries into the Human Understanding which Hume composed, after the harsh reception that his Treatise received, can be discovered to hinge on the same fundamental arguments as the Treatise. I say here, for the most part. There are one or two concessions made by Hume in the Enquiry which are highly significant: especially Hume’s concession that the “points” which
         he characterizes as the fundaments of all matter, are indeed “physical,” as opposed
         to not-physical, as stated in the Treatise. The other thing that needs to be noted here is that a significant number of scholars
         make the argument that Hume does indeed concede to human beings inductive faculties
         sufficient to enable one to know causes in nature. I believe that this last argument
         is mistaken, and I will attend to these scholars’ arguments below.
      

      
      That the mind cannot know any external fact with certainty, that the mind beholds
         only its own ideas, are claims that Hume insists on with fervor throughout his philosophic
         career. Yet Hume believes himself to know something true about all bodies, which it
         is evident perception never supplied. “Every object is determined by an absolute fate
         to a certain degree and direction of its motion, and can no more depart from that
         precise line, in which it moves, than it can convert itself into an angel, or spirit,
         or any superior substance,” Hume writes.[13]  Hume subsequently indicates that “in judging of the actions of men, we must proceed
         upon the same maxims, as when we reason concerning external objects.”[14] 
      

      
      Hume’s portrait of the mind is an effort to achieve some good for the human being.
         Self-interest, Hume argues, cannot be divorced from any mental operation whatsoever,
         whether the human being is conscious of such motives or not. “Avarice, or the desire
         of gain, is an universal passion,” Hume writes, “which operates at all times, in all
         places, and upon all persons.”[15]  Truth is made irrelevant, in a sense: for the human being, in Hume’s analysis, cannot
         know. Therefore the limit enforced by the human faculties must make do with organs
         that are not suited to know any truth beyond that which is useful to the organism
         in its effort to sustain its strength.
      

      
      Hume follows Locke in his discussion of human identity. Hume’s reductivist approach
         to the mind leaves us with a consciousness that is severely limited to the momentary
         “impressions” and ideas that assail it. For Hume, in the first book of the Treatise, identity is reduced almost to the null set. Memory seems to be obliterated; ordinary
         self-awareness seems to be negated. The self is here limited to the passing sensation
         for its identity, which is to say that the limits of thought enforced by Hume eventuate
         in a sort of amnesia for the individual whose thought is being so guided.[16]  Yet in the second book of the Treatise, in the domain of the passions, we find a more robust theory of the self, albeit
         one limited to turbulent and contentious passions. The first book of the Treatise sets up the identity to be later anchored in the passions in book II. For Hume, philosophic
         reason is in service to the enterprise of making man a being wholly dependent upon
         his feelings. Feelings deprived of truth of fact are as helpless as flags blowing in the wind.
         It is Hume’s philosophy itself which proposes to determine and establish the equation
         wherein the bearings of the passions shall be obtained.
      

      
      The reader needs to begin to test an assumption. The very language of “limits” as
         applied to the faculties of the human mind suggests probity, assiduity, dutifulness,
         humility. Yet when such an attitude is anchored to atomism or “corpuscularian” philosophy,
         the reverse is the case. Atomistic philosophy is subject to fatal refutations.
      

      
      The end of Hume’s first Enquiry sets up the issue nicely. Hume well articulates the central issue, upon which my
         own criticisms of his philosophy turn. The issue is of course perception; than which
         nothing is more basic, preliminary, decisive and ubiquitous in a human being’s existence.
         Hume’s teaching is that we cannot regard our perceptions as direct reports of what
         exists external to us. We must rather, if we wish to be “rational,” regard our perceptions
         as separate from what externally exists; as some sort of representations that are
         a breed apart from what really exists. Hume insists that this principle is the properly
         impartial one. “It is a question of fact, whether perceptions of the senses be produced
         by external objects, resembling them: how shall this question be determined? By experience
         surely, as all other questions of a like nature. But here experience is and must be
         entirely silent. The mind has never anything present to it but the perceptions, and
         cannot possibly reach any experience of their connection with objects.”[17] 
      

      
      Hume on Sense Perceptions

      
      Hume, throughout his Treatise, offers some arguments from the authority of sense-perception itself in the attempt
         to indict their reliability. These examples are as old as philosophy. Aristotle, for
         example, thought that it was precious strange that any philosopher would rely upon
         this type of argumentation. Yet Hume, his predecessors both ancient and modern, and
         his successors as well, have more deep-seated theoretical critiques of the senses
         that are truly the thing that must be dealt with.
      

      
      Let us nevertheless indicate Hume’s examples from sense perception. I am familiar
         with at least two arguments that Hume makes in this particular area: (a) that if we
         press a knuckle to our eye, it will make us see double images; and (b) if we close
         our eyes, we “annihilate” the “objects” that we had a moment before experienced.[18]  Norman Kemp Smith is like many scholars who appear to be persuaded by Hume’s discussion.[19]  Yet it must be the more theoretical argumentation that holds Smith’s attention.
         If we physically obstruct our sensory organs, we produce distortion. Nothing much
         more needs to be said about the case of the errant knuckles. As for the closing of
         our eyes, we “annihilate” nothing: or else it would be recommended to every soldier
         in battle, that he quickly close his eyes as the enemy comes upon him, in order that
         he may “annihilate” the opponent and be preserved.
      

      
      Smith gives way to Hume’s indictment of the senses, certainly the most powerful tide
         of modern philosophy, without attempting to come to terms with the Eleatic arguments
         that underlay them. Then again, Hume does not explicitly connect his theory of perception
         to his theory of body. They are connected, nevertheless, in the most intimate manner.
      

      
      It is not commonly recognized that our ability to correctly assign names to objects
         is very important evidence of truth. For to assign the proper name to the drinking
         cup is a common phenomenon. It indicates no ownership, no division of self-interest.
         It furnishes a starting point for inquiries into truth. When Plato undertakes to make
         inquiries into justice or courage or knowledge themselves, he begins with the very
         same principle: what objects do people attempt to indicate with those names?
      

      
      If we briefly contemplate the influence of Hume’s argument on this scenario, things
         turn out very differently. If it is conceded, as Hume attempts to get us to accept,
         that we really do not have reliable knowledge of what external objects are, and that
         we cannot possess this knowledge, then our disposition towards external objects undergoes
         a moral change. This much Hume does take from the classical sceptic doctrine. “My intention
         then in displaying so carefully the arguments of that fantastic sect, is only to make
         the reader sensible of the truth of my hypothesis, that all our reasonings concerning
         cause and effect are derived from nothing but custom; and that belief is more properly
         an act of the sensitive, than of the cogitative part of our natures.”[20]  For Plato’s civilian, no morality at all is involved in naming the drinking cup.
         The memory of the form of the cup is brought into use, and the common name is assigned
         to the indicated object. For Hume, however, the individual is said to be incapable
         of having this perception accurately; and therefore memory is taken out of the equation.
         The individual will still assign the name of “drinking cup,” but he is said to do
         so, by Hume, out of self-interest.[21]  
      

      
      Morality, under the guise of “necessity,” is injected into the morally neutral factual
         situation by Hume. Indeed, it is impossible for human beings, under Hume’s view, to
         ever undergo a mental operation that is not dominated by self-assertion, by natural need. For Hume, the individual assigns the name of the drinking cup not because he knows
         the object to be that, but because he is compelled to use that name in order to meet
         his needs. For Hume, names are assigned based on utility: this shatters the common
         fact that Plato searches for in order to begin his inquiries. For Hume, it impacts
         all of an individual’s thought with a hard-wired impulse of self-preservation which
         thereafter morally colors his every use of names, his every onset of perception.
      

      
      In Hume’s model of the human mind, however, we are not able to perceive the object
         “man.” We are limited, by the doctrine of “impressions” that Hume introduces as the
         foundation of perception, to the experience of certain atomic sensations, which in
         and of themselves indicate no external object.[22]  Roundness, sweetness, redness, may be the properties of an apple; but among Hume’s
         impressions, these are distinct and separate sensations that have no supporting substratum
         that perception can identify.[23]  One must construct or build, as it were, the idea of a man out of the raw impressions
         that are in his mind. In this Hume follows Locke almost exactly. That there are kinds
         in nature, including “man,” is ruled out by Hume’s doctrine of impressions. It is
         the impressions which are asserted to be real, and the impressions are limited to
         partless datums.
      

      
      This process is ascribed to the freedom of the mind. Such freedom of the mind is dissolved
         into an imperative of the mind. The mind is alleged to force together these impressions
         without knowing whether they really exist in combination in de rerum natura. The mind is disposed to regard the impressions as linked together due to utility:
         that is, due to the self-interest of the individual, the need to act as if this knowledge
         is acquired. Hume insists that the knowledge is not acquired, or ever truly possessed: just as firmly as he insists that nature has implanted
         a tendency to feign knowledge in the human constitution, so that man will be able to avail himself of the world
         about him to meet his needs.[24]  
      

      
      Hume argues out of order by instituting his theory of impressions at the outset of
         his discussion of the human mind and body. In fact, Hume’s theory of perception, the
         “impressions” and “ideas,” is itself dependent on a theory of what body is. Hume’s
         theory of body moves in the direction of atomism.
      

      
      Consider Hume’s attack on the identity of the self in the domain of awareness, as
         distinguished from feeling. Just as Hume is promiscuous in his use of the name “object”—employing
         it to refer to shapes, colors, sounds, as well as to matter—the awareness of man is
         reduced to a “heap” of perceptions.[25]  If perceptions unfold in succession, and if man’s mind is limited to perceptions,
         then is not the mind and consciousness of the man himself different in each new perception?
         Hume persists in this critique of self-awareness, and he later argues that man is
         not to be held responsible for a wrongdoing unless the deed is grounded in the general
         character of the person. Yet Hume has attempted to subvert the conception of a “general character.”[26]  
      

      
      Norman Kemp Smith may be mistaken, then, to think that Hume’s philosophy is propelled by value, that is, morals.[27]  Hume has moral purposes at the heart of his enterprise, that much cannot be doubted.
         Yet the propulsion of the arguments hinges on Hume’s conception of body, not on valuations.
         In the case of Hume, the limits of the human mind are deduced from abstract speculations
         as to what the real bodies are. The real bodies cannot be known by perception, Hume
         argues; but this is a knowledge that he must possess.[28]  How did he obtain it? He obtained it from other philosophers, but those other philosophers
         developed the alleged knowledge by argument. Hume does not consent to teach us what those arguments are. Like Locke, he prefers
         to treat of natural philosophy as if it were merely part of the experimental tradition.
         Yet the natural philosophy of indivisible body, which Hume holds, is not a piece of
         information that can be obtained by experimental means.
      

      
      Don Garrett has noticed that Hume allows himself to talk about the “secret powers”
         of nature, but does not think that this indicates that Hume holds any a priori beliefs
         in a metaphysical sense. Garret claims that a satisfactory analysis of Hume must entail
         an historical investigation into his thought; to prove that what we ascribe to Hume
         in the way of thought, may be traceable to linguistic communities operative during
         the eighteenth century. This methodology does not serve in the case of Hume, unless
         we specify that the historical constellation concerns doctrines of meta-philosophy. The keystone of Hume’s Treatise, of the entire work, is the doctrine of the indivisible “points,” that is, of body,
         that he sets forth.[29]  This must involve some knowledge that is not caught up in the general skepticism
         conveyed Hume’s teaching. It is admitted that Hume attempts to prove his doctrine
         of indivisible objects or matter through appeals to sense perception, but these are
         neither capable of bearing the weight of Hume’s argument, nor even sustainable. The
         arguments from infinite divisibility are not arguments that are discoverable by sense
         perception.
      

      
      The natural philosophy in Hume’s work takes aim at the human capacity to know the
         whatness of objects. When our knowledge of the whatness of objects is suspended, a new kind
         of moral personality emerges. Fear becomes bred in the very bones of men, as it were; and fear
         makes men savage if they cannot control it. There is no other power that modern philosophy has cultivated
         with greater assiduity than the means to deliver unto men sources of fear that they
         do not know how to overcome. This conditioning is meant to alter the human personality,
         and alter the human personality it will. A new theory of moral valuation is the goal
         of Hume’s work, but it is not the principal means in terms of argument. Hume disclaims interest or dependence on natural philosophy,
         but he does not indict it.
      

      
      Hume’s Theory of Impressions and Public Opinion

      
      Hume’s theory of irreducible body does not directly attempt to invade the precincts
         of ordinary speech and discourse. However, this theory of irreducible body does indeed
         mean to subject ordinary speech and discourse to a scientific authority that regards
         these forms of speech as merely instinctual, as bereft of probative value in matters
         touching on truth of fact. Thus it very much is, Hume’s theory of the irreducible
         magnitudes, fully a political doctrine, because the concept of the indivisible leads us to conceptions of body
         that elude the senses. For all bodies we perceive are not indivisible, but perishable.
         Hume does not point out to his readers, that the theory of indivisibles is the theory
         that disenfranchises sense perception.
      

      
      The Enquiry is perhaps a masterpiece. Hume disavowed the Treatise because it is pugnacious and could not shape the intellectual manners of polite and
         polished society. This the Enquiry can and does do. Locke had taken decisive steps in that direction, although Hume
         is not inclined to acknowledge that debt. Locke’s “Letters to Edward Stillingfleet”
         are more powerful than Hume’s Enquiry; and it appears to have been Locke who essayed the associationist theory of simple
         ideas, or, as Hume would say, impressions. One should not underestimate the leverage
         that philosophy can obtain with its doctrine of indivisible body. Once philosophy
         casts its weight at loggerheads with the ordinary ways and means of knowing—once philosophy
         submits public opinion to convictions that wreak havoc upon perceptual awareness—a
         new territory of public mind is being trod.
      

      
      This will become clearer later when we discuss the new set of attitudes that Hume
         prescribes for a civilized mind. One thing is conspicuous in this development: the
         sort of probing, critical disposition that is required to get to the bottom of the
         riddles of infinite divisibility would be harshly censured by Hume as a form of incivility,
         of obstinate disregard for common sentiments. The new whip hand of culture is subtle,
         but its powers of praise and condemnation are well concentrated across Hume’s arguments.
         
      

      
      These impressions cannot be defined, Hume insists. All we can know about them is that
         they occur to the mind in succession; and that the most the mind can know is that
         the impressions it encounters seem to be related to one another, by contiguity or
         nearness of time in our experience of them. We really can’t say, Hume insists, that
         one “impression” is the cause of any other impression; we really can’t say that one
         impression is the effect of some other impression. And these ideas in our mind, for
         all Hume knows, bear no relationship whatsoever to the objects that exist external
         to the mind. “That our senses offer not their impressions as the images of something
         distinct, or independent, or external, is evident,” Hume writes; “because they convey
         to us nothing but a single perception, and never give us the least indication of anything
         beyond.”[30]  
      

      
      Yet, we have no sufficient reason to concede Hume his premises. We have no persuasive
         warrant for regarding the objects in our minds as separate objects, aloof from objects
         that exist external to our minds. Scent and shape, taste and texture do not exist
         separately in nature. Scent and shape and taste and texture are all extremities of an object:
         an object which is composed of the coequal parts of unity and being; an object which
         is a whole of parts, which has extremities that we can indeed perceive and name. 
      

      
      Hume is not a philosopher lacking in hubris. It is a very complicated chain of reasoning
         that lies beneath the theory that true body is eternal and indivisible. It has been
         sufficiently discussed above. Yet Hume would like to avoid theoretical engagements
         over this issue. Towards this end, Hume goes so far as to claim that he can prove
         the existence of indivisible body through the common experience of perception. To
         whit: Hume argues that he can prove that there is such a thing as irreducible perception.
         If there is irreducible perception, that is, perception that can no longer be divided,
         then by analogy we can infer the existence of irreducible body.
      

      
      One of the examples that Hume offers in this regard is that of the inkblot. If we
         make an inkblot upon a piece of paper, we can certainly stare at it. It is just as
         certain that we can begin to remove ourselves from the near vicinity of the blotted
         paper, and that we can even ascertain a specific distance where the ink blot just
         begins to vanish from our perceptual faculties.[31]  This is the limit of divisibility for the perception of the ink blot, Hume argues;
         take one step farther away, or attempt to reduce the size of the ink blot one jot
         more, and perception of the object, and thus effectively the object itself, will be
         lost to us. Q.E.D., there are irreducible perceptions, and by analogy we can infer
         the existence of irreducible points, be they mathematical ones with solidity and color,
         or hard ones with the same properties. “The table before me is alone sufficient by
         its view to give me the idea of extension,” Hume insists; “but my senses convey to
         me only the impression of colored points disposed in a certain manner.”[32]  
      

      
      What Hume proves is that the perceptual organs are vulnerable to abuse or interference;
         and that in such moments they cannot be expected to function usefully. Hume’s inkblot
         example is just about a direct reproduction of Hobbes’s famous example of the square
         tower that looks round from a distance. Has anyone argued that the senses function
         with unlimited proficiency? That our sense faculties are not limited by conditions
         of a certain proximity, of being in proper range of the objects, and being without
         obstruction? To move closer toward the square tower is indeed to discover that it
         is square, by no other faculties but perceptual ones. To move out of the physical
         range of the ink blot from the vantage point of our visual capacities is to do nothing
         else than burden our sense faculties with conditions beyond which they cannot function.
         Hume’s inkblot example not only fails to prove the indivisibility of the objects of
         perception; it cannot even prove the indivisibility of the perceptions themselves.
      

      
      The inkblot is on a piece of paper. That paper must have the coequal parts of unity
         and being. It must be some “one” piece of paper, and this piece of paper must have
         the part of being annexed to it. As such, the ink-blotted paper is a whole-of-parts.
         Therefore it has extremities of being in time: that is, the moment when Hume made
         the blot on the paper, and the moment in time when the paper itself will be no more.
         Perception does not have any indivisible experience of dismembered datums. The blot
         has a color, and a shape, and the paper it is on has a texture. Any body whatsoever
         must have the parts of unity and being, as coequal parts. The minima are therefore
         wholes-of-parts. Because that is what a unity that has the part of being must be,
         a whole composed of parts. So the natures of a “whole” and the nature of a “part”
         are also proved to exist in reality. Every minima must have not only these four natures,
         but many more besides.
      

      
      Hume on Causation

      
      It is one of the staple parts of David Hume’s philosophy that human beings anticipate
         the double existence of objects. For Hume, every object exists first of all in our
         own mind. These are the atomic impressions and the ideas that are derived from them.
         These first objects, as Hume refers to them, are conceded certainly to exist. Yet
         it is denied that we have direct knowledge about the external objects which the impressions
         or ideas in our soul suggest to us. Allegedly, we cannot manage to overcome this barrier,
         try as we might. Hume’s philosophy aims for truth as he sees it. Truth as Hume sees
         it, is that direct acquaintance with the objects in our heads is as far as our knowledge
         goes. We can’t make the leap from objects internal to our minds, to objects external
         to our minds, based on reason or knowledge. “First that properly speaking, tis not
         our body we perceive, when we regard our limbs and members, but certain impressions,
         which enter by the senses; so that the ascribing a real and corporeal existence to
         these impressions, or to their objects, is an act of the mind as difficult to explain,
         as that which we examine at present.”[33] 
      

      
      Hume holds it a misconception among those who think that the objects are one and the
         same. Hume’s reduction of the objects in our minds to atomic “impressions” is meant
         first of all to cure us of what we take to be the objects in our minds, by reducing
         them as indicated. From the atomic impressions, the mind cannot reach the external
         world. Yet according to Hume, God or nature has implanted an instinct in us, that
         makes us drive beyond our perceptions, to certain assumptions based upon our needs or utilities.[34]  
      

      
       It is only extreme need which is capable of bridging this gap between the objects
         within and the objects without; formally speaking, the mind for Hume must disavow
         truth and embrace preservation in order to reach the external objects in assumptions.
         Yet in order for this entire mechanism to operate, men have to throw their reason
         under the bus. They must toss it aside, the question as to truth, and assume for the
         sake of their own interests that the external objects exist. Thus Hume’s God has made
         it possible for man to act and assume in reality, but not to know.[35]  This is therefore Hume’s account of causation. 
      

      
      This predicament can be appreciated a bit more directly if we recur to Aristotle’s
         definition of man in the Metaphysics. Man is the animal who wants to know.[36]  If Aristotle is right, and I think that he is, then Hume’s philosophical enterprise,
         Hume’s definition of human nature, amounts to a colossal effort to thwart the deepest
         impulses of the human soul. For Hume does not merely want to argue that it is impossible
         for man to know the objects external to him. Hume equally wants to condition man to
         turn away from the impulse to know what those objects are. In Aristotle’s view, nature
         has furnished man with the faculties that he needs to know the world about him. Hume’s
         version of nature denies to man such faculties and knowledge; but it gives him something
         instead. What it gives to man is an impulse to wave away intelligence; to pull away
         from reason; or to subordinate “what is” to the particular utility that an individual
         has need for.[37]  Thus Hume wishes to supplant intelligence with will.
      

      
      One can contemplate that the condition of paralysis is almost unbearable; but that
         it must be a chronic state in a culture that is guided by Hume’s theory of science.
         Hume’s theory of science will oversee the official collection of “facts.” It will
         enforce the distinction between the objects internal to our souls and those that we
         cannot know about, external to our soul. A new mental portfolio is being prepared
         for human beings. He is being trained to dissolve the issue of truth into the issue
         of passion or desire. Hume is attempting to dissolve the issue of truth into convention,
         that is, into that which we would like to be true. True and false therefore will cease to be substantively operative criteria
         in a culture nurtured by Hume’s science. One is not opposed to plurality; up is not
         opposed to down, right is not opposed to wrong, hot is not opposed to cold. All of
         these ideas can be combined without a problem, in Hume’s view. Or, as Hume likes to
         say, it is possible for “anything to go with anything.”[38] 
      

      
      We engage with Hume at the point of his system’s strength. Hume denies that we can
         know matters of fact, in the manner described above. Hume insists not only that the
         mind is withdrawn into a cocoon of perception which is perhaps unrelated to what external
         objects actually are; but that our very earnest attempts to know matters of fact must
         always degenerate into our willful sentiment. Thus the double theory of causation in this ingenious thinker.
      

      
       When Hume undertakes to provide us with his theory of causation, it can be seen that
         this entire presentation of what causation signifies is based in the atomist ontology.
         In the atomist ontology there are only indivisible objects. Thus in order to say anything
         about anything, one is led to infer that she must talk about more than one object.
         The depth dimension of atomist theory, which compresses all into “being,” is concealed
         from view. All we are shown by Hume, is that there is no such thing as a whole-of-parts
         in nature, that we can talk about as itself a unity. Causation must involve multiple
         objects, objects “precedent and contiguous to one another.” We cannot begin to really
         talk about causation in a satisfactory way until we have established the objects that
         we would talk about. The atomist ontology gives us objects that don’t exist. The objects
         that Hume is talking about in his theory of causation, cannot and do not exist separately
         of themselves in nature. One mistake, one cracked foundation, leads unto a multitude
         of mistakes and confusions. We must know what the objects are. That is why the discussion
         of the points is so decisive for comprehending Hume.
      

      
       The theory that a cause can only be discussed in the context of “an object precedent
         and contiguous to another, and so united with it,” takes place within the domain of
         perceptions or impressions in Hume’s theory. The impressions are caused by the alleged
         indivisible points. The impressions themselves are said to be indivisible. What Hume’s
         ontology of cause attempts to prevent, is our being able to ever ask the question:
         “what is it?” Hume forces us to compare allegedly different objects. This philosophy
         of science therefore harshly shuts down the ordinary mind’s access to truth of fact.
         It makes of every single object, all of them wholes-of-parts, a multitude of indivisible
         objects, that must rather be compared with one another, than known individually. Hume’s
         philosophy is an example of doctrine overpowering mind, rather than unfolding its
         powers.[39] 
      

      
      The Humean theory of causation, therefore, is a philosophically artificial form of
         causation. It does not provide an accurate portrait of what perception is; and consequently
         it does not provide an accurate account of inferential power. Correct Hume’s theory
         of impressions—an entirely philosophical and deductive construction—and the cause
         and effect bifurcation returns once more into the solitary examination into a cause.
         Men correctly infer that the snow is cold. Men correctly infer that the fire is hot.
         Cold and heat are properly denominated as partial causes of the respective objects.
      

      
      We come back to the scholar’s claim that Hume is an empiricist, that he regards experience
         as the origin of human knowledge. Yet both Locke and Hume impose philosophical definitions
         upon experience. According to Hume, the “sense impressions” come from we know not
         where, that is, from “deep within us,” some secret place. “Impressions may be divided
         into two kinds, those of sensation and those of reflection,” Hume writes; “the first
         kind arises in the soul originally, from unknown causes.”[40]  The impressions are not allowed to be the effects of anything knowable.
      

      
      The simple impressions, as Hume defines them, subject to a most mysterious and miraculous
         birth, are limited each to a single sense organ. Hume goes so far as to call these
         impressions “objects.”[41]  Yet no human being experiences an “object” that is merely a smell, or simply a color,
         or no more than a taste or a texture. Plato inquires in his Theaetetus, what is that consciousness in us, that is able to tell the differences between a
         taste and a smell, a sound versus an image? Certain it is that no sense organ comprehends this distinction.[42]  The consciousness that is able to discriminate between taste, touch, sound, and
         image, is evidence of precisely that self which Hume would like to reduce to a mere
         “heap or collection of certain impressions.”[43]  
      

      
      Common facts are the only possible foundation for common deliberation. The natural
         human orientation towards cause is situated in knowledge of single objects, that is,
         in kinds or forms. The experimental method of reasoning seeks to delimit reason to
         the act of comparison. Experimental reason, even as it plays fast and loose with the
         very denomination “object,” claims that causation involves a relationship between
         objects. As if comparison could issue in knowledge. One must first know what an object
         is, before one can properly compare it to something else. Yet this does not render comparison
         the nature of real knowledge.
      

      
      It is one of the great problems of Hume’s philosophy when it represents the role of
         reason to be essentially one of “comparing” objects. This mystery I take it is now
         resolved. It is the definition of what a body is that causes the confusion. Once we
         establish that the real bodies must be wholes-of-parts, and do away with the mistaken
         notion of indivisible body; the pressure upon the category of perception is relaxed,
         and it becomes possible for us to talk about the perceptions of the wholes-of-parts,
         and their kinds: which part of learning Locke originally sought to cast into the category
         of refugee mental activity, stateless and without authority, good only for common
         people and indicative of no truth. Hume needs a bit of humility, or rather philosophy
         does. There is much more in the ordinary opinion that our current philosophies give
         credit for.
      

      
      “All kinds of reasoning consist in nothing but a comparison,” Hume writes, “and a
         discovery of those relations, either constant or inconstant, which two or more objects
         bear to each other.”[44]  However, one must know what an object is, before one can perform any such operation upon it mentally. One
         does not learn anything about what an object is, at least originally, by way of comparison.
      

      
      Hume suggests that the sense impressions we experience come in some temporal order.
         It is admitted that the mind can only single out one aspect of an object for special
         attention at any given moment; yet there seems no reason to concede Hume’s proposition
         that perception itself takes place in such a serial manner. If it is an object it
         has a beginning and an end. It exists with extremities of time, shape, and dimensions
         (or, if you like, extension), size, color, texture. The object will have both essential
         and accidental qualities. It may usually be dry, but presently wet due to a rain storm.
         Yet it will not have what the moderns call primary and secondary qualities. The heat
         is in the fire, not just in us.
      

      
      Hume’s second theory of causation rests upon the shoulders of the first theory of
         cause. Hume never allows that we can know for certain, in any single case, that any
         two husks of sensation are actually fused together in one finite object.[45]  In the second theory of causation, we behold Hume the political philosopher. In
         order to treat the fragments of sense datums as if they were a unity, the mind must
         pretend that it is so. Merely in order to defend the claim that we look at one object through
         a succession of moments, Hume argues, the mind is forced to engage in the production
         of fictions.
      

      
      When Hume undertakes to describe the meaning of “diversity,” it is steeped in the
         atomist ontology too. From the vantage point of atomism, indivisible objects, change
         cannot be a part of them. Change is unaccounted for. Thus the appearance of change
         in one object must be interpreted by like philosophies as involving a fiction of the
         mind, supposing one object to exist where only a succession of different objects can
         exist. When our ontology restores to philosophy the reality of change as a characteristic
         of all bodies, we can then resume with the concept of diversity that is consonant
         with ordinary perception: namely, diversity between the kinds of objects.[46] 
      

      
      Galen Strawson’s book is an attempt to alter the way scholars think of David Hume’s
         theory. According to most scholars, Hume’s theory of cause and effect has its principle
         anchor in the psychological imperatives of people, rather than in our knowledge of
         the world “out there.” For Strawson, “regularity” is Hume’s chief account of perception.
         Strawson does not enumerate the precise Humean sense of this: that the “red” or the
         “sweet” and the round “follow one another in the mind’s perceptions, as an “apple.”
         I do not think that the mind experiences these “objects” successively or separately.
         Hume does.[47]  Strawson is quick to agree. Strawson wants us to allow that Hume permits his psychological
         theory of causation to extend beyond our minds, to knowledge of the external world.
         This is the entire argument of Strawson’s book: there must be some true ontological
         cause behind “regularity” in nature as Hume depicts it. Strawson wants to argue that
         Hume is at least open to this. The expanded concept of causation, to include actual
         knowledge of reality, that Strawson wants to associate Hume with, however, is at cross-purposes
         with Hume’s argument.
      

      
      Hume’s metaphysic is against this expansive notion of causation. It must rebuke even
         Strawson in his attempt to open up an avenue between experience and a broader theory
         of causal knowledge, because “belief” for Hume supposes the frustration of precisely
         that dimension of comprehension that Strawson tries to liberate. “Belief” is not “inductive”
         or at all rational for Hume. It is assertive rather than comprehending.[48]  The intelligence in nature allowed by Hume operates against human awareness. Human awareness only obscures the intelligence of nature. This philosophy
         must rebuke man in his pretensions to escape ignorance.
      

      
      Louis Loeb wants to make the case that Hume does present a “constructive” theory of
         cause and effect judgment in Treatise I. That the “constructivist” theory of judgment recognizes stability of belief as
         evidence in favor of its being, of “justification.” There is also a theory “destructive”
         of belief in the Treatise, Loeb allows. Yet Loeb seeks to reconcile the conflicting views. Loeb’s theory is
         not so entirely different from Strawson’s.[49]  Hume’s theory of judgment so hovers over modern science that his arguments continue
         to strike nerves.
      

      
      Loeb comes up with a rich perspective on Hume’s theory of causation. According to
         Loeb, it is only “reflective” people, especially philosophically reflective people,
         who are at risk of having their beliefs falsified by Humean science. The “landowners
         and day laborers” are likely to have stable beliefs because they don’t think in a
         speculative way, Loeb reasons. In Loeb’s construction of Hume’s argument, only those
         who would traipse into metaphysical quibbles will get entangled in the perplexities
         of Hume’s argument. As Loeb would like to indicate, philosophers would do better to
         simply imitate the non-philosophic in terms of their beliefs about objects. In such
         a manner, Loeb suggests, philosophers too could avoid conflict with Hume’s puzzles.
      

      
      This reasoning however is questionable. Ordinary beliefs are conceded by Hume’s science
         to be sufficient for men insofar as they have need of acting. Yet the moment when an issue of truth or judgment arises, then the ordinary beliefs
         of the day laborer or landowner are of absolutely no value whatsoever. For they are,
         in Hume’s analysis, convenient deceptions enacted by the mind of man, helped along
         by certain instincts implanted by nature. Hume expressly denies that we can know the
         cause of any external object. All that we can be sure of is the cause of certain ideas
         in our head; and this certainty consists only in approximation of a psychological
         necessity we have of acting as if we possessed real knowledge, without really possessing it.
      

      
      Hume does not propose, from the vantage point of his science, to treat ordinary beliefs
         as to cause and effect as the effectual truth of nature. Far from it. Hume’s entire
         first book in the Treatise, and his Enquiries as well, are advanced pursuant to a design of argument. That design of argument means
         to indict the most universally cherished beliefs, such as in the liberty of the will,
         and in the reality of the nature of justice. For Hume both of these things are fictions.
         “Vice and virtue, therefore, may be compared to sounds, colors, heat and cold, which,
         according to modern philosophy, are not qualities in objects, but perceptions in the
         mind.”[50]  It makes a great deal of difference to a culture to harbor the belief that human
         actions are “fated.” It makes an enormous difference to the moral culture of a civilization
         to maintain that reason and passion are antagonistic to one another, in the manner
         that Hume argues. Hume’s attack on the veracity of ordinary belief in the physics
         of his Treatise is the very foundation for these later charges. Humes’ argument about physics and
         cause and effect reach into the domains of morals and culture and politics in the
         second and third books of the Treatise. Loeb’s suggestion that those who do not puzzle about metaphysical issues will somehow
         be exempt from any molestation by Hume’s arguments is a mere whistling in the graveyard.[51]  
      

      
      Loeb ultimately has very great differences with Hume. Loeb wants to amend Hume’s argument,
         so that the vulgar belief in the continued existence of external bodies can ascend
         into the ranks of the causally justified, and therefore be recognized as stable belief.
         Yet to concede that the vulgar belief in the continued existence of external body
         is rational would destroy the means to what Hume really takes belief to be: an urgency
         or “vivacity” so strong that it must shove aside all appeal to any kind of reason,
         in impatient self-assertion.
      

      
      In Hume’s model of mind, the relation between perceptual faculties and external objects
         is undone. The mind is said to associate simple ideas, not necessarily reflecting
         what is external to us at all. It may be a mere fiction of the mind! This is the basis
         for Hume’s insisting that reason in man and reason in the lower animals is all of
         a piece. The brutes don’t recognize archetypes, and for Hume, neither does man. We
         can’t say for sure what an external object is, in Hume’s account of fact. All we know
         is that our minds associate certain simple ideas by habit or necessity or some unknown
         cause. 
      

      
      All this despite the fact that Hume’s account of perception bears no relationship,
         unless an alien one, to what people do consciously experience. All of a sudden the
         mind has authority to combine any “simple” ideas it likes. If we can “conceive” of
         it, Hume says, it is possible. “Whatever is clearly conceived can exist.”[52]  Which reveals the quietly ambitious core of Hume’s model. Hume’s science can, and
         does, stipulate that any cause can produce any effect, “because no simple ideas are
         contrary.” That the modern philosophy wishes to rule people through their feelings
         is part and parcel of Hume’s project. Nothing can lead to this result more easily
         than a philosophy which pretends that there is no order in nature; that in accounts
         of fact, the mind is at liberty to suppose almost anything. Hume’s moratorium on seriousness
         in philosophy no longer seems so benign. Hume’s dictum that reason is antagonistic
         to sense experience as ordinarily known is the pivotal fact about his teaching.
      

      
      Hume as Skeptic

      
      Hume seeks to represent true philosophy as something that reveals the incoherence
         of human thought. Hume’s version of reason, accordingly, is usually portrayed as a
         skeptic doctrine, or else as a “naturalistic” one. By “naturalistic,” what the scholars
         usually wish to indicate is that Hume is an atomist, who believes that nature is a
         perfect unity, and that all of the objects in it can be reduced to the same, identical
         substance.[53]  It really does not matter too much which one of these designations the reader chooses
         to embrace; for both the skeptic philosophy of Pyrrho and the atomism of what is called
         naturalism deny that the human perceptual organs can know for certain what the objects
         in the external world are.
      

      
      Hume likes to advertise himself as a sceptic of a certain sort. Yet Hume does not
         belong to the Pyrrhonist skeptical school. Indeed, quite the contrary. For Pyrrho,
         skepticism provides a signal service to the human being: he is delivered from the burden of having to make judgments.[54]  The Pyrrhonist philosopher, Sextus Empiricus tells us, believes that skepticism
         “is an ability, or mental attitude, which opposes appearances to judgments in any
         way whatsoever, with the result that owing to the equipollence of the objects and
         reasons thus opposed, we are brought firstly to a mental state of suspense, and next
         to a mental state of ‘unperturbedness’ or quietude.”[55]  
      

      
      Pyrrho found a certain bliss in this posture. “Ataraxia” is the technical term for
         the kind of happiness that belongs to the one who no longer has to worry about responsibility
         for making judgments. Pyrrho arrived at this skepticism, according to Diognes Laertius,
         by accident. Pyrrho one time found himself in a muddle, as regarded some particular
         issue. After careful and honest deliberation, Pyrrho discovered that he could not
         actually make any sort of judgment. This condition occurred to Pyrrho as akin to euphoria.
         He thereafter began a very different enterprise: seeking to collect sets of arguments
         which could serve the purpose of thwarting judgment, whenever any situation presented
         itself which called for one.
      

      
      There is another aspect of Pyrrho’s model that is of interest to us. Pyrrho, in order
         not to run afoul of the moral laws of his time and place, indicated that the skeptic
         should acquiesce in the common beliefs.[56]  In this manner, the skeptic could still preserve for himself the illusion that he
         was not making a judgment, by deferring his judgment to the community. None of these
         classically Pyrrhonist attitudes squares with those of Hume.
      

      
      The first evidence for the above claim is the appendix to book I of Hume’s Treatise. There, we behold Hume tormented by his inability to know, at least allegedly. Hume
         claims that the arguments he has learned make it impossible for him to obtain the
         slightest reassurance that he knows anything, right down to the reality of his own
         identity. The only remedy for this misery, Hume argues, is amusement: playing at games,
         ceasing to think about philosophy, diversion.[57]  For Pyrrho, the application of skeptic arguments itself is the tonic; whereas in
         Hume’s model, he at least advertises his mental condition as a conundrum, involuntary
         to some degree and not at all pleasant.
      

      
      Secondly, Hume does not in any respect submit to the opinions of his peers. To be
         sure, Hume relies upon his sense perceptions when he goes about his daily business;
         and he makes a note to inform his readers that he leaves his philosophy behind him
         in his chambers when he goes out to attend to business. Yet as we will see when we
         examine book II of the Treatise, in Hume’s analysis of the passions, he does not acquiesce in any of the ordinary
         moral attitudes. He is far from being afraid to collide with the typical moral opinions
         of the community. To the contrary: Hume elects a confrontational approach, insisting
         that his own analyses of the passions are a knowledge as “necessary” as the doctrines
         of body that he sets forth in book I of the Treatise.

      
      Richard H. Popkin believes that Hume is a sincere Pyrrhonist.[58]  By this Popkin means that the Pyrrhonist in Hume recognizes the corrosive nature
         of philosophy on opinion. Reason, in evidently “all “ philosophers, or all competent
         philosophers, as Hume suggests, upsets the confidence of all opinions whatsoever,
         right down to matters of fact. Popkin characterizes the Humean personality, the Humean
         philosophical personality, as “schizophrenic.” This is because Pyrrhonist reason,
         for Hume, demolishes our every last pretension to know truth; whereas “naturalistic
         belief” is said to properly belong to the “sensitive” part of our natures. “Belief”
         is severed by Hume from reason and perception both. Mechanistic psychological and
         causal biological pressures, subconscious, push the mind into belief not based upon
         any rational evidence, but upon the needs of the organism.
      

      
      The secondary literature on Hume evaluates ancient philosophy and the place of Pyrrho’s
         skepticism in it. Donald Livingston’s Philosophical Delirium applies a historical model of interpretation, to compare the ancient schools with
         the moderns. Hume wrote consecutive essays on Platonism, Stoicism, and Epicureanism.
         Livingston seems to be building off of the caricature of the ancients that Hume himself
         offers in his essays.[59] 
      

      
      Plato, in Hume’s estimation, constitutes the contemplative life. Livingston follows
         Hume’s argument. In Livingston’s view, Plato’s model of philosophy is one of withdrawal.
         Livingston refers to this as the “heroic” moment of philosophy, which involves a “turning
         away” from the common life. Livingston is quite characteristic of the sweeping moral
         mood of the moderns in general. Virtues such as courage and truth strike Livingston
         as aloof and arrogant. Allegedly the common people do not have leisure or perhaps
         the luxury to engage in heroic exploits, or to worry about truth. Yet it is not the
         nature of courage to manufacture display, or to cut a dashing figure. It is the purpose
         of courage to oppose the forces of destruction, in philosophy as in other spheres
         of life. Plato certainly admires courage, as Socrates did before him; but it ought
         not to be confused with hubris. Livingston characterizes Plato and the Stoics as pretentious
         for being concerned with objects that are not at the center of common or daily life.[60] 
      

      
      Livingston really is a bit unfair when he characterizes Plato as aloof from the ordinary
         understanding. To be sure, the Platonic science of definition must and does part ways
         with the “sightlovers” of ordinary speech, at a certain point.[61]  Yet Plato and the sightlovers of the Republic are at one in terms of recognizing beautiful objects. Plato does not claim that the
         objects the sightlovers regard as beautiful are not so; and Plato never claims to
         know of beauty in objects that the sightlovers are ignorant of. Plato’s science of
         definition aspires to perfect knowledge, to logos, as opposed to familiarity with
         images such as is characteristic of ordinary speech. Yet Plato’s science of definition
         must and does rely upon the ordinary familiarity with objects based on images as its
         original evidence.[62]  When Plato’s Socrates insists that he “knows that he knows nothing,” it is a profession
         of humility. The point is to oblige philosophy to begin with the facts commonly known.
         The truth of the matter is that ordinary opinion greatly admires courage; and the
         last thing Plato is guilty of is turning away in a haughty manner from the concerns
         of ordinary life. In Plato’s greatest dialogues, including the Gorgias, the Theaetetus, the Republic and the Parmenides, Socrates takes the side of the ordinary understanding of right and wrong against
         Callicles, Protagoras, Thrasymachus, and Parmenides respectively. To be sure, these
         latter philosophical opponents cannot be construed as ordinary folk. Yet it is their
         refusal to begin with the ordinary understanding of facts that Plato converts into
         the foundation of his respective critiques.
      

      
      Julia Annas seems to be closer to the mark: Hume is a dogmatist.[63]  The true Pyrhonnian has no judgment: he is equipollent for opposed views. Hume argues
         that his sceptic philosophy proves that we can’t know of external objects. That is
         dogmatic. Hume insists that we cannot know the cause of our impressions. He insists
         that our impressions, perceptions really, are in actuality “simple”; whereas our experience
         insists that they are “complex.” Hume maintains that the mind constructs complex ideas.
         A true sceptic would not be capable of making any of these judgments. He would not
         be able to hold that our perceptions are certainly not directly of external bodies.
         Yet Hume holds this as proved by “the slightest philosophy.”
      

      
      Notes
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                  it will have to be within a system of beliefs” (9). “I maintain that skepticism about
                  reflection is in order because intense reflection fails the stability test” (28).
                  “If Hume inclines to the more demanding theory, his position is that no belief is
                  justified, for either the reflective or the unreflective person. It is unclear, however,
                  that Hume has any epistemic objection to the stable beliefs of the unreflective person”
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                  regulates the passions. In customary belief, fierce passion is mostly threatening.
                  Yet the public opinion that Hume seeks to stir up in book II of his Treatise is quite dismissive of the ordinary beliefs. In customary society, the accumulated
                  memory-knowledge of generations masters passions. In Hume’s model of society, reason,
                  and custom too, are to be as passion’s slaves. Stability is not the good that Hume
                  starts out to preserve and protect from disruptive philosophy. In Loeb’s view, Hume
                  has no theory of body: “Hume wants to secure the result that there is no satisfactory
                  formulation of the belief in body” (216). Stability and Justification. Yet Hume’s entire Treatise, and his Enquiry as well, are anchored on the doctrine of indivisible physical points. That’s atomism.
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                  Robert Fogelin, in Hume’s Skepticism in the Treatise of Human Nature (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1985), maintains that “Hume holds that virtually
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                  (The Philosophy of David Hume. London: MacMillan, 1964), that Hume is a naturalist suggest that Hume wants to view
                  man as part of nature, but this tells us little. What the naturalistic thesis wants to argue, first, is that nature is a unity, and that man therefore must be thought to be governed by the same laws as ostriches
                  and salamanders. The naturalist camp, including Paul Russell, (Freedom and Moral Sentiment. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996) concedes that Hume argues that “we cannot
                  infer the existence of a material world on the basis of our perceptions” (30). Once
                  again, however, the role that Hume plays in the new version of Epicurean physics is
                  ignored. Russell makes a great deal of the proposition that human beings must rely
                  on their feelings as opposed to their reason, when making judgments about the world
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                  depends on one’s being afflicted by atomistic teaching about the senses. “For Hume
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      Chapter 5

      Hume’s Moral Philosophy

      
         
         
      

      
       Hume’s moral and political philosophy constitutes a sea change in Western letters.
         The fundamental constitution of the change can be explained as follows. In ordinary
         life, people evaluate their own moral emotions, and those of others, based upon the
         factual circumstances that are seen to prevail. If someone is very upset, the ordinary
         individual wonders what the cause is. She seeks to know. From the vantage point of
         Hume’s philosophy, however, there is no longer a domain of fact to appeal to. The
         only thing each individual really has to appeal to, are certain mental objects of
         perception in her head, which have allegedly no probative value when it comes to determining
         what facts are. The very manner in which philosophy now begins to approach moral emotion
         is severely different.
      

      
      From the vantage point of Hume’s philosophy, we have no way of knowing where the “impressions”
         or perceptions in our minds come from. Hume allows that it is possible that these
         feelings are simply outgrowths of our own bodies. Thus, it is the individual who feels
         a disturbance who needs to come up with some explanation. If someone is angry, the
         problem is the person who feels the anger. The anger is not allowed to indicate some
         external factual situation, in Hume’s analysis of the passions. It can only be a referenda
         on a human type or kind of personality. There are enormous political implications
         in this new point of view. In this chapter I can only begin to draw out a couple of
         weak threads, and hope that the reader remembers that all of this philosophy under
         review is obliged to the atomist thesis.
      

      
      The moral sanction possessed by public opinion is easily the most devastating force
         in politics. That individual whose name is publicly linked to something shameful is
         instantaneously convicted by public outrage. The legal process, which moves very slowly,
         takes a considerable amount of time to ascertain truth of fact. Individual lives are
         destroyed sometimes in a matter of hours. How that popular moral sanction is directed
         is a mighty political concern. Early Modern philosophy from the outset has been expert
         in caressing and directing this primal force. One wonders what politics and morals
         will look like in the new civilization that Locke and Hume have sculpted: for while
         it is impossible, from the atomist point of view, to be certain of any truth of fact;
         it is also possible, from the atomist point of view, “for anything to go with anything.”
      

      
       Hume’s philosophy climbs into morals in the very domain of inductive science. When
         Hume argues that the human being is only capable of knowing mental objects, that perceptions
         cannot be ascribed to external objects—he is making a case for a new form of judgment
         alleged to be in human beings. When the ordinary individual claims that she perceives
         an apple, and that the apple is before her on the table, this involves moral judgment
         in Hume’s scheme. For the individual, according to Hume, is not really capable of
         knowing that the apple is there as an external object. Accordingly, the individual
         who claims to know that the apple is there, is said to be enacting a “fiction.” The
         individual, in other words, lies, from Hume’s point of view; and this lie, as to the
         real existence of the apple, is self-serving. It enables the individual to appropriate
         and make use of the objects in nature for her own benefit.
      

      
       This moral story is woven into Hume’s philosophy of perception. The people are unaware
         of this category of morality. From the atomist vantage point, Hume is in a position
         to claim that the entire fabric of ordinary moral beliefs is woven out of illusions
         and rationalizations. Since human beings really can’t know what objects actually exist,
         the moral feelings that they would feel towards those objects must be mere fictions
         too. Other causes, deep in the physiology of the organism, must be accountable for
         the actual moral feelings of the human being. These causes, in Hume’s view, despite
         the fact that they cannot be known, are selfish. No matter what feelings an individual
         believes herself to possess—since they are all alleged to be based on the supposed
         fiction of actually knowing what objects exist—a new explanation is called for.
      

      
       The most conspicuous example in Hume’s philosophy of morals is the case of justice.
         For some reason, Hume argues, there must be a cause for justice that it not itself
         bound up with justice. The motive that underlies the moral motive of justice, must
         itself be amoral. Justice, in Hume’s view, is as illusory and fictitious as the objects
         that people believe themselves to actually know about. The rhetoric of justice, when
         Hume finally peels away the layers, is seen by him to be self-serving. Justice is
         not just.
      

      
      Passion

      
       It is impossible to imagine morality without feelings. The people use the language
         of virtue and vice when they talk about strong feelings. Yet Hume, in his theory of
         the passions, separates the strong feelings from moral character. The passions, in
         Hume’s model, are part of human physiology. Hume has taken great pains, and gone far
         out of his way, to attempt to vacate the competence of the ordinary individual to
         know truth of any fact. To be sure, this philosopher will allow people to conduct
         their business in consonance with their “habits,” as if these were unconscious drives;
         but if any of that business should become ripe for a determination as to truth of
         fact, Hume wants us to know, the ordinary fellow is unfit to judge what is right.
         The ordinary fellow does not possess a clear sense of morals, or a decent sense of
         morals, in Hume’s view. Philosophy, in this case Hume’s, must supplant the individual’s
         judgment.
      

      
      Hume, in his second theory of causation, founds all human action upon the suppression of knowledge. Allegedly, nobody can know matters of fact with certainty. Thereupon,
         the mind, as Hume narrates, is compelled to produce its own fictions, or make-believe,
         to enable it to cope with the pressing task of getting along in the world. Hume christens
         this supposed impulse as a mysterious part of the human being’s nature. From this
         point of view, the calling into question of our ability to know is converted into
         a launching pad for self-aggrandizing impulses which are blind to any common set of
         facts.
      

      
      I suppose it is important how Hume defines the conception of a self, or identity.
         As we have seen, during the discussion of human reason, Hume presents us with a portrait
         of vacant identity. The individual is as if reduced to the scene of momentary impressions,
         whose identity is wholly bound up with the passing show. Nor does Hume allow for the
         category of morality to undergird identity. Passion alone is the source of “pride”
         for Hume, as it is for the source of disgrace or “humility.” Truth is separate from
         the category of identity, for Hume; and so too is morality. Yet the self that emerges
         in Hume’s domain of passion is blistering and ubiquitous. “Tis evident, that pride
         and humility, tho” directly contrary, have yet the same object. That object is self,
         or that succession of related ideas and impressions, of which we have an intimate
         memory and consciousness.”[1]  
      

      
      In Hume, however, this quantum of attitude is being ascribed to the person’s subconscious. It is no longer necessary for human beings to be aware of this moral predilection
         for the self as against all others. The point is that with Hume’s philosophy, this commitment to interest
         is alleged to be hardwired into “human nature,” such that men are not free to choose
         anything else. In fact, Hume does away with the category of choice. All impulses and
         actions are said to be fated and necessary. “Nature, by an absolute and uncontrollable
         necessity, has determined us to judge as well as to breathe and feel,” Hume writes.
         In his view, “belief is more properly an act of the sensitive than of the cogitative
         part of our natures.”[2] 
      

      
      Annette Baier disputes that there is any conflict between the versions of human identity
         portrayed in books I and II of the Treatise. “There is, I think, no contradiction between what book I said about the self and
         what book two says: rather, there is supplementation and completion.”[3]  There is definitely a relation between the versions of personal identity put forward
         in books I and II, but nothing like completion. Book I of the Treatise concerns perception. Hume denies the capacity of perception to know facts about the
         external world. The resulting portrait of the self is vacancy. In book II, identity
         is translated into sharp passions, angular emotions of subordination and superiority.
         The portrait of the self that emerges in book II is what we are left with when truth
         is suspended.
      

      
      It is not too much to say that when Hume unfurls for us his version of human identity
         in Treatise II, that this version of the self is plagued by unseemly emotions. Petty feelings
         of superiority, or humiliating feelings of degradation, are the poles of experience
         that Hume’s doctrine of identity leads us into in the second book of the Treatise. When Hume enters into the second book of his Treatise, the dense language of his natural philosophy has abated. In the first book, it is
         as if human beings have no identity at all. Nor is the appendix to the first book
         without special significance. Hume there left us with the desideratum: forsake the
         search for truth in any matter whatsoever, or confront the consequence of torment
         as inflicted by his philosophy. Man is urged to clip the wings of his desire to know. Man may rescue himself from torment by indulging himself in amusements. To forget
         about the search for truth, Hume indicates, is to be delivered from all of the vexation
         that attends to the humblest search for any true reality.
      

      
      In book II of the Treatise, Hume does not waste any time. Hume undertakes to argue that his analysis of the
         passions follows with the same degree of necessity that he thinks attend to his doctrine
         of indivisible bodies. That much vexed question of modern philosophy, as to whether
         or not there can be a free will, is decided by Hume in the negative. “Since reason
         alone can never produce any action, or give rise to volition, I infer, that the same
         faculty is as incapable of preventing volition, or of disputing the preference with
         any passion or emotion,” Hume argues; “Thus it appears, that the principle, which
         opposes our passion, cannot be the same with reason, and is only called so in an improper
         sense.”[4]  In Hume, identity is resolved into a current of turbulent emotion, coordinates of
         dominance and submission. These emotions in Hume’s view are fated, absolutely independent
         of human reflection and judgment.[5]  
      

      
      Hume is resolved that man can be more reliably managed by his passions. Whereas the issues of fact and truth are subjected to the dimming
         light of the first book, all restraint upon perception is removed from the second
         book. The individual goes from a condition of vertigo, to a lens of self-awareness
         which is terribly sharp, piercing, and omnipresent. Man, in Hume’s Treatise book II, is to be set loose in a room of mirrors. His every attribute must be experienced
         as a relative one. It is a prism of comparisons into which the individual is compressed.
      

      
      Among human beings, there are no passions more tumultuous than comparisons of beauty,
         wealth, or other such appearances. Hume employs his philosophy to blind us to certain
         ranges of experience, but he also employs his philosophy to magnify other domains
         of experience, to the degree that they simply loom over all thought. The passions
         that Hume has chosen as the principal vectors of human awareness are destined to orient
         moral experience: they involve a zero-sum interaction of statuses, of comparative
         attributes. The individual can be either a loser, a winner, or the comparison can
         be an emotionless equality. Hume will eventually unveil a new roster of virtues, but
         they will be lacking in the intensity of these passions.
      

      
      The relationship between reason and passion is therefore certain, but indirect. It
         is reason’s attack on the capacity of people to know any truth that breeds the passion
         that Hume seeks to build upon in book II of the Treatise. Hume also begins to speak of passions as simply attributes of a personality, as
         if they were permanent features rather than what they are much more likely to be,
         reactions to particular situations and events. There are many situations in which
         it is not only excusable to feel anger, but in which it would be evidence of disease
         to fail to feel anger. Yet in the culture that Hume undertakes to formulate, the passion
         of anger is to be evaluated as if it is strictly native to the personality or character
         of the human being who feels it.[6] 
      

      
      It is Hume’s claim that reason and passion have no relationship to one another; that
         human feelings are not rational or intelligent.[7]  The only significance that passions have for Hume is in terms of the hierarchy outlined
         in Treatise I. In Treatise I, passion properly emerges (by natural instinct) in response to thwarted, or frustrated
         perceptual faculties. When philosophy denies that people can know the facts, the most
         modest facts of his experience, the result is anxiety and frustration. When this frustration
         literally carries a person to forsake reason, and to act on irresistible impulse,
         this is certifiable as self-preserving reason for Hume. So even in Hume, reason and
         passion are actually intimately related. The artificial version of reason on display
         in Treatise I is sufficient to not only kindle a range of passions, but to validate them in the
         familiar modern language of self-preservation and “necessity.”
      

      
      If we look at Aristotle’s Nichomachean Ethics, however, we can remind ourselves of the degree of reason in our emotions, since it is precisely the correlation of emotion with fact that makes
         for virtuous feeling; and it is precisely the correlation of action with the same
         facts, and what they warrant, that makes for virtuous conduct.
      

      
         Not indeed that courage arises in one entirely without passion and impulse. But the
            impulse must proceed from reason and be directed to the right. He, then, who is carried
            by a rational impulse to face danger for the sake of right, being free from fear about
            these things, is brave; and these are the things with which courage has to do. When
            we say “free from fear,” it is not to be understood that the brave man feels no fear
            at all. For such a person is not brave, for whom nothing at all has any terrors.[8] 
         

      

      
      If we think about the range of passions that we feel, and the occasions for the feeling,
         it is hard to deny that perception of factual situations has a lot to do with it.
         A friend’s sense of humor can provoke us to laughter; the friend’s experience of a
         terrible hardship can provoke us to sadness; and yes, the criminal’s escape with his
         booty can lead us to feel indignation. In actual life, as in the Aristotelian discussion,
         rationality pervades human emotion. The passions of anger or indignation, the two passions most implicated
         in resistance to injustice and oppression, are for Aristotle indicative of realities, of common
         facts, of intelligence. So too is the disposition of courage lauded by Aristotle, as indicating the need
         to oppose that which threatens to enslave us. “It is for facing what is painful, then,
         as has been said, that men are called brave,” Aristotle claims. “Hence also courage
         involves pain, and is justly praised; for it is harder to face what is painful than
         to abstain from what is pleasant.”[9]  Yet in Hume, it is fervently denied that the passions have any rationality in them
         whatsoever. Passions, for Hume, are mere emanations of a personality. Anger and indignation
         in Hume’s philosophy are simply indicative of unattractive and socially useless personalities.[10]  Hume’s portrayal of passions as effectively self-generating reflections of characters,
         as opposed to indicating commonly experienced external facts, is an oppressive theory.
         It reflects the degree of authority that philosophy seeks to have in a world where
         the knowledge of truth has been proclaimed effectively unavailable to human beings.
      

      
      One must study Hume’s theory of the passions in tandem with his philosophy of morals,
         since morality amounts to passive feeling for Hume. When Hume says that reason does
         not have the power to produce volition; that reason lacks the power to restrain passion;
         that all feelings and behaviors are “necessary,” one cannot refute this until the
         embargo on perceived knowledge of fact is disproved, and removed. Morality or practical
         reason is, most of the time, all about particular cases, specific facts that are usually
         much more than psychological questions. It is not hard to see that we all depend on
         reason to tame passion, that we are responsible for what we choose, and that what
         we choose could easily not be.
      

      
      Hume insists that we may not define these passions of pride and humility, yet define
         them he does. Humility is the Christian virtue par excellence. “Wisdom is with the
         lowly.” Equality before God, and before death, is its nature. Common feeling, community,
         is what true humility tries to hold together. Yet in Hume’s metaphysics of the passions,
         “humility” is reconceived of as a sign of inferiority, as being less than the others.
         Note how Hume insists: (a) that the self is the constant object of pride and humility;
         (b) that it is impossible to feel them both at the same time. Real friendship, as
         real justice, cannot take place absent a substantive equality. This sort of equality
         seems to be banished from Hume’s world. In Aristotle’s view, the friend is a second
         self. “For without friends, no one would choose to live, though he had all other goods.”[11]  It is acknowledged that for Hume, a man will feel as if his wife, children, and
         friends are second selves, but only in the sense that he will receive shame or praise
         for how their respective eminences reflect upon him. Real friendship cannot endure
         such conditions.
      

      
      Hume, in the Treatise, very carefully assigns the passions their own separate book. “Moral” philosophy
         is not specifically addressed until the third book, which Hume advertises as a book
         that can well stand on its own. However, the third book cannot stand on its own if
         the reader is to actually understand it. For the passions are an intimate part of
         the moral philosophy that Hume unfolds; whereas the origins of these passions, discussed
         only in the second book, are ascribed to the same mysterious causes as the sense impressions
         of book I. Aristotle defines anger as that emotion that a human being feels when he
         believes that someone has done him wrong. The entire foundation of this definition
         is eliminated by Hume. Anger is said to be akin to one’s height or weight, absolutely
         unrelated to a social context. Ordinary people praise and blame individuals for what
         they feel in certain contexts; Hume is making the argument that passions are entirely
         aloof from character and moral judgment. Passion emerges as a new kind of magic, of
         mysterious origin. The causes of moral emotions are obvious to people in the context
         of facts. For philosophy, these facts are fictions; thus some other cause must be
         sought for the feelings. The individual herself must be held responsible for feeling
         in this or that way. “A passion is an original existence, or, if you will, modification
         of existence, and contains not any representative quality which renders it a copy
         of any other existence or modification,” Hume insists. “When I am angry, I am actually
         possessed with the passion, and in that have no more a reference to any other object,
         than when I am thirsty, or sick, or more than five foot high.”[12] 
      

      
      In book II of the Treatise, Hume lays down a schematic for what it is possible for the human being to feel. Pride and humility are the two dominant passions that govern the human psyche, in
         Hume’s view. Pride and humility as Hume defines them, while assigned to the category
         of the “indirect” passions, are nevertheless the dominant ones.
      

      
      In customary speech, pride is associated with honor. We use the name to indicate the
         person who is conscientious about her work; faithful in her relationships; brave in
         the face of adversity; life-affirming in the impact she has on loved ones and friends.
         The pride that David Hume is talking about is much closer to the name “conceit” as
         it is used in ordinary speech. It is certainly true that most people admire those
         who possess great riches, or great beauty, or even much learning. Yet this admiration
         fades quickly, if there is any suggestion that the individual so referred to regards
         herself as superior to others for any of these qualities. Such a belief would be regarded
         as the height of shallowness, as the evidence of an unattractive self-love. Yet this
         is precisely the version of “pride” that Hume regards as the building block of the
         social order. It is the sort of pride which can only exist, if other people are made
         to feel less. This is not the sort of competition which breeds excellence. It is the sort of competition
         which breeds contempt. It should be noted as well, that Hume never gets around to
         indicating how these riches are to be gotten in the first place, since it is wealth
         which Hume is overwhelmingly concerned with as the basis for pride.
      

      
      It is only with the experience of pride or humility, that is, interpersonal passions
         where Hume allows that the individual experiences for the first time a self. Amelie O. Rorty wrote an article on the role of pride in Hume’s philosophy that
         has spurred a flurry of subsequent attempts.[13]  Rorty was not the first to take up the issue; but she seems to have been the first
         to have focused on the significance Hume envisions for pride insofar as the emergence of a self is concerned. Rorty calls our attention to the relationship that Hume recognizes
         between pride and identity, that is, the origination of a self. Rorty believes that
         Hume’s definition of pride is close to, or even identical with, the customary sense
         that I have described above. Yet it is not. When it comes time for Hume to found a
         new self in the passions of book II, Hume takes great care to oblige the passions
         to the doctrine of impressions in book I. All efforts to expand Hume’s discussion
         of pride to encompass truth of fact are therefore unfounded. Yet this is the line of argument that Rorty pursues. “Hume introduces us to the
         idea of self as a fictional construction,” Rorty writes; “He brought the passions
         into their own, no longer marks of invasive forces, but our own motivating attitudes.”[14]  
      

      
      Rorty chooses interesting words to describe this form of pride that Hume places so
         much emphasis on. Rorty characterizes this pride as a “fiction,” that is, as something
         that the individual generates out of her imagination. Yet imagination is obliged to
         what other people respect. By “invasive forces,” Rorty seems to be referring to community
         standards of excellence, of virtue and vice, or ordinary praise and blame. Rorty writes
         of a pride that is reflective—but to be reflective one must be capable of knowing something. Hume chooses, nevertheless, to link the passion of pride to the doctrine
         of impressions from Treatise I. The impressions rise up against the authority of what is ordinarily known. They
         deny the possibility of knowledge; and define the passions, or “sensitive” part of
         the soul, as quite incompatible with the intellect or “cogitative” part of our natures.
      

      
      Rorty extrapolates from Hume’s strict discussion of pride—a very distinctive definition
         (although Hume denies that he defines pride and embellishes it with something Hume
         is quite hostile to: pride as ordinarily understood. “It is with this aside that Hume changes the
         history of philosophy,” Rorty writes. Hume allegedly “introduces the idea that the
         sense of self derives from social recognition and admiration of what is visible, prized,
         and rare.”[15]  It once again needs to be pointed out that pride can only exist for Hume, where
         the others are made to feel “humility.” Humility, in Hume’s lexicon, is a painful
         feeling, akin to shame. In this sort of superiority that Hume retails in his theory
         of pride, he is not a founder. Machiavelli and Hobbes precede him. In ordinary opinion,
         humility is easily understood as a virtue which can be a proper basis for pride. Jesus is the only name one needs to utter in this context. Yet for Hume,
         “Tis impossible a man can at the same time be both proud and humble.”[16]  In ordinary experience, humility is often a sort of grace which attracts admiration.
         It is certainly compatible with what ordinary opinion believes to be meritorious,
         but this does not fit Hume’s definition of pride, which he bases the true self upon.
      

      
      Pride and Humility, as Hume discusses them, have very little, if anything to do with choice. Choice involves a rational element, and Hume is adamant that the
         passions cannot be governed by reason. This will be discussed more below. If we own
         a house, we cannot feel pride in it, unless or except as we compare it to someone
         else’s. Change the object of comparison, and one converts pride into disgrace.[17]  
      

      
      Hume does say that there are other causes of pride, besides riches or beauty. Hume
         says that the causes of pride can include “imagination, judgment, memory or disposition;
         wit, good sense, learning, courage, justice, integrity” (T 279). The problem is that
         most of these qualities are elsewhere derided by Hume, or even repudiated. Justice,
         Hume will argue, is but an artificial virtue the true root of which is self-love.
         As for courage, Hume later presents this as a semi-barbaric virtue, proper only to
         times past. As for learning, what are we to make of this claim to pride? For the only
         knowledge that Hume thinks it is possible to obtain is that there is no knowledge
         that it is possible for us to have. Hume clearly regards wealth as the ultimate basis
         for pride, as he regards poverty, or even simply modest means, as the subsoil of disgraceful
         humility.[18]  “But the relation, which is esteemed the closest, and which of all others produces
         most commonly the passion of pride, is that of property.”[19]  
      

      
      The point about humility and pride that Hume seeks to establish, is that this is simply
         the mental household that nature has set up in human beings. According to Hume, we
         have no alternative but to espouse these feelings of pride and humility, as he has
         defined them, as the necessary parameters of our experience as human beings. Our souls,
         in Hume’s argument, are determined by these principles. Our relationships with others
         must be characterized as following from these principles. Hume makes rather complicated
         arguments about how passions can be compounded out of diverse materials; but all of
         the diverse materials are derived from the isolated passions of pain and pleasure,
         or the social passions of superiority and inferiority.
      

      
      Hume does not lie when he claims that man is a social being. For “pride” and “humility”
         as Hume defines them are indeed social passions. Yet they are perverted passions insofar
         as Hume has determined the signification of these names. If scholars have tended to
         interpret Hume’s claim that human beings are social animals, to indicate that they
         are well disposed to one another, we cannot square this with the definition of the
         essential human feelings that Hume has ascribed to us. It is not for accidental reasons
         that Hume defines the other moral attributes of human beings as “artificial.”[20]  
      

      
      In truth, perception of fact is a great conduit of passion. Nor is it true that people
         forever exist in a haze of passion, diverting it here and there as circumstances warrant.
         Facts are perceived. Often, passion does not emerge absent the determination of fact.
         Passion or feeling follows fact. Fact then exists as the baseline, against which the
         degree and trajectory of feeling become known to us. This is not to deny that human
         beings harbor motives, feelings, goals and imperatives that are not induced by external
         facts. People can be, and are, jealous, mistrusting, and ambitious, as well as kind,
         forgiving, understanding, and just. It is to argue that all of our moral experience
         is sunken into a fog when the domain of fact is made obscure.
      

      
      It is of course true that matters of fact cannot be proved, for that which is the proof must ultimately be obtained directly. Particulars cannot be proved, only
         general propositions can be proved in particular cases. Hume’s model, which undertakes
         to interfere with the comprehension of fact, is certainly attempting to affect the
         formation of opinion in society. Hume’s model of causation, or alleged search for
         facts, is designed to thwart that enterprise, in reality. In Hume’s theory of probability,
         the search for fact finally is designed to give way, under pressure, to the passions
         of observers. It is not that by nature the reason of man is slave to his passions.
         It is rather than when philosophy has interfered with the human investigation into
         truth, this may result. It is thus Hume’s intention that “reason is, and ought only
         to be, the slave of the passions,” that truth bow before desire.[21] 
      

      
      Baier on Pride and Resentment in Hume

      
      The great cornerstone of Hume’s philosophy is his theory of indivisible body. It is
         through this lens that Hume undertakes his critique of the veracity, competence, and
         authority of perception. This attack on the authority of perception enables Hume to
         make the case that the essence of the human will is a subconscious phenomenon, that
         it is not eligible to be formed consciously; that reason itself, when properly applied,
         merely results in frustration, but that the frustration of the rational faculties
         only calls forth the natural “instincts” or “secret springs” from which human nature
         emerges.
      

      
      Hume is explicit on this point. Pride and humility, as Hume defines them, are every
         bit as fated as the movement of the atoms are alleged to be.[22]  Hume denies that the passions of pride and humility can be governed by character,
         much less that they can give rise to a conception of principled dignity.[23]  Annette Baier appears to neglect some of this information as she undertakes to analyze
         Hume’s philosophy of pride and what it means for human beings in society.[24] 
      

      
      Baier labors with a theory of pride that is a conscious and necessary foundation for
         a self. This is to say that for Baier, pride coincides with every human being’s need
         for respect.[25]  Hume nowhere enumerates such a need or “secret spring” in human nature. To the contrary:
         conceited pride and slavish humiliation are, in Hume’s view, ineluctable and constant
         vicissitudes of human experience. They form the very core of the self for Hume, and
         he at least does not allow for any way out of this circle. If an individual wants
         to feel superior, she must find someone who, comparatively, is poor and lacking in
         power to compare herself to. 
      

      
      There is nothing in Hume’s model that allows for the possibility of a human being
         advancing past vanity in material possessions, to some more fundamental attributes
         of character such as moral principle. Readers will object to this that Hume enumerates
         a whole roster of social virtues: benevolence, mercifulness, generosity, amiability,
         that contradict this claim. Those virtues will be addressed below. For the present
         moment, it remains the case that Hume’s book on the passions in the Treatise does not provide any foundation for these social virtues. The true feelings are ensnared,
         for Hume, in competitions.
      

      
      Yet Baier interprets Hume in very different terms: as a thinker for whom pride holds
         out the possibility of actual respect, not merely for those who have the most possessions,
         the best looks—but for those who have comparatively little.[26]  Baier’s analysis of the relationship between pride and humility, if it is separated from the premises of Hume’s philosophy, does indeed offer an insight into a distinct
         metaphysics of mutual respect; but Baier actually ascribes this philosophy of mutual
         respect, as derived from a dialectic of pride and humility, to Hume, which appears
         unjustified.
      

      
      On independent grounds, Baier produces a truly masterful discussion of the relationship
         between resentment and pride. Baier dismisses some other opinions of resentment, which
         would confine it to motives of envy and spitefulness. For Baier, resentment is the
         reaction to the deprivation of pride, that is, it bespeaks the proper and even constructive,
         liberating impulse to throw enslavement off.[27]  For Baier, and this seems to me to be excellent and accurate reasoning—resentment
         is indirectly very often a healthy desire for pride; it indicates oppression, painful
         subordination, and therefore essays a natural link with the individual’s assertion
         of a proper pride for herself. This is indeed the direction for emancipation in society,
         for the general improvement of social relations. Yet it is not Hume’s theory.
      

      
      The problem is that Baier thinks this attitude towards resentment, is characteristic
         of Hume. Baier is willing to fuse the impulse of pride to possession, which is Hume’s
         position. Yet possession, as Hume makes clear, does not protect pride in a stable
         manner. We are at the mercy, in Hume’s construction of pride, of the object of comparison.
         Next to a pauper, for Hume, we are haughty; in relationship to the more opulent we
         feel a degrading sense of humility or inferiority. Thus it is pride itself which is
         resentful in Hume’s philosophy. For it can never be fully satiated.
      

      
      Baier is of the opinion that Hume has women in mind when he speaks about resentment,
         and when he speaks about those whose resentment is so impotent that it need not be
         feared.[28]  Hume makes it clear that those with dominant power have no obligation whatsoever
         to take into account the resentment of radical inferiors.[29]  The fact that Hume was raised by a self-sufficient single mother is a piece of biographical
         evidence that Baier leans upon. Yet this does not really bear scrutiny. Men do have to fear the resentment of women, since it is the fealty of women alone that
         can assure to a husband the truth of his paternity. The entire regime of chastity
         which, in Hume’s analysis, men impose upon women is in this sense defensive, for men’s
         reputation is at stake.[30]  
      

      
      Moreover, Baier neglects the power relationship that exists between the philosopher
         and the demos. The discussion of morals is brought back repeatedly by Hume to the
         relationship of causation: contiguity, resemblance, cause and effect. Impressions
         as a doctrine negate the perceptual knowledge of the demos in the effort to ascertain
         truth of fact. The attitude of the philosopher, who denies that the perceptions in
         his mind are actual reports of external objects, is juxtaposed to the philosopher’s
         appraisal of the ordinary opinions: that at best they do disclose “unconscious instincts”
         which drive the human beings regardless of what they consciously think. Indeed, Hume
         ranks virtue and vice as secondary qualities in the Lockean sense, as mere epiphenomena
         of body.
      

      
      The only thing that moral feelings reveal, for Hume, is truths about the one who has
         the feelings. For the individual is to be held accountable for what she feels, as
         if this is a kind of Rorschach test of her own personality. Since there are no external
         facts to point to as causes for moral emotions, they are to be diagnosed as evidence
         of personality types. “So that when you pronounce any action or character to be vicious,
         You mean nothing, but that from the constitution of your nature you have a feeling
         or sentiment of blame from the contemplation of it.” Hume sees no reason to be shy
         about expanding Locke’s concept of the “secondary qualities” of bodies to include
         moral emotions. Morality itself for Hume is essentially another fiction in the mind
         of the individual. Virtue and vice are like “sounds, colors, heat and cold,” which
         are mere “perceptions in the mind.”[31]  Hume celebrates this point of view as a great advance in the speculative sciences.
         
      

      
      In my view, when Hume discusses the relationship between radical superiors and inferiors,
         he is thinking of the relationship between philosophy and the commonweal. Hume’s definition
         of the passions, if they ever were to be implemented, would visit considerable misery
         upon the human race. Would this bother Hume? According to Hume, it is not irrational for him “to prefer the destruction of the world to the scratching of my finger.”[32]  
      

      
      Baier has made a splendid argument about the political implications of the feelings
         of resentment. From Baier’s point of view, every individual needs a certain minimum
         amount of respect from others, which cannot be the product of charity or tolerance
         merely. People need to be able to make others take their opinions seriously, to have
         respect for their feelings and dignity. Yet I do not see how we can argue that this
         is Hume’s intention. The individual who feels resentful, in Hume’s analysis, has no
         basis for making new political claims upon other members of society. Hume will explain
         these passions away as unique outgrowths of the human physiology and body, rather
         than as evidence for any kind of political dignity or the need for such. Passions
         cannot properly refer to political contexts, for Hume. Baier’s analysis contains a great deal more respect for the feelings of
         the ordinary individual than Hume’s philosophy is willing to bestow. For Hume, it
         is the individual who feels who is guilty if the feelings are unpleasant. The problem
         must be hers, it cannot be that of society.
      

      
      Baier is arguing for each individual’s need for some portion of pride that is not
         dependent on charity.[33]  The ability to compel some form of respect is crucial in the predicament of resentment
         that Baier analyzes. Yet the atomism of Hume, the doctrine of impressions, all bespeak
         an authority of hierarchy that has no room for mutual respect.
      

      
      The Relationship Between Reason and Morality

      
      At the outset of the third book of the Treatise, the book expressly on morals, Hume begins by informing the reader that one must
         keep the whole long chain of argument in mind as we move into the familiar territory
         of praise and blame. Hume observes that it is difficult to follow such a long train
         of argument as he has set forth, and suggests that the discussion of morality in fact
         depends on the first two books of the Treatise, contrary to the advertisement that precedes it. Hume is correct that his argument
         is abstruse and hard to follow. However, the reality of the relationship between reason
         and passion is not so difficult to follow.
      

      
      Hume wants to set up abstract reason, as the thing that cannot mix with passion. In
         other words, he wants to draw a line between a set of abstract principles on the one
         hand, and the immediacy of passion on the other.[34]  Evidently Hume has certain philosophers in mind who envision that men and women
         harbor a moral code of sorts, against which they can calmly evaluate their passions,
         and act accordingly. Hume denies that such a convergence can occur. Reason, or abstract
         principles, are not “active” in the sense that Hume indicates; whereas passion, certainly,
         is as immediate as a fire which singes our fingers. Passion propels, and the abstract
         reason that Hume adumbrates for us can do no such thing.
      

      
      Hume wishes to draw from this reasoning some astonishing principles. The primary teaching
         that Hume is interested in conveying here is that reason by itself cannot govern passion. Reason, in other words, cannot control behavior.[35]  It should be noted that such a claim is fully in keeping with the major argument
         of book I of the Treatise. There, Hume uses his critique of sense perception to claim that there is a very
         definite relationship between reason and passion. In that relationship, the utter
         incapacity of the sense faculties to relate reliable matters of fact to the human
         mind, leaves the mind lunging and desperate. This desperation is intended by nature,
         Hume promises, to unleash “secret springs” of passion which themselves will tend to
         our interest.
      

      
      Even in book III, when Hume presents the category of reason, he is careful to place
         into the mixture the status of matters of fact. Whatever can be true or false, Hume
         argues, pertains to reason; and whatever pertains to reason, cannot pertain to passion.[36]  As I have indicated, this argument, prima facie, is likely to appeal to the reader;
         because the domain of abstraction that Hume labors to paint upon the name of reason,
         certainly doesn’t strike the reader immediately as in any way linked to feeling or
         the control of feeling. Yet the issue of matters of fact, as Hume admits, is part
         of the category of reason. We do not praise or blame when we observe of an object
         that it is a tree. Yet, it is certainly true that the observation of matters of fact
         evokes feeling; and that this feeling, in turn, is apprehended by us in terms of the truth
         of the facts that we observe.
      

      
      We certainly do observe of passionate actions that they are reasonable or unreasonable.
         If a man has insulted his guest in front of us, we judge it reasonable if the guest
         should feel offended, and looks for a way to excuse himself; or even if the guest
         should retort with some tart comment, in order to rebuff his host’s disrespect. Yet
         if the guest should take out a gun and fire four bullets into his assailant, we should
         certainly judge this action excessive, that is, as out of proportion to the facts
         of the case, that is, as unreasonable. 
      

      
      It is the matter of fact which is the sort of reason that is intimately involved with
         morality. Hume concedes to his reader that morality is associated with practical reason.
         Aristotle is the founder of that discipline. For Aristotle, perception is the original
         determiner of moral truth. Practical reason cannot be a science, Aristotle teaches,
         because we cannot know in advance what is going to happen in our lives, or what situations
         we shall be confronted with. Since it is the truth of fact that constitutes the situations
         that we are confronted with, practical reason involves a good deal of difficulty:
         for we must first feel our emotional reaction to the situation, and then figure out
         quickly how the situation should be made to come out or be resolved. To the extent
         that we are moral actors, we must play a role in helping the situation come out correctly;
         and the true challenge of practical reason is devising the means whereby our action
         can help to bring the correct outcome about in that situation.[37]  
      

      
      More importantly, according to Aristotle, ordinary praise and blame semi-consciously
         underlies this function. When a certain matter of fact is observed, there is a general
         feeling or passionate reaction to that event by the observers. The observers, then,
         judge the moral actors, both in terms of what they feel in this context, and secondly,
         in terms of what they decide, by practical reason, to do. This is, Aristotle informs us, what ordinary praise and blame is.
      

      
      Hume is a careful writer, as most serious philosophers are. Hume argues, then, that
         “reason alone” cannot govern passion. Aristotle certainly never argued to the contrary.
         Yet reason as in perceived fact generates passion, or many passions anyway (though
         not all); and in the sorts of behaviors that ordinary human beings praise and blame,
         they are indeed judging the reasonableness or unreasonableness of certain actions.
         In these cases, observed facts have evoked a feeling, and that feeling is understood
         in relationship to the facts that have induced it.
      

      
      Individuals evaluate their emotions by what they judge in terms of facts; and we are
         all capable of deliberating on our feeling, that is, of measuring our feeling against
         the observed facts, to make sure that they are proportionate. In the discussion of book II of the Treatise, Hume prefers to regard human emotions as caused by “secret springs” which lay deep
         in human nature, as somewhat inscrutable. This, Hume would have us believe, is the
         origin of the “pride” and “humility” which he proffers to us as the cornerstones of
         human nature. Instead, the pride and humility that Hume characterizes as the metaphysical
         foundations of human feeling, are an ideology.
      

      
      Hume on the Origins of Justice

      
      The dislocation of truth from morals, the attempt that Hume makes to isolate reason
         and passion from one another, is the key to the understanding of Hume’s discussion
         of morals and politics. In ordinary experience, the cause of our feelings is usually
         some fact or set of facts. Either we perceive these facts or remember them, or they
         are recalled to us. Our passions usually have causes like this. However, “matters
         of fact” qualify as part of the larger category of “truth.” Truth cannot be known,
         for Hume. Therefore, when it comes time to discuss the cause of moral emotions, we
         are not permitted by Hume to refer to any truths. Hume instructs us, instead, to look
         for other passions which he claims lay underneath the moral emotions. The virtues
         and vices are artificial constructions, Hume argues. If we roll over the rock of moral
         emotion to see what lies underneath it, in Hume’s view, what we find is nothing but
         self-love.
      

      
      Allegedly, if justice is a virtuous disposition, then it must have a cause; and that
         cause cannot be another virtuous passion, for this would be to reason in a circle.
         “In short, it may be established as an undoubted maxim, that no action can be virtuous,
         or morally good, unless there be in human nature some motive to produce it, distinct
         from the sense of its morality,” Hume writes.[38]  Thus, Hume argues, while civilization may have instilled certain precepts of moral
         behavior in human beings, this cannot be the truth of the genealogy of morality. Allegedly,
         the moral motive must have originated from a non-moral, or amoral motive. The answer
         that seems obvious is that facts evoke the dispositions and emotions attendant to
         justice. Hume however insists that there must be prior motives underneath the very disposition to justice itself.
      

      
      The attempt to sink the pattern of justice into the category of passion is the first
         problem. Justice first of all pertains to matters of fact. Hume forces us to talk
         about men in their “natural” state, that is, before civilization is very developed,
         or at all developed. Hume provides us with an example. He, Hume, asks another person
         to lend him a sum of money. This, so far as I can tell, is factual, that is, it falls
         into the category of reason, observable fact. What motive did Hume have to ask the
         man for money? Perhaps he is short of cash, and needs to obtain victuals. Perhaps
         he wants to go on a journey to see his sick mother, but lacks the funds. Even in the
         natural state, if it is a state wherein money exists, there is some degree of civilization
         in the example that Hume has furnished us with.[39] 
      

      
      Everything that I have observed so far is in the category of fact. Reason. Evidence.
         It is from facts and reason that we obtain our bearings in practical reason. We should
         observe a couple of things in terms of Hume’s request of his neighbor. The neighbor, presumably, is as concerned for his own weal as the
         average man in Hume’s natural state of affairs. Why should he lend the money to Hume?
         What is involved in the man’s lending money to Hume? It does not seem likely that
         he simply does not care for his money. That would be indicative of a madman. Hume
         has not so specified. If we assume that the lender is an average person, he would
         not part with his money recklessly. First, presumably, he knows Hume a bit. There
         is the gist of familiarity between them, even in the natural state. The man must be
         allowed, in such circumstances, to have formed some judgment as to Hume’s character.
         Is he trustworthy? Is he reliable and honest? The lender must ask himself these questions,
         because we need to understand his motive in making the loan in the first place. If
         he knows Hume to be a scalawag and lends him the money anyway, he is not wise. Yet
         if Hume has presented himself as a trustworthy person, then the request for the loan
         is also to ask that lender to trust him.
      

      
      Everything that we have discussed thus far is of a factual nature. No loan has been
         made yet. No appeals to “public interest” have been advanced. We are dealing with
         two individuals, in what Hume has characterized as a primitive state of humanity.
         As observers of this situation, and since Hume is the one who initiated the transaction,
         and since this is a fact, we must interpret this fact. It seems, as clear as day, that in asking the other fellow for a loan,
         Hume is engaging the other fellow to trust him. In short, a moral relationship is created out of this request. If the prospective
         lender agrees to provide Hume with the loan that he has requested, a bond of trust
         now stretches out between them that did not exist previously. This relationship cannot
         be reduced to two self-interests; because one man has exposed himself to possible
         injury at the request of someone else. In that dependence which the lender willingly
         undertakes toward the borrower, a moral obligation emerges. The moral motive, therefore, did not emerge out of non-moral motives. The obligation
         was created through the formation of a new relationship between the two individuals,
         Hume and the lender.
      

      
      Hume, for his part, may have been acting purely on self-interest in seeking the loan.
         Yet if he represented himself to the prospective lender this way, the lender had never
         given him the time of day. The borrower must ask the lender to do him a “favor,” that
         is, to do some generous act for his sake. And in making that request, however tacitly,
         an obligation is generated, to requite that debt. Part of Hume’s personality, at this point, must consist in
         his felt obligation to the person whose good will he has engaged and profited from.
         The point is that the lender has exposed himself possibly to humiliation, financial
         injury, the pain and travail of betrayal, in order to help a man who has advertised
         his need. It is because of the relationship that has been formed that Hume owes the
         money back to the lender.
      

      
      What Hume wishes to do, however, is to make the claim that no moral engagement is
         subject to any standard of truth of fact. For Hume, the domain of the passions is
         segregated apart from reason and truth. This is the whole point of his attack on the
         ability of the human mind to actually know truth of fact. And hence in Hume’s analysis,
         it cannot be a moral motive that requires him to return the money that he has borrowed.
         We have demonstrated that a relationship has been created between Hume and his neighbor,
         a relationship partly caused by Hume’s request to borrow money, and partly caused
         by the neighbor’s decision to lend him the money. A trust has passed between them.
         This trust has been called at least out of the breast of the lender, regardless of
         what Hume’s motive may have been. The vulnerability which this display of trust exposes
         the lender to is a serious matter.
      

      
      The Humean natural man however, is not like most men. There are “proud” men, who seek
         superiority, and there are “humble” men, whose destiny it is to live in shameful obscurity.
         This is the story of the secret springs of “human nature” as Hume delivers it to us.
         The Humean man never does anything except to enhance his possessions, to enlarge his
         plenty, to aggrandize himself. Yet the majority of men and women make contracts with
         one another, make promises to one another, because they need assistance from others.
         For Hume justice is an “artificial virtue,” a curtsy that vice pays to virtue, en
         route to enacting exploitation. Vice must bow before virtue, with fraud, in order
         to succeed; because virtue is the common standard, the one which the generality of
         men and women put their trust in (and thereby, the faith in which they are most vulnerable).
      

      
      For Hume self-interest is the mother of justice. Self-interest is how Hume prefers
         to characterize man in his natural state, as if he was not needy—as if he did not
         need what the others could do for him, just as much as the others need people to exchange
         services with them. Hume tries to make it appear as if his natural man is able to
         govern himself entirely by self-interest, neither needing, nor beholden to relationships
         of trust. What Hume wants to insist upon is that no new relationship is created with
         the others through contracts and promises. Echoes of Spinoza can be heard in this
         aspect of Hume. For Spinoza, the arch principle is that all contracts may be broken.[40]  Hume masks that teaching, but it is implicit in his definition of justice as an
         artificial virtue.
      

      
      Man cannot survive without other men and women. Man cannot live without society. Hume
         at least confesses this much. Hume wants to argue however that natural man can exist
         in society without creating the bonds and relationships which thereafter exercise
         independent control over his self-interested ways. In truth, man does not repay the
         loan because it is in his interest to do so. He repays it because he has created a
         relationship of trust, in debt to which he stands; and which, if he violates, he commits
         a crime against that individual. Reason can indeed judge passion. Reason can indeed
         govern morality.
      

      
      Hume is quite determined to avoid the above reasoning. Man, in his natural state,
         Hume insists, simply is not acquainted with the need for other people; nor is he enlightened
         as to this chain of benefits which he may reap in society. It is necessary, therefore,
         that nature has supplied man with other causes, namely sexual desire, to originally
         unite him with another; and therefore Hume follows Locke, in establishing that conjugal
         society is the origin of sociality.[41]  By degrees, the couple produces children, and the rudiments of a family emerge.
         Yet even this does not make man fitter for larger societies, Hume argues. The reason
         for this is that man is said to love himself, first, and secondly to love those with
         whom he has closest blood ties. Not even these things fit men for the larger society,
         and the ties of justice do not emerge until that larger society does in Hume’s view.[42] 
      

      
      Hume announces that human beings have three classes of goods: the pleasure of their
         mind, the external advantages of their bodies, and the possessions which they enjoy.
         None of these goods except the last, according to Hume, is strong enough to make us
         feel the desirability of a larger society. In accordance with this metaphysics of
         social origins, Hume argues that it is the possessions that we enjoy which alone are
         capable of making us appreciate the need for human society, and therewith the conventions
         of artificial justice that it will entail.
      

      
      Moreover, Hume does not rank society among the goods that human beings originally
         feel. As if men cannot feel the inadequacy of their laboring for their solitary selves,
         and ending up with a surplus of one sort of product only. Hume insists that we do
         not feel this need for the others in a way sufficient to originate human society.
         Selfishness, as Plato taught, comes mostly with the provision of plenty.[43]  It is when human beings have advanced past the stage of immediate necessity, and
         towards the category of luxury and delights, where the problem of jealousy, selfishness,
         enmity, and the need for justice and government emerges. Society however is well established
         by this time, as it must be; or else every man would be a pauper, and have nothing
         worth the stealing.
      

      
      The philosophical movement of which Hume is a part, especially the work of Bernard
         Mandeville, labors mightily to deny the distinction between need and luxury. Why,
         Mandeville claims, who is to say what is luxury or what is necessity? We may well
         observe, in Mandeville’s view, that the victuals needed for sustaining bodily strength
         qualify as luxuries in some areas. Mandeville equally argues that the most extravagant
         tastes and preferences may be ranked among the category of absolute necessities, employing
         a similar logic.[44]  
      

      
      Mandeville, in his Fable of the Bees, presents an unpleasant view of the prospects of society. He is determined to argue
         that what are known as “vices,” among men privately, serve the category of “public
         benefits,” or virtues, when we take a larger view of them. Hume labors very much in
         the same direction: he struggles to make it appear that the nature of justice emerges
         out of the self-guidance mechanism of selfishness, of our individual preference for
         our own possessions and their increase. Yet justice is the debt we owe to other people.
      

      
      Writers like Hume and Mandeville are surely entitled to their view of what an ideal
         human society might be like. I am entitled to examine their model of an ideal society,
         to see if it is indeed ideal. I do not think that the life Mandeville envisions for
         the generality of human beings is one that they would willingly bear. In Mandeville’s
         utopia, there is a relentless cycle of hard work and hard partying. To attempt to
         raise a family on such a matrix, would be to summon hell itself. Moreover, human beings
         value affection and friendship more than the vicissitudes of extremity in pleasure
         and pain. The utilitarian society that these writers hope to bring about cuts quite
         against the conservative grain of human nature. Instead, Hume offers us a moral model,
         that of the knave.[45] 
      

      
      For Hume’s man, the idea of justice is something very abstract. It concerns certain
         “general rules” that society needs in order to hold together; yet it does not necessarily
         apply in particular cases. Hume makes the spectacular claim that many just acts are
         in fact detrimental to the very fabric of society. Thus, the suggestion is that justice
         can easily be evil. There is hardly a question that could be of more interest to society
         than this one. Hume has demonstrated to us his own wonderment at the origin of morality:
         in his view, there must be a non-moral motive underlying the moral motive. Hume’s
         knave, as he tells us, harbors the view that society in general needs the rules of
         justice to hold things together, but that this does not mean that any particular violation
         of these rules must necessarily injure the general rules.[46]  
      

      
      Why ought not the knave to seek to obtain advantage in his transactions when the rules
         are something that he can devise means to get around in his personal transactions?
         David Gauthier supposes, and correctly so, that Hume does not think there is a good
         reason for the knave to observe the rules of justice, so long as his plundering of
         some limited number of men does not resound in a tumultuous cataclysm for society
         at large.[47]  Hume avers, however, that a man would suffer greatly in his reputation if he were
         to break social rules in this manner.[48]  Yet, this must take us back to the second book of the Treatise, and the discussion of the passions that Hume has provided us with. It insists that
         pride, pride based in superior possessions vis-a-vis some other, is an original and in fact the original experience of what Hume calls a self. Hume nowhere indicates that this pride
         is dependent upon just acquisition.
      

      
      Is this not the point of Hume’s insistence that morality is solely a matter of feelings,
         and none of “reason”? Hume is attempting to deny to us our ability to base feelings
         upon knowledge of truth, of truth of fact. If we are to blame someone for doing a
         foul deed, Hume argues, we must make our accusation entirely against his character,
         and the unrelenting motives that it harbors; we cannot recur to a transient deed as
         the basis for our condemnation.[49]  In a world governed by such a point of view, it would be a criminal’s paradise.
         We must suppose that the worst of men have moments when they are not possessed by
         poisoned motives; as we must allow that the more decent individuals nevertheless can
         be guilty of immoral judgments and actions. Even more than this, Hume wants to erase
         our feeling of moral condemnation as if it were a mere “secondary” quality in the
         objects of atomist metaphysics. These philosophers who argue that the heat is in us,
         but not in the fire; who argue that the melody originates in our ear, not in the instrument
         that is played; Hume adds on to this line of argument, that the condemnation we feel
         upon observing a murder is in us merely, and is no part of the vicious action that
         has been performed and that we have witnessed.[50]  
      

      
      That thing which is called the distinction between “facts and values” in modern epistemology
         was greatly developed by Hume. Hume was not the founder of this doctrine, but perhaps
         he perfected it. It is Hume who makes the distinction between the “is” and the “ought.”
         The problem resides entirely with the category of the “is.” Ordinary opinion believes
         that it perceives and knows the actual facts, the reality of external existences.
         Hume’s philosophy denies that this is possible. Therefore it is the movement that
         the ordinary individual makes between perception and belief as to external reality,
         where the domain of the “is” collapses. This is the true object of Hume’s attack in
         moral philosophy. Where the external facts cannot be known, and from the atomist point
         of view they cannot be—then the moral emotions that arise in the mind of the individual
         are simply evidence of some quality in the percipient. When Hume makes his famous
         argument that there is no way for us to derive knowledge of the “ought” from knowledge
         of the “is,” he omits to note that his own philosophy has exploded the domain of “what
         is.”[51] 
      

      
      It is Hume who insists that it is not justified to leave off talking about the “is,”
         and to commence to talk about the moral attributes of what is, or what ought to be. If we see someone about to step onto an ice-covered
         lake which we know to be thin and incapable of supporting a person’s weight, this
         perception constitutes what “is.” To observe this fact therefore, is instantaneously
         to feel the passion, that we must warn the person not to go any farther; we should,
         that is, ought to utter this warning, as soon as we have perceived the facts of the
         situation. Thereby the “ought” emerges effortlessly from the “is,” as the ought emerges
         always from some truth which we have originally perceived or been informed of.
      

      
      Hume on Utility

      
      The attempt to separate the domain of truth from the domain of feeling is the logic
         which provides Hume’s discussion of justice with its deadening abstractness. Justice
         for Hume belongs to the category of the “ought.” Accordingly, for Hume, justice belongs
         to the category of passion, not truth or matter of fact. In the Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, Hume formally subordinates justice to the new view of utility. Or is it an old view?
      

      
      The formation of the doctrine of utility in fact has Epicurean roots as well. The
         Epicurean cannot admit that there are natural kinds in nature, for to admit that there
         are natural kinds is to admit that there is intelligence in nature. Hume’s intellective
         version of religion can go so far as to countenance that there is some order in the universe; but only when he is speaking about the universe as a whole. The universe is not a whole. In other words, the universe is not a single object,
         with one set of extremities, one nature. The absolutely smallest object in the universe
         is composed of infinite parts, parts which are not like one another. Yet more importantly,
         there is a diversity of objects in nature. Always with the atomists, it is the diversity
         in the objects of nature which is most repudiated. Everything must be reduced to the
         atoms, to the simple ideas, to the impressions, to the clear and distinct ideas. Everything
         must be reduced to pleasure and pain, generic categories which obliterate the distinctions
         between objects in themselves, especially those objects which are good and which are
         bad. Goodness and badness are opposed objects, opposed forces in the universe. David
         Hume, when he insists that “vice and virtue, moral good and evil, and indeed all natural
         qualities, run insensibly into each other,” is a faithful Epicurean.[52] 
      

      
      If, Hume argues, man were to be born into a paradise, where the abundance of goods,
         and the generosity of men were such that there was no possibility of conflict, justice
         would be a useless phenomenon. If there is no possibility of conflict, then why any
         need for justice?[53]  Justice would be entirely useless in such circumstances; and therefore it must be
         regarded as a conditional phenomenon. Nor is this, in Hume’s view the only set of
         circumstances in which justice is useless.
      

      
      If human beings should find themselves in conditions of desperation, then men would
         be pushed towards the more powerful impulses of self-preservation and necessity. In such circumstances, and Hobbes’s state of
         nature or Machiavelli’s condition of civil war both constitute such predicaments—the
         value of justice would be swept to the side, as human beings found it useless, and
         inferior to the passions which rose to the apex of their souls in such dire straits.
      

      
      It is particularly relevant to examine Hume’s support for the luxurious state in this
         regard, since it provides us with the parallel of Mandeville’s work. It can be seen
         in Mandeville’s argument that it is the express intention of the new theory of government
         to lead the generality of the human race into a style of living where justice is so
         afflicted with uselessness. It is not merely the submergence of the self in delights
         which Mandeville’s political economy contemplates; but it is also and equally the
         tethering of the working majority to circumstances of grinding necessity that is relevant
         for our discussion.
      

      
      For Mandeville, the ideal state will rivet the majority of the working population
         in a veritable vice grip in between these two vectors, and far indeed from the “monkish”
         virtues that Hume derides with such unremitting severity. That the working individual
         should have to work hard, everyday, in order to survive, is a given in Mandeville’s
         system; but that individual must also, in Mandeville’s order, spend everything that
         he makes, which the new luxury economy can well stimulate.[54]  The result is an individual suspended between the phenomenon of grinding labor in
         the face of scarcity, and unrestrained engorgement of the senses on the delights and
         extravagances which the luxury economy makes available.
      

      
      The result is a perfect drone: a life which is tossed to and fro from ecstasy to misery.
         Of what use justice in this model of government? Justice would no doubt interfere
         in the individual’s code of relentless labor, with the pursuit of labor unions and
         collective bargaining agreements and the like. This would ease, rather than intensify,
         the pangs of necessity in the soul of the worker. Similarly, of what use self-denial,
         which enable the citizenry to throw off pernicious habits that enslave the human race,
         such as insolvency, and the general plague of over-indulgence?
      

      
      It becomes clear in such a situation what Hume indicates by the principle of utility.
         Not even a promise, or a contract, can Hume suffer to acknowledge as lifting the individual
         out of his self-interested motives. Whichever individual can be seen to traffic in
         the soft virtues of benevolence, mercy, easygoingness, lenity, generosity, these are
         the individuals who are most worthy of admiration in Hume’s version of the utility
         based society. “Humanity, generosity, charity, affability, lenity, mercy and moderation”:
         these are the virtues Hume lionizes in the Enquiry Concerning the Principle of Morals and in the Treatise as well.[55]  What is foremost for Hume in his enumeration of these virtues is that there be no
         moral imperative involved. Truth is the desideratum which confers an obligatory nature
         on the virtues. Truth alone is the reality which makes justice obligatory and sometimes,
         a burden. Yet truth belongs to the category of the “is” in Hume’s analysis. For Hume,
         as we have seen, such matters of fact cannot ever be known.
      

      
      The moral virtues that Hume singles out are about behavior, not motive. For the individual
         who has learned the lesson that Hume wishes to teach—that moral emotions themselves
         are physiological disturbances in the individual who feels them—the only morality
         that is left is conformity, the deflation of emotion, putting a happy face on.
      

      
      One must think too of Hume’s roster of utilitarian virtues in the context of book
         II of the Treatise, with its discourse on the passions of human beings. The fundamental passions, and
         thus the moral vectors of the human personality, are laid upon the foundations of
         drives for proud superiority. One will notice, that Hume does not single out humility as one of the utilitarian virtues in the ECPM. For humility is shameful by nature, in Hume’s analysis of the passions in the Treatise.
      

      
      What, then, of these newly baptized virtues of “benevolence” and “humanity”? If they
         do not bespeak humility, or modesty, or self-restraint, or a feeling of equality with
         the others, then they must dissolve as all the Epicurean values do into the amorphous,
         shapeless, almost generic hoppers of pain and pleasure. What exactly is it that Hume
         finally wishes to indicate by benevolence? It is not, as Hume admits in the Treatise, a true reduction of the principle of vanity that is the substance of his theory
         of pride. Vanity and pride are the individuals road to happiness, Hume insists; and
         Hume also allows, that this quality renders men toxic to one another, to such a degree
         that they must dissemble and conceal their pride with airs of geniality and self-abnegation,
         which are mere diversions from the actual passions which are contained in their breasts.
         Hume refuses to yield on his formulations in book II.[56]  In this way, Hume argues, when the individual finally does reveal himself, his peers
         will at least be able to tolerate him.
      

      
      What dimension of existence is left to “benevolence,” to “utility”? In my view, this
         is a very repressive principle. It is has been established that the utilitarian movement
         among Hume and Mandeville seeks to form a culture that has but a limited and auxiliary
         use for justice. Therefore, the individual in need of justice, who is almost always
         a plaintiff, can be understood in the following way. He is protesting. His face registers
         misery and hurt, his address is importuning and impatient. From the vantage point
         of the disciples of utility how shall they respond to this man? They will glower at
         him, with barely concealed disdain. He is “raising a stink,” he is exuding unpleasant
         moral odors, he is neither quietly laboring for the sake of survival nor participating
         in the general indulgence of the luxury state. He is, in this context, most noxious.
         His call to justice is an irritant, and Hume has made it clear in the Treatise that the great issues which bestride the public opinion are, effectively all of them,
         much ado about nothing from the vantage point of the learned philosopher.[57]  Humean philosophy of the understanding is a recipe for retarding cultural and intellectual
         life—for arresting, bridling, deterring thought.
      

      
      On Hume’s Sympathy, and the “General Point of View”

      
      The legacy of the “selfish” philosophers lives on in the Scotsman. In the Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, Hume expressly attempts to separate himself from that legacy. Hume makes the argument
         that human beings feel approval and disapproval, approbation and disapprobation, praise
         and blame for events and circumstances that have nothing at all to do with self-interest.[58]  
      

      
      It is important to understand the true genesis of Hume’s “general point of view.”
         Hume insists that we must evacuate any interest that we have in a particular situation
         in order to be capable of judging it from a truly communal point of view.[59]  What does Hume mean by this? Hume, who has made his most powerful arguments to divorce
         truth from feeling, is certainly not seeking to eliminate self-interest as ordinarily
         understood from the percipient’s moral register. Self-interest is not always a factor
         in how we feel; and the ordinary run of human beings knows well enough that a person
         with a particular ax to grind in any situation, that is, any material interest at
         stake, or relationship implicated, cannot on that account be trusted to deliver any
         impartial verdict on the event being considered. What Hume means by individuals deliberately
         detached from their self-interest, towards the cultivation of a moral point of view,
         is separation from their very sense faculties themselves. This is why the general
         point of view must be concerned, not with the point of view we take upon any events
         that happen near to us, but rather that the entire general point of view must lead us to contemplate
         remote objects in such a way that we really can’t know the truth of them.[60] 
      

      
      Hume has constructed an argument whereby the passions that an individual feels simply
         are not eligible to relate to anything other than self-interest. The point of this
         line of argument in Hume is to sever moral emotion from the political context. It
         is not true that the individual is incapable of feeling moral emotions that are fundamentally
         about other people. Indignation is the passion that people experience when they see
         some individual committing a wrong and getting away with it. From a Humean standpoint,
         this would be envy. Yet this is not what people mean by the name of envy. For Hume,
         morality that concerns the public must be entirely dislocated from factual experiences.
         The individual is held to be accountable in such a way that she must feel in terms
         that the entire human race can feel along with her, even when they have neither witnessed
         the relevant facts nor heard testimony concerning them. This is the origin of Hume’s
         general point of view.[61] 
      

      
      In the second book of the Treatise, Hume has defined what he means by sympathy. Sympathy is a passion, and it is committed
         to those principles of “human nature” which Hume adumbrates in the first two books. For Hume, the individual who has sympathy cannot help but do so. For this is a biological
         process, a mysterious instinct of human nature. In Hume’s definition of sympathy,
         the individual simply absorbs the outward feeling of another individual by a kind
         of osmosis. It is as if the individual is simply infected or enhanced by the misery
         or joy of the person in his vicinity. “A cheerful countenance infuses a sensible complacency
         and serenity in my mind,” Hume writes; “an angry or sorrowful one throws a sudden
         damp on me.”[62]  No knowledge of the truth of fact is involved, in the case of Hume’s theory of sympathy. As such, we don’t, and can’t really know
         the truth of the situation that the other person is involved in, pace Hume. All we
         can know is that the way other people feel, outwardly, most externally, seems to rub
         off on us. Their despair provokes our despair, and therefore our misery. “The passions are so contagious that they pass with the greatest facility from one
         person to another,” Hume writes, “and produce correspondent movements in all human
         breasts.”[63]  Whereas their joy rubs off on us too, lending pleasant embellishment to our own
         quality of mood, sympathy has nothing to do with the truth of the other person’s situation,
         via Hume’s definition; and Hume’s theory of the “general point of view” as unfolded
         in book III of the Treatise and in the ECPM, is fused to that Humean principle of sympathy.
      

      
      What does the “general point of view” finally amount to in Hume? It is, in the end,
         superficiality. Those people who seem content, who bring no turbulent emotions before
         my view, who seem to be making their companions gleeful, are to this degree causes
         of my pleasure, and moral approbation. Whereas those persons upon whose countenances
         I find grimaces, or frowns, or who seem to be arguing with the individuals around
         them, automatically fall into the category of the unserviceable. These individuals
         exude an unpleasant quality: they soil the otherwise genial atmosphere which is about
         the deepest feeling which one is capable of from Hume’s general point of view.
      

      
      For Hume, wealth itself distinguishes human being into classes of merit. “In short,
         the different ranks of men are, in a great measure, regulated by riches, and that
         with regard to superiors as well as inferiors, stranger as well as acquaintance.”[64]  As to why, he does not say. It is left for us to infer the causes. It can be none
         other than selfishness; for there is not any other root of passion available in Hume’s
         repertoire to give birth to any other source of valuation. The general point of view
         that Hume unfolds presumes a dazed and dull people. It is the world of entertainment
         to which Hume’s general point of view beckons. Everybody has a moral obligation to
         be amused all the time. Those things which are not amusing, or terrifying, since they
         do not keep the passions at a boil, have no use in Hume’s utopia.
      

      
      It can be easily seen however that Hume’s general point of view suggests a false depth,
         a kind of shadow reflectivity, as if those who engaged in it were really taking their
         souls to some objective moral terrain. This is not possible to do, from any other
         point of departure except for truth of individual facts. This is not something Hume’s
         general point of view is compatible with.
      

      
      In Hume’s book on the passions, the pride of the rich is dependent upon the painful
         subordination of the rest. “Humility” is the ineluctable passion of the generality
         of the human race for Hume, and by “humility” Hume indicates degradation. The bounty
         of the proud wealthy in Hume’s conception of society share nothing in common with
         the people. When Hume argues that the poor take pleasure in the beautiful objects
         of the wealthy, certainly there is some truth in this. Yet if there is no other basis
         for the modestly circumstanced to obtain pride for themselves in the world, this could
         not be a good thing. In Hume’s calculus, the rich love their wealth; the poor love
         the rich for their wealth; and the rich love the poor for loving them for their wealth.
         Despite all of that mathematics, things don’t quite add up.
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      Epilogue

      
         
         Leo Strauss on Wholes and Parts

         
      

      
       Great philosophers challenge their readers. In this aspect, there can be no doubt
         that Leo Strauss is a great philosopher. Strauss presents many problems to the readers
         who would attempt to understand him. There is one very major aspect of Strauss’s philosophy
         that stands out in the very beginning, which a discussant must call attention to.
         For Strauss starts off with the conviction that he knows something, that the others
         do not know: that the philosopher is exposed to so much danger in his pursuit of the
         truth, that he is at liberty, or even required, to attempt to conceal his arguments
         with misdirection.[1]  This is a very strenuous principle for the interpreter. Some introductory comments
         seem imperative.
      

      
       Many thinkers, when they make their arguments, do not set out with the conviction
         that Strauss starts out with. Many philosophers think that truth takes priority over
         security or self-preservation, and that philosophy has an obligation to the public
         to be open with its inquiries and arguments. Of these philosophers who believe in
         candor, they often lapse into contradictions; and these contradictions are seen to
         indict their philosophies.
      

      
       Strauss’s doctrine is not vulnerable to this sort of criticism. For Strauss starts
         off with the premise that he is determined to present contradictory arguments, in
         order to protect himself and his students from persecution. Strauss therefore has
         an alibi for any contradictions that appear in his speech or writing. I see no way
         around this problem. For if it is the deliberate intention of a philosopher to unfold
         contradictory arguments, then the philosophy will contain contradictory arguments.
         The cause of truth will not be advanced in such a case by pointing out the contradictions
         that exist in the philosopher’s work, because the contradictions are planned for and
         indeed help to constitute the philosophy and its appeal to truth.
      

      
       I do not propose, here, to try to reveal to the reader contradictions that exist
         in Strauss’s philosophy. My reason has been stated. What I propose to do however is
         to trace out one line of argument that is present in Strauss, that not many philosophers
         seem to be conversant with. That line of argument is the one we have been investigating
         for most of this book: the tradition of argument initiated by Parmenides, and adapted
         by the atomists, to the effect that nature is a “totality” or “unity,” a “whole.”
      

      
       Scholars are not always familiar with this argument about nature as an alleged whole.
         Thus I have set it before the reader in the opening chapter of this work. In the case
         of Strauss, this thread of argument can be discerned. I do think it can be helpful
         to the reader to know the individual strands of argument that Strauss is appealing
         to in his work. By elucidating the atomist theory of metaphysics as one of the arguments
         to which Strauss appeals, and by furnishing the reader with Plato’s refutation of
         that line of argument, it is possible that a useful task in Straussian hermeneutics
         will be accomplished. The esoteric nature of the Eleatic philosophy is too large a
         blind spot in contemporary philosophy to ignore. Human beings judge better when they
         can see and perceive more accurately; by illustrating this thread of argument that
         exists in Strauss, therefore, I do not of course claim or wish to indicate that contradictory
         threads do not exist. I only wish to trace out the existence of this one thread, and
         to explain it. When the reader has come to terms with this particular thread of argument
         in Strauss, it is to be hoped that interpretations of Strauss will benefit from the
         new insight. That is the extent to which I think I may be of use in this epilogue.
         
      

      
      This book has dealt with some abstract subject matter. The true cause of the book,
         however, is concrete. In our world, ordinary people, many of them non-philosophers,
         engage in various sorts of transactions, contracts, and altercations. Struggles take
         place at various levels. When ordinary people try to shape their world, they begin
         by considering the facts that they know, and usually the subject of justice. Justice
         is something human beings come to naturally; for life is unbearable without it.
      

      
       The world in which we live is governed to a considerable degree by philosophy. This
         philosophy is most frequently known as science. Modern science prefers not to admit
         that it is philosophical. Locke and Hume helped to provide philosophy with the name
         of science through the doctrine of experimental method. However, the experimental
         philosophies of Locke and Hume are atomistic. Insofar as they are atomistic, these
         philosophies are metaphysical and deductive. The philosophy of atoms believes that
         it knows something. What the atomist philosophy believes that it knows, is that perception
         cannot tell us truths about external objects; for the real bodies, according to this
         philosophy, must be eternal bodies; and none of the perceptible ones has this quality.
      

      
       The collision between this philosophy and ordinary opinion is about politics. Ordinary
         opinion, in its effort to form coherent pictures about the world and their place in
         it, relies upon its perceptions. The new philosophical perspective that sets out to
         guide the formation of public opinion heaps discredit upon the perceptions of the
         generality of the population. This discredit in effect silences the ordinary opinions,
         or otherwise interferes with the development and dissemination of such.
      

      
       Leo Strauss, in part, is a practitioner of this philosophy. Strauss is a political
         philosopher. He leans with extra emphasis on the indictment that the philosophy of
         atoms brings against the ordinary perceptions. Nature, according to Strauss, is something
         that human beings cannot know by perception. It is rather something that must be “discovered,”
         because it is “hidden.” This nature is hidden, in such a way that only a philosopher
         can find it, Strauss argues; and it is to this natural beginning, this discovery of
         nature, that Strauss would lead discussions about politics. The philosophical perspective
         that Strauss develops cannot begin with the ordinary opinions. “Man,” in this point
         of view, “is essentially a particle of nature.”[2]  This point of view begins with the alleged discovery of the truth of nature as a
         whole.
      

      
      Strauss on the “Whole”

      
      According to Strauss, “Philosophy is the quest for the ‘principles’ of all things,
         and this means primarily the quest for the ‘beginnings’ of all things or for ‘the
         first things.’ . . . The whole history of philosophy is nothing but the record of
         the ever repeated attempts to grasp fully what was implied in that crucial discovery
         which was made by some Greek 2,600 years ago or before.”[3]  “The philosophic quest for the first things presupposes not merely that there are
         first things but that the first things are always and that things which are always
         or imperishable are more truly beings than the things which are not always. These
         presuppositions follow from the fundamental premise that no being emerges without
         a cause or that it is impossible that “at first Chaos came to be,” that is, that the
         first things jumped into being out of nothing and through nothing.”[4]  “Beings that are always are of higher dignity than beings that are not always, because
         only the former can be the ultimate cause of the latter, of the being of the latter,
         or because what is not always finds itself constituted by what is always.”[5] 
      

      
       In this strand of argument Strauss is referring to both Parmenides’s philosophy and
         to the philosophy of atoms. The argument that “it is impossible” that the first things
         “jumped into being out of nothing” can be attributed to thinkers other than Parmenides
         and the atomists. Aristotle certainly believes the argument, or one version of it;
         as did the Ionian natural philosophers and even the Greek poets before them. Yet the
         version of this principle that “nothing comes from nothing” that Strauss appeals to
         is the atomist one first formulated by Parmenides. For the Ionian natural philosophers
         as for Aristotle, nature is not hidden. Sense perception for these thinkers reveals
         nature, and therefore sense perception is the first step on the ladder towards philosophy
         for them. Things are otherwise for Strauss and the philosophy of nature that he has
         in mind. “Nature would not have to be discovered if it were not hidden.”[6]  Genesis is foreign to Strauss’s conception of nature, whereas it is the very purpose
         of nature in the Ionian philosophers and in Aristotle. Strauss in this respect hails
         from the Parmenidean or Eleatic line. As Parmenides argues, “for what creation of
         it will you look for? How, whence could it have sprung?”[7]  
      

      
      In Epicurus’s formulation, nature is the atoms: “and these are atomic and unchangeable,
         if indeed they are not all going to be destroyed into not being but will remain firmly
         during the dissolutions of compounds.”[8]  The difference between the Ionian natural philosophers and Aristotle, on the one
         hand, and Parmenides and the atomists on the other, is that the former believe in
         the intention of nature to generate. The issue is very much one of purpose: does nature
         have a purpose or not? The argument that existing beings are generated out of eternal
         things such as the atoms denies purpose to nature. Parmenides’s poem conceives of
         justice itself as opposed to generation, as effectively repudiating its reality. This
         casts Parmenides’s philosophy as the antagonist of ordinary opinion, because ordinary
         opinion perceives the order that is in perishable nature through perception.
      

      
      Strauss is a political philosopher. Thus he is never far distant from the discussion
         of political things. Strauss is an extremely, extremely gifted rhetorician. Readers
         of Strauss are frequently left dangling by the masterful twists and turns of argument
         that he employs. There is no object more obvious in politics than the common interest,
         the general good, the welfare of the “whole.” Strauss, in the political context, is
         however frequently using the name “whole” to discuss nature and reality as a totality.
         Or, in a more artful way, Strauss will start out talking about something as provincially
         political as the postal service, and suddenly identify that postal service as a part
         of the whole conceived in the broadest sense possible: the whole as “nature.” If Strauss
         was a casual speaker, he would be referring as I have said to what every person knows
         to be a perennial issue in politics: the common good. That is an object that one can
         attempt to indicate by the name “whole.” It is certainly the way that many of Strauss’s
         readers take him to be speaking. Yet this is not an adequate analysis of Strauss and
         his employment of the name “whole.”
      

      
       The common interest of a society, for the ordinary person, will involve the legal
         boundaries of a geographical territory that is subject to one government. The common
         interest of a society, in the twenty-first century still largely focuses on the nation
         state, despite the power of international alliances, corporations which extend their
         power over several continents, and non-governmental organizations. The common interest
         of society, politically speaking, is still primarily or principally attended to through
         the franchise. Citizens vote. Or at least, they have the opportunity to vote. Political
         candidates advertise their views and gather like-minded partisans around them. This
         is the major quadrennial context for the pursuit of the common interest in American
         politics. There are courts of law, and a functioning free press; there are police
         and fire departments, as well as other provisions for the security of the homeland.
         All of these things are entirely within the experience of the ordinary individual
         in society. One does not need to be a philosopher to be aware that there is a primary
         season coming up, or a presidential election in 2016. Thus when Strauss is referring
         to political issues, and begins to talk about the “whole,” this is what people are
         likely to think that Strauss is referring to. They would be mistaken in so doing,
         a good deal of the time.
      

      
       When Strauss talks about the “whole,” he does not necessarily limit the whole to
         politics. This whole in some cases may, and in some cases must include all nation
         states, first of all; and it must include human associations that have not yet attained
         to the status of states. Furthermore, this whole that Strauss talks about must extend
         to the other species of animals that exist on earth. The whole to which Strauss refers
         must extend to deer and arachnids, even to pools of water and walls of fire. Nor is
         this, however, all. The “whole” that Strauss refers to, comprehensively and intentionally,
         must include the other planets and everything in between. This “whole” that Strauss
         refers to finally must include everything that exists. Because it is a “whole,” as
         Strauss says, this everything must be “one” thing: a unity.
      

      
       With every expansion of the contents of this whole that Strauss speaks of, our bearings
         are disabled a little bit more. For if we are going to bring attention to the murder
         that took place before our eyes an hour ago, we cannot in that instance be talking
         about a whole that includes all the people on earth; or even all the people in one
         nation; or even all the people in one state; or even all the people in one county;
         or even all the people on one street; or even all the people in one house. We’ve got to be able to talk about that single murdered person, as an existence
         in her own right; as an independently existing person. Yet we cannot do this, when
         confronted by the whole that Strauss wishes to employ as the original orientation
         of our philosophical and political compasses.
      

      
      We cannot pay attention or call attention to the single person who has been murdered,
         and the nature of the attack, if philosophy alters the object of our speech and investigation,
         so as to obscure the imperative and sole relevance of that single individual who was
         murdered. Strauss’s invocation of the whole silences us. It prevents us from being
         able to reach the object of our perception in our speech. It widens, widens, widens
         the object, until we cannot even see or account for the murder that we have witnessed.
         Soon it simply vanishes into the haze of philosophic accounting.
      

      
      It is a power of the special language of “parts” and “wholes,” such that when we refer
         to some object as a “part,” we instantaneously suspend our consideration of that particular
         aspect, in an attempt to gather to ourselves a comprehension of the whole of which
         it is alleged to be a part. This is how the logic of parts and wholes operates. It
         will not allow us really to consider the single object as an independently existing
         object. It insists to us that we must recur to the larger whole of which it is a part.
         In Strauss’s context, this “whole” continues to expand; it ceaselessly expands, as
         do the alleged infinite universes of atomistic philosophy. Thus we never reach the
         whole that Strauss is referring to, because it both includes everything and is limitless.
         This leaves us rather speechless as it leaves us without an object to talk about;
         for we are forever in transit to the unenumerated parts of that “whole” which is a
         beginning point for Straussian philosophy. This beginning point of Straussian philosophy, then,
         is not an object that we share in common with Strauss. For we are left in transit,
         permanent transit, to the whole that is never fully enumerated; which enables Strauss
         to determine the context of our discussion, through force of will, brilliance of rhetoric,
         and the rapid alteration of philosophical context.
      

      
      Behind Strauss’s claim that there is a larger whole in which all political societies
         are situated, which finally includes, as Parmenides insists it does, everything, is
         the theory of nature. It is the theory of nature that has been “discovered,” allegedly;
         but with which the non-philosophers have no commerce. This nature that Strauss has
         invoked is alleged to be the “first” thing or things; and in fact, this “nature” is
         said to underlie all of the other things, to constitute them all, so that all the
         objects in nature are really one homogeneous object. When this sort of philosophy
         has the stage, political discourse becomes impossible.
      

      
      “Philosophy strives for knowledge of the whole. The whole is the totality of the parts.
         The whole eludes us but we know parts; we possess partial knowledge of parts. The
         knowledge we possess is characterized by a fundamental dualism which has never been
         overcome. At one pole we find knowledge of homogeneity. . . . At the opposite pole
         we find knowledge of heterogeneity . . . the highest kind of this knowledge is the
         art of the statesman and the educator.”[9]  These two poles indicate the universe as a whole, “homogeneity,” and the philosopher
         whose struggle for power this philosophy embodies. “It seems that knowledge of the
         whole would have to combine somehow political knowledge in the highest sense with
         knowledge of homogeneity.” “The idea of natural right must be unknown as long as the
         idea of nature is unknown. The discovery of nature is the discovery of philosophy.”[10]  “For the meaning of a part depends on the meaning of the whole. In particular, such
         interpretation of a part as is based on fundamental experiences alone, without recourse
         to hypothetical assumptions about the whole is ultimately not superior to other interpretations
         of that part which are frankly based on such hypothetical assumptions.”[11]  “Philosophy is originally the quest for truth, for the truth—for the beginnings
         of all things. . . . Nature was discovered when the possibility was realized that
         the first things may produce all other things, not by means of forethought, but by
         blind necessity. I say, the possibility.”[12]  “Philosophy as the quest for the true beginnings of all things is the attempt to
         replace opinions about these beginnings by genuine knowledge, or science of them.”[13] 
      

      
      Strauss labors to impute this view to Plato’s Socrates.

      
         Socrates’s study of the human things was then based on the comprehensive study of
            “all things.” Like every other philosopher, he identified wisdom, or the goal of philosophy,
            with the science of all the beings: he never ceased considering “what each of the
            beings is.” . . . Socrates deviated from his predecessors by identifying the science
            of the whole, or of everything that is, with the understanding of “what each of the
            beings is.” For “to be” means “to be something,” and hence to be different from things
            which are “something else”; “to be” means therefore “to be a part.”[14]  
         

      

      
      What we have taken great pains to present in this study is that this is not Plato’s
         view of what a “whole” is. Plato’s argument is that a “whole” exists by nature indeed;
         but that this whole cannot be reduced to the sum of its parts; because the whole exists
         as a container for the parts; and the container for the parts is not only limited,
         but it must possess the extremities of coming into being and passing away. Plato allows
         that a pebble may possess infinite parts, but these parts involve the unity and being
         of an object and its parts. The pebble is a whole that is more than the sum of its
         parts; it is a container for its parts. The container is not infinitely divisible.
         If it was, it would not be a whole. What is a whole must have all the parts: coming
         into being and passing away, magnitude, size, shape, color, texture. Plato’s conception
         of a whole vindicates the evidence provided to us by perception, unlike the Straussian
         conception of a whole that leads in the other direction, that is, into sightlessness.
         For Plato, there is no “whole” in nature that exists eternally, of which all other
         things are “parts.”
      

      
      This discovery of nature to which Strauss points is no discovery of Plato’s. It is
         the discovery of Parmenides. It happens to be a theory that Plato has refuted. We
         have presented and applied Plato’s refutation of Parmenides theory of a whole more
         than once in this book. It is worthwhile to note that “homogeneity” is precisely the
         argument that both Parmenides and the atomists argue for, as the truth of nature.
         This is what Plato has disproven. For Strauss, the only “heterogeneity” in nature
         is the philosopher’s soul. There are but two poles of reality, Strauss argues in this
         particular context: that of “homogeneity,” and that of “heterogeneity.” We have seen
         already what “homogeneity” refers to: nature as a “unity,” as a “whole.” What then
         does “heterogeneity” indicate for Strauss? “At the opposite pole we find knowledge
         of heterogeneity, and in particular of heterogeneous ends; the highest form of this
         kind of knowledge is the art of the statesman and the educator.”[15] 
      

      
      These two things for Strauss, homogeneity and heterogeneity, parallel the distinction
         between facts and values. The entire domain of fact is subsumed by Strauss, as it
         is for Parmenides and the atomists, in homogeneity. Nature is alleged to be a unity.
         Only in “value” is “heterogeneity” allowed to emerge. The point is that for Strauss,
         these two categories are mutually interdependent. It is only by forcing the rest of
         the world into the category of the “homogeneous,” what Machiavelli likes to call “matter,”
         that the values or heterogeneity of the philosopher-politician can emerge. In fact,
         one can say that the reduction of the rest of the human race to “homogeneity” is precisely
         the application of the values or “heterogeneity” of the philosopher-educator. “Homogeneity”
         is not what the people are. It is not even what a single human being is. It is not
         even what a single pebble is. Homogeneity is the overpowering of the identity of the
         others and their natures, first of all in philosophy.
      

      
      Strauss on Fact and Values

      
      David Hume is the true founder of the fact-value distinction. It is Hume who argues
         that our moral emotions are like Locke’s “secondary qualities,” that our passions
         are not traceable to any external events like a murder we witness. In Hume’s point
         of view, we do not possess faculties that can enable us to distinguish what is a murder;
         and whatever condemnation we feel, Hume argues, cannot be said to originate in the
         nature of the deed that we have witnessed. The condemnation, Hume argues, must come
         from our own bodily constitution, which is entirely unrelated to any objects external
         to us that we witness or perceive.
      

      
      Strauss is truly one of the rare minds of the twentieth century. He ranks with the
         great Early Modern philosophers in his mental powers and breadth of study: with Hobbes
         and Spinoza, Locke and Hume. It would be an insult to Strauss to suggest that he is
         not familiar with Hume’s fact-value distinction, especially since Strauss is truly
         a master of Early Modern philosophy. Strauss prefers to ascribe this dishonor to Max
         Weber, or more concretely to late nineteenth-century social science positivism or
         historicism. That historicism, unlike Hume, is hard, very hard to trace back to natural
         philosophy. It is in natural philosophy where all of the important facts reside for
         the modern period.
      

      
      It is important to behold the fact-value distinction for a moment, to turn it about
         and examine it. We certainly always associate science with facts and factual information;
         but this is problematic. Science since Bacon and Hobbes involves experiments. The
         philosopher measures what he “makes.” These are the only terms upon which perceptions
         are conceded some authority to judge in the new experimental philosophy. Outside of
         the experimental situation, the perceptions of the scientist are as worthless as those
         of the ordinary person, from the modern philosophical point of view. As both Locke
         and Hume make clear in their attack on substances as possible objects of knowledge,
         the modern tradition does not concede, or even tolerate the possibility that perception
         can know true facts about objects. This is why Locke fully excludes civil speech from
         the inquiry into truth.
      

      
      It is not just the ordinary citizens who are subjected to the alleged “homogeneity”
         of nature and all the objects in it. When science evaluates testimony about any kind
         of objects, including moral and psychological ones, it appraises them from this vantage
         point of the atoms, of the “wholeness” of nature. This is sometimes today called physicalism.
         To discuss the predicament of physicalism as one where facts are separated from values,
         is to argue prematurely. The argument indicating the “homogeneity” or “unity” of nature
         is first of all an attack on facts themselves, as human beings perceive and know them.
         It is the philosophic-scientific enumeration of what shall constitute a fact that
         does the original violence to the truth. For the human being is not like a tree. The
         philosophy of nature that Strauss appeals to claims to justify this view that man
         is “but a particle of nature.” Yet this philosophy, as we have seen, has fatal problems.
         It is a defective philosophy, and it can be demonstrated that it is defective. Thus
         the attempt to impose homogeneity upon unlike things, may be viewed in a very different
         light: as the application of brute force to human lives, as the literal overpowering
         of human minds through classifications and categories established by this philosophy.
         This philosophy as to the homogeneity of nature involves the suspension of the authority
         of human perception to know objects, and therewith the ability to know values. In
         fact, to impose the philosophy of homogeneity of nature upon human beings is to rudely
         assault the human sensibility; it is to practice bad values, that is, to injure in
         a premeditated and calculating way. All human mentality begins with the awareness
         of facts and bodies. When this mentality is arrested, penetrated, interfered with,
         attacked—the human being become speechless.
      

      
      Plato disproves the homogeneity in nature to which Strauss’s “whole” is pledged. Unity
         and being are coequal original natures, and the observation that no object in nature
         can exist without these two heterogeneous characters quickly proves the existence of a number of other diverse realities. Plato’s critique of this philosophy of nature is not in circulation
         in our academy. To the contrary, the view that nature is one hegemonic unity is on
         the ascendant, and in this view man is just another part of the natural “whole.” The
         moral emotions characteristic of man, therefore, in the context of the atomist conception
         of nature as a “whole,” the mere application of this set of assumptions, imposes upon
         human beings a most devastating humiliation and degradation. The philosophy that claims
         to be interested only in facts, this philosophy anyway, refuses to acknowledge the
         true facts.
      

      
      The application of the atomist conception of nature, or physicalism, to the human
         beings in their moral capacities constitutes a kind of war against human nature in
         its most fundamental aspects. Once the philosophy of nature as an indivisible whole
         is dispensed with—and it becomes possible to leave this cave and to evaluate objects
         afresh—the classical Greek theory that reason by nature governs the passions appears
         to be a quite sober and modest point of view. This sobriety does not at all appear
         to be what Strauss has in mind in his category of the “heterogeneous.”
      

      
      In this single thread of argument, it is useful to stay a moment longer with the distinction
         between the homogeneous and the heterogeneous that Strauss adumbrates. The homogenous
         indicates that theory of nature as a whole, a unified whole. In that context, man
         has no dignity. Yet knowledge of nature contains the knowledge of matters of fact,
         as Hume repeatedly points out. Thus facts cannot be known, based upon this theory
         of nature as a unity; because everything is one big thing, or rather everything includes
         its opposite and every other thing. Names cease to have the capacity to refer, in
         the category of homogeneous nature. This is a condition of radical indignity; and
         it is with great purpose that Strauss holds out the possibility of a partial suspension
         of this condition, through the terminology of “values.”
      

      
      It should be said at the outset that it is useless to talk about “values” if knowledge
         of fact is foreclosed upon. “Homogeneity” of nature forecloses upon knowledge of fact.
         Homogeneity of nature indicates that all things are a unity, so that anything goes
         with anything, so that any name indicates its opposite as well as itself. There is
         no possibility of judging true facts from a moral point of view in this context of
         nature as a “whole,” as discussed above. Strauss, however, insists on keeping this
         theory of nature as a whole in place, in this thread of argument. Man can have deliverance from this indignity, from this
         monstrous insult to his sensibilities, by accepting the category of values as Strauss
         seeks to make it available: really as a feature essentially of will, which is mute
         to considerations of truth. In the case of value judgments, Strauss affects to communicate, we will suspend
         the crushing definition of nature as a “whole.” We will allow to the human being the
         opportunity to enact “value” impulses; and this alone will be allowed to stand as
         a second dimension of reality in nature. Yet these value impulses cannot rely upon
         knowledge of fact; because “fact” or “what is” remains bound to the domain of “homogeneity.”
         “Values,” in the Straussian metaphysic under consideration, must be sui generis out
         of the individual. One can have values instead of truth of fact; but one cannot have values based on truth of fact. This is the signification of the “dualism” that Strauss says has
         never been overcome. The indication is that the view of nature as a “whole” will always
         be enforced, but that space will be made available for the individual assertion of
         “values” in this highly regimented context. Values cannot consort with truth; truth
         remains pledged to the homogeneity of nature, to that original discovery of nature,
         that is for Strauss the beginning of true philosophy.
      

      
      The principal value of Straussian philosophy is what he calls “natural right.” Plato
         never articulates such a value as his own. The reader has the right to ask: what do
         you mean? What is the natural rights doctrine? The only true formulation of the natural
         rights doctrine that I am aware of is Hobbes’s and Spinoza’s. For Hobbes, man is betrayed
         by nature, rather than by philosophy. In Hobbes’s representation, nature has thrust
         man into a predicament, whereby he must surrender his dignity in order to survive.
         The values that man is encouraged by Hobbes to develop, in this context, hinge upon
         resentment: that is, imposing onerous conditions on those who do not have as much
         power as oneself. This sort of bastardized pride, that is, converting advantage into
         a new artificial version of honor, is precisely the doctrine of natural rights. In
         accordance with Hobbes’s worldview, nature has betrayed man, left him helpless and
         alone; so therefore he is entitled to disregard all impulses and cultural authorities
         which interfere with his preservation. Spinoza provides Strauss with a theory of natural
         right. “Since it is the supreme law of nature that each thing strive, so far as it
         in lies, to continue in its condition without regard for anything other than itself,
         therefore every individual and in particular every human individual, by having the
         power, also has the right to use such means as it has to self-preservation, without
         regard for others.”[16] 
      

      
      Strauss makes no attempt to defend the ability of the ordinary human beings to know true facts. Strauss makes no attempt to argue that the atomic theory interferes with
         science’s ability to know true facts. To the contrary: Strauss insists that it is
         at best useless to investigate the supposedly modern cosmologies, because we could
         never know for certain. Yet Strauss himself knows that the modern experimental method
         is laid upon the foundations of Epicurean science, and that even Machiavelli espouses
         this discovery of the “whole.” “Machiavelli knows, then, not only the variable ‘things
         of the world,’ but the invariable ‘world’ itself. He knows that heaven, the sun, the
         elements and man always have the same movement, order and power. . . . In a way, then,
         Machiavelli possesses knowledge of ‘all natural things.’ . . . He could not know the
         mixed bodies as such unless he had some knowledge of the simple bodies.”[17]  “Certainly, Machiavelli’s notion of the beginning of the world is not the Biblical
         but rather the ‘Epicurean’ notion which presupposes the eternity of ‘matter.’”[18]  Or, as Strauss might say, of homogeneity.
      

      
      Machiavelli’s political science, therefore, denies that the ordinary people can know
         true facts about objects through perception. Machiavelli too, possesses that theory
         of causation that is deductive and metaphysical, developed originally by Parmenides
         and thereafter by the atomists. In this thread of argument, Strauss is invoking Machiavelli’s
         distinction between form and matter: for Machiavelli, the political world is homogeneous
         “matter”; for Machiavelli, “form” is that force of will that the politician-philosopher
         would impose upon it with his virtu.
      

      
      When Strauss attempts to teach us about the fact-value distinction, he would have
         had to deliberately bypass Hume in order to pick Max Weber to be the representative.
         In Weber’s work, the cosmological issues are no longer on display. Just as Strauss
         has insisted to Hobbes scholars that they must not attempt to study Hobbes’s cosmology
         as in any way related to his political science, Strauss does not want cosmology to
         become an active interest of political philosophy.
      

      
      As far as the fact-value distinction goes, Strauss has gone out of his way to rhetorically
         frame the debate in the following way. The social sciences, Strauss argues, are obsessed
         with “facts.” They do not believe that science can know “values.” Strauss is relentless
         in his indictment of Weber and modern social science for their refusal to make value
         judgments, or to own up to them when they do make them, which as Strauss reveals,
         is all the time.
      

      
       Yet, something is being left out of this story. What is being left out of this story
         is the Straussian conviction as to the “whole” of nature. What is being left out of
         the story by Strauss, is not something that is left out of the story by Hume. What
         Hume has argued to us, is that facts cannot be known. The only objects that are knowable to our minds, Hume argues, are
         mental objects: that is, perceptions can by no means, in Hume’s view, be entitled to pronounce upon truth of fact as regards external
         objects. The perceptions in a man’s mind, Hume argues, could come from anywhere. They
         may come from our own bodies, for all we know, Hume argues. One obviously cannot get
         into a meaningful discussion about values, if one is barred by philosophy from the
         ability to know facts.
      

      
      That brings us back to the authority of perception to know facts. The philosophy of
         Hume, which is the same theory of nature that Strauss appeals to in this context,
         absolutely denies that we can know any such facts. What in the world Strauss is doing,
         exhorting science to become lively in the pursuit of values, when its eyes stand plucked
         out by philosophy, is a worthy subject for investigation.
      

      
      Since Hume has been part of the subject matter of this study, let us listen to what
         he has to say about wholes.
      

      
         Could men anatomize nature, according to the most probable, at least most intelligible
            philosophy, they would find, that these causes are nothing but the particular fabric
            and structure of the minute parts of their own bodies and external objects; and that
            by a regular and constant machinery, all the events are produced, about which they
            are so much concerned.[19] 
         

      

      “The Greeks” and Modern Philosophy

      
      It has been one of the principle aims of this study to reveal what Plato knows, but
         which our scholarship usually does not know: that there is a deep philosophical basis
         in atomism that traces back to Parmenides’s philosophy, and that this avenue of Greek
         philosophy is wholly at loggerheads with that of the Socratic Greeks. It is widely
         believed that Leo Strauss is hostile to the moderns, because he champions ancient
         Greece. Yet there are two major philosophical traditions that began in ancient Greece:
         that of the Socratics Plato and Aristotle, and that of Parmenides, Zeno, Leucippus,
         and Democritus. It is only the Socratic Greek philosophy that is clearly in conflict
         with modern philosophy. It is far from clear that Modern philosophy is in any kind
         of conflict at all with the heritage of Parmenides and Democritus. To the contrary.
         It is our responsibility first to be aware of this dualism in the Greek heritage;
         and it is also our responsibility to ascertain which tradition Strauss’s conception
         of nature appeals to.
      

      
       Parmenides’s poem is not often spoken about in a political context by the scholars
         who evaluate it. One reason may be due to the fact that few political philosophers
         study Parmenides’s poem nowadays. These two parts of Parmenides’s poem seem to parallel
         Strauss’s conception of facts and values, or “homogeneity” and “heterogeneity.” In
         the first part of Parmenides’s poem, the part that deals with truth, all is dissolved
         into “unity,” homogeneity; in the second part of the poem, the subject matter is the
         management of public opinion, or politics and “education.” The poem is broken down
         into two parts by Parmenides. The first part is entitled “the way of truth.” In it
         Parmenides sets forth his teaching that the only reality is “being.” That this being
         cannot have itself come into being; that it drives coming into being “far away.” In
         the “way of truth” Parmenides sketches a scene, whereby a youth from a Greek city
         is brought before a goddess for instruction. The goddess can only undertake this instruction
         once the youth has been ferried by chariot far away from the city and the ordinary
         opinions. When Strauss, in Persecution and the Art of Writing, sets out to make the argument that the true philosopher must be free to offer contradictory
         points of view as a matter of tactics and argumentative orthodoxy, he invokes the
         horses of the chariot of Parmenides, the one that ferries the youth to the goddess
         for enlightenment.[20]  
      

      
      The goddess teaches the youth how to make, or enforce the arguments as to this being
         and its homogeneity. “Nor is being divisible, for it is all alike.” The goddess takes
         time instructing the youth that he will have to overcome certain habits, especially
         the tendency to rely upon sense perception to know what objects are. The goddess at
         this point seems to be much more concerned with how the youth conducts the argument
         in public with other philosophers. The goddess warns the youth that her teaching will
         be challenged, but that he must not admit into evidence any information obtained by
         sense perception. Only arguments based in deductive philosophy will be allowed to
         enter into the contest.
      

      
       The goddess takes pains to demonstrate to the youth that everything the ordinary
         people believe is a fabrication, a myth, a delusion.
      

      
         To think is the same as the thought that it is; for you will not find thinking without
            being, in regard to which there is an expression. For nothing else either is or shall
            be except being, since fate has tied it down to be a whole and motionless; therefore
            all things that mortals have established, believing in their truth, are just a name;
            becoming and perishing, being and not-being, and change of position, and alteration
            of bright color.[21] 
         

      

      The youth who receives Parmenides’s instruction is given this coaching only for the
         purposes of handling rival philosophers. Yet when it comes time to discuss how the
         youth and the new philosophy should interact with the generality of the people, Parmenides’s
         goddess gives an entirely new teaching. This second part of the poem is entitled “the
         way of seeming.” This teaching formally breaks off from the “reliable theory” that
         the goddess has taught to the youth; it is a now a formal instruction about coordinating
         and overpowering the people. This may be just what Strauss has in mind with his theory
         of “heterogeneity” and “natural right.” “At this point I cease my reliable theory
         and thought, concerning truth; from here onwards you must learn the opinions of mortals,
         listening to the deceptive ordering of my words.”[22] 
      

      
      This model of Greek philosophy sorts much better with the thread of Straussian argument
         that we are trying to elucidate. Strauss is an innovator of course. There are so many
         levels of context between the ordinary speaker and the philosopher who has discovered
         “nature” and the “whole,” in Strauss’s view, that it is not possible to enumerate
         them all. The boundary between Parmenides’s “way of truth” and the “way of seeming”
         designed for the public, does not seem to be any steeper than the boundary that Strauss
         sets up between his categories of esoteric and exoteric speech. Allegedly, the ordinary
         individual is first of all formed into a point of view by the philosophy that is current
         in his land. He is limited by his own customary adaptation of the language; he is
         limited by the philosophical biases that are couched in language, and by the distance
         that separates language from objects as they are. He is vulnerable to the interpretations
         of language that he cannot help but make, in Strauss’s view. The true philosophers,
         however, Strauss insists, can know trans-historical truths. They can know nature when
         they realize that nature is something that one must “discover,” rather than something
         one obtains knowledge of through one’s experience of objects.
      

      
      There is another aspect of Parmenides’s poem that is relevant to a discussion of Strauss.
         For Parmenides’s teaching about the great “being,” is that this being forbids coming
         into being, as a matter of justice. “So far as that is concerned, justice has never released being in its fetters, and
         set it free either to come into being or to perish, but holds it fast.” Only being
         can exist. Justice decrees it. Everything that exists is the same. If justice holds
         coming-into-being fast in its bonds, denying its reality or forcibly constricting
         its reality—then the perceptions of the people who have the perishable beings for
         their objects are likewise stricken from the record of truth. The articulation of
         injustice, or the indication of the absence of justice, is precisely the sort of “not-being”
         that Parmenides’s argument is designed to choke, to silence. Parmenides’s doctrine
         will only allow reference to what is, so the absence of justice does not qualify as
         a proper locution from that point of view.
      

      
      Readers should not assume what they all too willingly assume: that when Strauss proclaims
         to be a devotee of the “Greeks,” that he is a devotee of the Socratic Greeks. IF Strauss was a devotee of the Socratic Greeks, then indeed he would be struggling
         mightily against modern philosophy, and modern cosmology. Yet IF Strauss is truly
         a disciple of the Eleatic Greeks—of Parmenides and Zeno, and their influence on the
         formulation of the atomist theory—then in that case Strauss would be very comfortable
         moving back and forth between the two philosophical periods, equally at home with
         both “ancients and moderns.” It is well known that Strauss advances many criticisms
         of Plato’s philosophy. On the other hand, I have not found any place in Strauss’s
         writings where he levels any serious charges or argument against the atomist theory
         of nature.
      

      
      Leo Strauss is fairly consistent in his writings, when he talks about wholes and parts,
         and “nature.” Nature, for Strauss, is a whole. “Philosophy strives for knowledge of
         the whole. The whole is the totality of the parts. The whole eludes us but we know
         parts: we possess partial knowledge of parts.”[23]  Compare this with Parmenides: “There is only one other description of the way remaining,
         that what is is. To this way there are very many signposts: that being has no coming
         into being and no destruction, for it is whole of limb, without motion, and without
         end. And it never was, nor will be, because it is now, a whole altogether, one, continuous;
         for what creation of it will you look for? How, whence could it have sprung?”[24]  Epicurus’s philosophy moves in the same conceptual orbit.
      

      
         And the atoms move continuously for all time, some recoiling far apart from one another
            upon collision, and others, by contrast, maintaining a constant vibration when they
            are locked into a compound or enclosed by the surrounding atoms of a compound. . .
            . There is no principle for these entities, since the atoms and the void are eternal.[25]  
         

      

      Plato is terribly clear about his theory of causation. Plato most certainly possesses
         a cosmology. Plato believes, as stated in the Republic, that the natural world is marked by patterns. These patterns or forms, or ideas,
         or natures, involve the “whatness” of objects. Perception, not moral ideology or practical
         wisdom, gives us this information. Scientific definition has nothing to do with practical
         or political reason from Plato’s point of view. “What is” is the language of true
         philosophy. Choices and decisions cannot be made until we know what is, until we know
         what ordinary people would refer to as the facts. For Plato, what is beauty? Plato
         does not lack a cosmology, a sense of the truth in nature that makes the beautiful
         object beautiful. Beauty is one of the patterns. It cannot be broken down into parts.
         The beautiful object is caused by its form, by “participating” in it.[26] 
      

      
      Plato overcomes Parmenides’s argument based upon his explication of the form of unity. Unity cannot itself be plurality. Unity, for Plato, is a lonely reality in the universe.
         All of the forms or patterns are alone in nature. A form qua form is not a “part”
         of anything, such as a larger whole, taken strictly by itself. The opposite forms,
         for Plato, absolutely repel each other. They cannot fit in the same whole. Unity means
         the absence of parts. Parmenides tries with all his considerable might to make it
         appear that “being” can be a unity, and yet be a seamless whole. Plato proves that
         “unity” has no such commitment. Unity by itself eschews all plurality, and “being”
         is a nature that is wholly distinct from that of unity. The cause of “unity,” for
         Plato, is not some miraculous “whole”; it is the absolute form of unity which is the
         cause of unity in every and any object that has existence, and no other cause is countenanced.
      

      
      That is the opening argument of the Parmenides. Plato never wavers; and it proves to be the insight that leads to the defeat of Parmenides’
         argument. What is truly unity, cannot be anything else but unity. This means that
         it cannot contain within itself any divisions. Parmenides attempts to argue that his “being” is a unity. Yet unity and being are
         not the same form. Being cannot take the place of unity, nor can unity be derived
         from “being.” What is perfectly a unity, cannot so much as provide a place for any
         being or existence whatsoever. These are the terms upon which Plato brings down Parmenides’s
         entire thesis; and they are the very terms upon which he brings down the atomistic
         thesis, in the same dialogue.
      

      
      Always, with Plato, true philosophy must begin with what is most easily known and
         attempt to ascend to what is harder to know. Beauty, as Plato argues, is something
         that all human beings are familiar with. They know it through their experience. They
         know, that is, that certain objects have the quality of beauty, the part of beauty.
         The song has beauty. The vase has beauty. The human figure has beauty. The sunset
         has beauty. Yet beauty remains a narrow thing. It does not dissolve into any homogeneous
         category. Plato never recurs to any “whole” of which beauty is merely a part. Now
         will Plato countenance that beauty can be broken down into smaller parts. Beauty is a part of the vase, of the athlete’s body, of the painting: and
         these objects are wholes-of-parts in nature. They come into being and pass away. “Beauty
         itself”: this is as abstract as Plato gets.
      

      
      The philosopher attempts to define beauty. Beauty as a pattern, a nature, a form.
         Plato never attempts to argue that the form of beauty can have any other cause, aside
         from its own nature. Plato’s Socrates received much ridicule for this argument; but
         there is genius and truth in it. It also preserves the relationship between true philosophy
         and the evidence known by ordinary opinion, that which is in between being and not-being.
         The non-philosopher can recognize beauty, as an image; as a quality; but the non-philosopher
         cannot formulate arguments about it. This is where true philosophy and sophistry part ways. For the sophist
         can make that which is ugly appear beautiful, with his arguments. The sophist can make it appear that beauty and ugliness
         mix, just as Zeno tries to make the argument that unity and plurality mix, that is,
         are parts of each other. What is truly a unity will never be plurality, Plato’s Socrates
         argues; and he proves it, when he dismantles Parmenides’s argument.
      

      
      Plato, in his cosmology, provides us with the forms, the natures: the just, unity,
         a whole, a part, beauty, tallness, sameness, being. The human being does not confuse
         unity with plurality, Plato argues in this Theaetetus, not even in his dreams. Plato’s questions are anchored in “what is” observations. They are in this respect
         discerning, but not assertive or willful. Investigation for Plato is not an exertion of will. For Plato, the profession of ignorance is a profession of humility
         before the others. He does not know better than the others, at the outset of an investigation.
         Plato’s Socrates does not claim to possess any special “way of truth.”
      

      
      These thoughts on Strauss and his theory of nature, as I have indicated, are limited
         in the following ways. Strauss has prepared a theory of philosophical argumentation
         that relies upon the strategic deployment of contradictions or the appearances of
         contradictions. It would not be a mark of intelligence, therefore, to try to investigate
         Strauss’s argument by enumerating the contradictions that are present in it. For the
         contradictions are not the result of sloppy thinking, but of rigorous and premeditated
         thought. What I have been attempting to do in this epilogue is to trace out a single
         thread of argument that can be demonstrated to exist in Strauss’s work. This thread
         of argument deserves explication because it involves some theories that are quite
         obscure and rarely mentioned in contemporary scholarship.
      

      
      My ambitions for this epilogue are limited to the attempt to elucidate this theory
         of nature that Strauss appeals to and develops. It is my belief that scholars, like
         human beings in general, judge better when they have fuller information. The quest
         to understand the work of Leo Strauss therefore can hardly be resolved by this brief
         exercise in exegesis. Yet the arguments brought to light here and explicated, may
         broaden that amount of information that scholars have available when they inquire
         into Strauss’s meanings, and in my view that is ambition enough.
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