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" lated, airtight bins of thought. Questioning in one of the compart-
ments flows into questioning in the other two; an answer in one of
the compartments has repercussions in the other two. For exam-
ple, you might ask whether reality is necessarily mind-dependent,
i.e., whether whatever exists can only exist insofar as it is present
~ to some form of consciousness (a question in the Reality compart-
ment), and you might go on to ask how an alleged reality that
existed outside the field of awareness of any and every mind could
‘be known (a question in the Knowledge compartment). If your
answer to the Reality question is the idealist answer that everything
real is real in and for some mind or other, that answer will have
repercussions in the Value compartment. You won’t be able—at
least not logically—to think of things as having value in them-
selves, apart from the activity of a valuing mind.

In other words, philosophical thinking flows freely wherever
the desire to understand and the questions generated by that desire
take it. It does not come prepackaged, compartmentalized. Only
after this thinking has left behind its products—a proposition or
set of propositions that asserts and argues for a particular view—
‘can the compartmentalization occur. A compartmentalizer, who
“may or may not also be the original thinker, can then take these
“thought products, compare them with others, and say that they
pertain to this or that compartment and that they represent this or
that category within the compartment. The compartmentalizer
‘might work with compartments already available or craft some
afresh; the person with the knife can slice reality one way or
‘another—or not slice it at all. But neither the carving nor the
 Compartmentalizing should be confused with the original thinking
‘that is the heart and soul of philosophy.
~ You might look at this section, with its compartments and
‘Contents, as a sort of intellectual menu. A menu can list and de-
Scribe various food offerings in ways that are both informative
‘and tantalizing, but the menu itself is not the meal, and the menu
Te"lll!_)t guarantee that the food will be tasty, digestible, and
‘Mourishing, That depends upon the match between, on the one
Aand, the food and cooking and, on the other, your palate and
e system. The following menu of philosophical positions
% bound to leave you feeling empty if you don’t taste and chew
*9me of the intellectual food that’s offered, but even the best of
Osophical cooks can’t guarantee a match for your intellectual

S EC T I ON 5

A PHILOSOPHICAL
BACKPACK—WESTERN
i L 0 0 0 0 I S

As you remove and peruse the Western portion of your philosop
ical backpack, perhaps the first thing you will notice is the an
knife, the standard instrument of classic Western reason (dis
and exemplified in ZMM, pp. 6367 and 223). Altering the
from packets of information, we might say that the Western p
the backpack is made up of compartments (Reality, Know
and Value) and that the compartments are in turn divided into su¢
categories as idealism and realism, which are split into subdi
sions, such as naive realism and critical realism. Before you exar
ine the contents of these compartments, you should be aware of
couple of things. E
First, dividing philosophy into compartments is rather an a
bitrary task. Nothing in the nature of humanity requires
be done at all, and nothing in the nature of philosophy or
nature of talk about philosophy requires that it be done
actly this way. In a different context and for different pun
philosophy might be divided differently or left undivided.
it has been divided into the basic triad of Reality, Know
and Value simply because that fits in well with the philoso
concerns of ZMM. My hope is to provide a handle on Westet
philosophy that is also a handle on the philosophies of Phaedn
and the narrator. .

Second, our three compartments are not three separate, n r
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To change the metaphor, you might look at this section:
sort of intellectual map (see the introductory part of Section 3
map has the advantage of portableutility, but it offers no subs
for the freshness of an actual intellectual journey. It can des
various places and tell you how 10 get to them, perhaps offeri
more than one route, but it can’t take the place of your choo
a destination or a route, taking tie trip, and arriving somep
Nor can a map predict the satisfaction or dissatisfaction that
will feel during the trip or upon arrival. Similarly, this se
describes various philosophical positions and some of the re
ing that has led thinkers to those positions, but it cannot tak
place of your deciding to follow (and perhaps extend) or dis
particular line of reasoning, nor an it predict what might happen
if you sample an unfamiliar way of thinking. '

When intellectual mapping activity and its products are con-
fused with or substituted for actual intellectual journeying, some=
thing very important is lost. Flesh and blood people
Phaedrus who try both to penetrite the mystery of life and make
sense of their own lives—philosophers in the original sense, “lov=
ers of wisdom”—are replaced by professional philosophers, spe=
cialists in abstract thinking who by their proficiency have earned
a badge that can be worn or removed as the occasion demands.
(“What do you want to be when you grow up?” “I want to be
a philosopher.” “I think I know a place where you can get that
badge.”) And just as a way of thinking is divorced from a
of living, so the resultant thought products—in the form
writings—are divorced from both the living and the thinking,
and those who develop the skill of inspecting, naming, and clas
sifying those thought products also usurp the name “philo
phers,” thus effecting a further degradation of the name. (“What
do philosophers do?” “They investigate and classify the philo= )
sophical residue of other philosophers.” “I think you've just
given a ‘circular definition.” ” “Good point. I think you’d make
a good philosopher.”)

I think it’s important here, before the mapmaking and the map
reading begin, to draw attention w the difference berween phil
ophy as a way of life, a life centering on the search for wisdom, a
philosophy as badge-earning activity, activity that demonstrates
either the ability for high-powered abstraction or the ability t@
analyze and categorize the philosophical residue of others. Thé
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point is not that one is bad and the other gopod—Quality can show
itself in both. The point is that, if both are to flourish, philosophy
as badge-earning activityshould not be allowed to masquerade as
philosophy pure and simple. Calling attention to the distinction
between a map and a journey is one small effort in the direction of
preventing the masquerade. Mapping activity can stimulate an in-
tellectual journey and point to a philosophical way of life, but it is
not in itself either one, and it can just as easily—perhaps more
easily—point to and participate in philosophy as badge-earning
activity.

I do not mean to suggest that mapping activity is worthless.
That would be to trivialize in advance what I am about to do.
(“Poisoning the well”—in this case, my own—is what a “good
philosopher” might call it.) I just want to warn against a costly
confusion—and perhaps also protect myself against the invective of
Phaedrus. Phaedrus, you will recall, had angry words for those
professional academicians who followed in the footsteps of Aris-
totle the Mapmaker, not the harder-to-find Aristotle the Jour-
neyer. These professionals have reduced teaching and learning to
naming and classifying and have thereby “smugly and callously
killed the creative spirit of their students” (ZMM, p. 325). Such
teachers might have been less prone to murder had they been more
alive to the distinction between a map and a journey. Perhaps my
emphasizing the distinction will call off the wrath of Phaedrus.
Ptsrhaps it will also modulate the voice of another ghost that you
might hear in what follows, “the ghost of Aristotle speaking down
through the centuries—the desiccating lifeless voice of dualistic
reason” (ZMM, p. 326).

_If you do experience a little desiccation from the carving, la-

ing, and compartmentalizing that follows, perhaps you will find
fehe_f in the flowing waters of the dialogue that appears as the final
Portion of this philosophical backpack. While the intellectual tech-
nique of naming and classifying, in philosophy and elsewhere, goes

k to Aristotle, the dialogue as a mode of philosophical dis-
Course goes back to Aristotle’s teacher, Plato. I think it’s quite

ttng that this backpack conclude with the mode of discourse
favored by “the essential Buddha-seeker” rather than with the
mode favored by “the eternal motorcycle mechanic” (see ZMM, p.

33_1 )—after all, ZMM concludes with the return of Phaedrus to the
ver’s seat.
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REALITY

When you ask broad questions about reality, you have entered thy
area of phildJophy known as metaphysics. The word itself w
coined by Aristotle’s followers sometime after Aristotle’s death,
when it was used as the title for a particular set of Aristotle’
treatises. Why it was called Metaphysics is open to question, O
speculation is that the title originally referred to the location of th
work within the collection of one of Aristotle’s followers (Adroni
cus of Rhodes). Since this set of Aristotle’s treatises was located o
the shelf “after” (meta in Greek) a work that dealt with “nature’
(physica in Greek), the set was called Metaphysica. Another spee
ulation is that Aristotle’s followers coined the word as a ¥
saying that the treatises, because of their greater abstractnes
should be studied only after the treatises dealing with nature. .
third speculation is that the title was meant to indicate that th
treatises went intellectually “beyond”—meta means “beyond” :
well as “after”—the work on nature. Whatever the motivatio
behind the title, the book that was gathered together under the titl
raised questions that cut wide and deep. It asked about the fus
damental principles, the causes and constituents, not simply of this
or that sector of things, but of all things, of whatever is, of
as a whole. Ever since the time that Aristotle’s wide-ranging
was given its title, metaphysics has been the area of philosop
which the broadest questions about reality are asked. As was
earlier, the work “metaphysics” has also come to be asso
with the occult, with strange, seemingly inexplicable phenomen
that go beyond what is ordinarily considered natural. When th
word “metaphysics” is used in ZMM it is used in the Aristotelian
not the occult, sense.
Here are some examples of metaphysical questions: What is th
nature of reality? Is all reality of one basic kind? What is it? If the
is more than one kind, how many kinds are there and what ar
they? If mind or consciousness is a basic principle, how basic is it
Can there be any reality that is not contained in a mind? Is
one source or more than one source for all the things that 2
there is one source, does that source have an existence t
independent of all the things that come from it, or has it som :
entered into all the things that come from it, or is it somehow bot
independent of (transcendent) and present within (immanent) th
things that come from it? If there is more than one source, what!

138

the relation between or among them? Are they on the same level,
or is there a hierarchy? Are they antagonistic or cooperative?
Whatever the source or sources, are they subject to change in any
way or are they absolutely immutable? Is change real or illusory?
Is permanence real or illusory? Are the many things of our expe-
rience really many or are they really one? Are they both one and
many? Why is there anything at all rather than nothing?

As you can see, these are not the questions that you typically
take along with you to spark a conversation at the hair salon. Why
in the world would anyone ever ask them? One answer is that
people ask them because they can, just as they climb the mountain
because it is there. Another answer is that sometimes a crisis that
removes a taken-for-granted sense of security brings on a meta-
physical search for a new basis of security. If, for example, you are
used to thinking of the gods as the immortal sources of everything
else and you begin to lose faith in the existence of the gods, you
may begin to search for some other permanent reality or realities
that explain what is. According to the narrator’s reading (ZMM, p.
336), this is how metaphysical speculation got started in ancient
Greece.

REAL OR IDEAL?

Is reality “real” or “ideal”? That may seem like a strange question
10 ask, but it is not so strange if you know what the terms “real-
ism” and “idealism” came to mean in the history of Western phi-
losophy. At the outset, you should note that the philosophical use
of those terms is quite different from that found in everyday con-
Versation. In everday conversation, we might say that a person
Who tends to be a bit cynical about the purity of human motivation
Or who at least is very practical and down-to-earth is a “realist,”
Whereas a person who tends to believe the best about people or
Who, in any case, strives to reach and maintain the highest stan-
dards is an “idealist.” This is not the distinction that Western
Philosophical mappers have had in mind.

To become clear about the philosophical distinction, you first
H13ve to understand what is meant by “mind.” A mind is a center
O% consciousness or awareness. As you read this section, various

- “Ngs may enter your awareness: the texture and coloration of the
~ Printed page, meanings of words and phrases and statements, ques-



tions about what I'm driving at and what difference that might
make, and so on. Those things are “in” your mind—mental con-
tents. If you reflect upon the awareness that somehow holds them,
you are reflecting upon your mind. Notice that in doing so, you
are not sensing or thinking about the physical object that we call
the brain (unless perhaps this stuff is giving you a headache),
Whether or not the mind is totally dependent upon the brain is
further question. Whatever the answer to that question, the
remains that you can be aware of your awareness without &
aware of the physical object that neurophysiologists study. It’s th:
awareness of awareness that you should “keep in mind”—don’t
worry about what your brain is doing—as we talk about the dis
tinction between philosophical realists and philosophical idealists.
Basically, a philosophical “realist” is a person who beli
that a thing can be real without being either itself a mind or
tained in a mind. Reality is not, as such, mind-dependent. W
ever is to be said about the prevalence or importance of mind in 1
universe, it is one thing to be real and another to be mental. A
philosophical “idealist,” on the other hand, says that a thing is real
only insofar as it is 2 mind or contained therein. Reality, as suchy
is mind-dependent. A nonmental reality is a contradiction in terms
A realist looks at a motorcycle and says that it could really exist—
or at least its real existence is conceivable—even if somehow all
minds, all awareness, in the universe ceased to be. An idealist say:
that the motorcycle is mental stuff, through and through
away mind and you take away the cycle. In a mindless univ
universe without awareness, there would be no visual consci
ness. In such a universe, what would a motorcycle look like?
You can divide up philosophical realism in various ways. For
example, you can divide it up according to how realists support
their realism. If you divide it this way, your carving activity m
yield “naive realism,” ““critical realism,” and “pragmatic realism.
A “naive realist” supports realism by saying that little or no sup*
port is called for. Of course things can be real without _
present in a mind. It’s a matter of common sense, like the sul
rising and setting! The naive realist says, Do you want to
how I refute the idealist position? I refute it by kicking this
(Samuel Johnson is reported to have refuted Bishop Ber
idealism in just this way.) The vast majority of human beings ©!
planet earth are probably naive realists, whether or not they 1!
ever paid explicit attention to philosophical questions or debates:

(Of course, if you ask me how I know this, I might say something
silly, like “It’s 2 matter of common sense!””) By the way, the word
“naive,” as it’s used here, is not a pejorative term. It is simply the
mapper’s way of noting the fact that realism can be and is embraced
on more or less spontaneous grounds.
A “critical realist,” on the other hand, takes the claims and
ents of idealists more seriously and believes that it’s not
enough to embrace realism spontaneously. It has to be carefully
~ argued, not just proclaimed; and the case for realism has to be
made in the face of the case for idealism. The critical realist is
“eritical” not in the sense of being “negative” but in the sense of
being “careful and reflective.”
The case for idealism might run something like this: When you
- are aware of something, what you are aware of is i your mind.
You cannot be aware of what is outside your mind. If you say that
you are aware of something outside your mind, for example a
motorcycle, you are making the contradictory claim that you are
- aware of a motorcycle that is not in your awareness. If you are a
determined realist, you might say, of course, that the mental mo-
torcycle is caused by an extramental one, and you might add that
you know the extramental motorcycle through the medium of the
mental one. But how do you support such claims? Anything you
could refer to by way of support, any evidence you could offer—
. ﬁri_nstance the exhaust fumes—would also be in your mind; oth-
erwise you couldn’t refer to it. So you still haven’t bridged the gap
Detween your mind and the alleged extramental thing. Sooner or
v h'ﬂ you will have to join the company of idealists and admit that
- s all in the mind.
~ Before offering a counterargument, the critical realist might
Point out that such a line of thinking flirts with “solipsism,” the
View that “I myself alone” exist, as 2 mind, since everything else is
~ Only an entity in my awareness. The idealist might respond that the
- logic of idealism allows for the existence of more than one mind.
:‘;ny of the things in my mind may be there through the influence
Of other minds, including the mind of my realist opponent. That
makes more sense than saying that the things in my mind are
e caused by things of an entirely different nature, extra-
{a:'“l things. What could those mysterious extramental things be
1ke? Any positive conception I could have of them would be in
m"f some form of consciousness (visual consciousness, aural
b tactile consciousness, intellectual consciousness,

-

i
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judgment. To the data of experience you will bring questions that
somehow indicate what you want to know. The tension of ques-
tioning will every so often yield to the eureka experience of insight.
You've reached an understanding of how things might be, of a
ible unity or relationship that you previously didn’t know.
' , not satisfied with an understanding of how things might
~ be, you will press on. You will bring to your understanding re-
flective questions that seek to determine what conditions must be
fulfilled if you are to know that your understanding is correct. If
you are successful in determining the conditions, you will push on
to see if you can determine whether or not the conditions are
fulfilled. If you are successful in that, you will be ready to make
Jjudgments. You will have reached the to-be-known toward which
- you were aiming. You will be able to say something about what is,
‘about reality. You don’t have to confine your talk to mental con-
tents, in spite of what the idealist says. You will have aimed further
than that and gotten there. (You can find an extended version of
this sort of argument in the work of the twentieth-century Cana-
dian thinker Bernard Lonergan [1904-1984], especially in his mas-
ter work, Insight.)
~ You might notice that the sort of argument that comes out of
‘anscendental realism illustrates what was said earlier about the
Anterrelatedness of the compartments of philosophy. Transcenden-

etc.). Even my conception of the xtramental is bounded by
mental. As to what the alleged exramental might be in itself
haven’t a clue. When I talk about cher minds, on the other han
at least I know what I’'m talkingabout. Moreover, the ideall
might continue, minds don’t have:o be on the same level. The
can be a Big Mind, a Universal Mir, a Creative Mind, that caus
and maintains everything that exist. Thanks to that Mind, ever
thing that enters your mind does’t begin to exist only when
enters your mind. It’s already in tle Universal Mind. And than
to that Mind, the book that you’s reading won’t vanish out
existence when you leave the roon! i
As to the counterargument of te critical realist, to draw itg
let us use our analytic knife to care out of critical realism a st
category, “transcendental realism.’ Transcendental realisi
lot of their inspiration to Immanel Kant (1724-1804), ¥
actually a transcendental idealist, ot a transcendental rez
transcendental idealist, Kant rootd his version of idealis
attention he paid to the internal omecessary conditions of
experiential knowledge. He said tht if you paid attention to tho:
internal prerequisites, you wouldsee that you can never rea
know things as they are in themseles, but only as they are shaj
by your mind. The internal conlitions that Kant had in ms
included your sense of space and yur sense of time and a nus
of species-wide categories, such s “substance,” that y 8l realists make use of epistemological considerations—claims
around with you (see ZMM, pp. 16-119 and p. 116, above). Sint [Teached within the compartment of Knowledge—to back up a
the time of Kant, the word “transendental” has been associatec e physical position—a position within the compartment of Re-
philosophy with a kind of thinkingthat seeks to support a positt lty. When they are doing that, of course, they are not thinking of
by calling attention to the interna conditions of knowing. 1ra Semselves as passing from the Reality compartment to the Knowl-
cendental realists say that when sou pay close attention to 5 B¢ Compartment and back again (unless they are trying to map
conditions inherent in the processof knowing, you end up in o rjourney while they are taking it). They are simply going with
realist camp rather than the idealit camp. < € tow of their own questioning. There might have been a time
A transcendental realist migk argue as follows: When'J o 1 It was quite easy for seekers of wisdom to confine their

have a desire to know somethig, you are consdoﬂdf _ - €ntion to _questions about reality without finding themselves
toward what is—not toward a co of what is or a mere SUDSHEE o P Juestions about knowledge. That day is gone. At least, it’s
for what is or a mere mental contnt, but toward what #. 1SS B0ne for thinkers who have passed through the trails carved out by

your very desire to know, there ; already an anticipatory a¥
ness, a general notion of what rality is. It is toward the 10
known toward which your desir to know is di WA trails, you’re bound to find Reality considerations and
reach the target? That will depenl upon your own resources o -dge considerations flowing into each other. The map is not
what you are trying to know. Insome instances you Wikl BE= 1€y, but the journey is influenced by the maps you’ve seen.
cessful through a combination o]experience, nderstandilips naive realist says realism is simply a matter of common

sophers who ushered in the modern era, philosophers like
es and Hume and, especially, Kant. Once you’ve traversed
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sense. The critical realist says that the case for realism can and
should be carefully argued, notably by using Knowledge consid-
erations. The pragmatic realist says that the realist position is
proved by asking the practical question, What difference does it
make? If thinking of your life and the world in realist terms (“Re-
ality is more than mental contents™) is more fruitful than thinking'
of your life and the world in idealist terms (“It’s all in the mir
then realism makes a positive difference and you’ve got
grounds for adopting it. From a pragmatic viewpoint, the ulti
test of the truth of any position is whether or not that position
works. Realism works.
How might a pragmatic realist argue that the realist perspective
works better and is more fruitful than the idealist perspective? The
argument might go something like this: When you’re operating
within a realist perspective, you don’t expect reality to appear and
act in ways that conform to all of your present thoughts about
it—reality is more than mental contents. Your mental contents can
be missing something. You can be mistaken! So you constantly try
to bring your thoughts into line with a reality that is more than
your thoughts, thus opening yourself up to progress in knowing:
Similarly, as a realist you don’t expect reality to conform to your
wishes and desires—reality is not simply a projection of the mind
Reality impinges on you! So you constantly try to adjust your
desires and your actions to the demands of a reality that overri
the constructions of wishful thinking, thus opening yourselﬁ
progress in harmonious living. Belief in external reality leads t0
progress in knowing and living. Realism works. -
But does idealism also work? asks the pragmatic realist. I
you’re operating within an idealist perspective and believe thak
everything is an event in the mind, is there anything that can call
into queston the contents of your mind? Anything that can make
you think that you may have been mistaken? Is there anything that
can act as the standard for improving your understanding of things#
Anything that can keep you from wishful thinking? Or that can
spur you on to more harmonious, well-adjusted living? Ex
reality might have done all of those things, but you’ve bar
external reality. Perhaps, in spite of your idealist position, you
as if there were an reality that urged you on to corréct
your thinking and adjust your living. But if that is the case, wh¥
not simply admit that realism works and is therefore true?
An idealist is not rendered speechless by such a realist chak
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lenge. The conversation never ends. An idealist can claim that what
drives you toward greater perfection in knowing and living is not
some extramental reality, but other minds, and above all the Big
Mind. The Big Mind lures you on toward the perfection of its own
mental universe. Thanks to the pull of the Big Mind, you are not
satisfied with whatever is in your consciousness at a given time.
You seek a fuller Truth and a greater Good, a Truth and a Good
that owe their existence to the Big Mind. To this idealist counter,
the pragmatic realist might respond that while such thinking might
provide a certain comfort and even a certain motivation, you don’t
need it to function well in everyday life, whereas you do need the
notion of extramental reality. If you see a car coming toward you,
you’d better view it as an extramental reality and make an appro-
priate extramental move, and you had better not waste time think-
j;ig;::ll:out what the Big Mind may be trying to impart to your little
This last pragmatic realist move leads us to note a further point
about pragmatic realism. It is not just a way of establishing the
general realist outlook. It is also a way of working out the details
within that outlook, a way of figuring out what counts as real. If
you're thinking of something and want to know whether it’s real,
ask what difference the alleged reality makes in the world. If it
doesn’t make the slightest difference, if the world and your life in
the world would be exactly the same even if the alleged reality were
absent, that’s a sign that you’re not thinking of anything real at all.
On the other hand, if in supposing the alleged reality’s absence you
see that the world would be quite different, perhaps even dysfunc-
tonal, that’s a sign that you’re thinking of something quite real.
Phaedrus performed a thought experiment along these lines
when he was thinking of how to respond to people who questioned
dlf existence of undefined Quality. He tried to imagine a world
Without Quality and found that in significant ways such a world
Wwould function abnormally. That to him was proof enough that
Quality exists, whether or not it’s defined. (See ZMM, pp. 193~
3?4') Interestingly, the narrator locates Phaedrus’ response within
s _Phllqsqphic school that called itself realism” (ZMM, p. 193,
¢s Pirsig’s). The narrator must have had some version of prag-
Mmatic realism in mind.
B z:taialrm ::;ve divided realism according to the criteria by which
shed: spontaneously, theoretically, or pragmatically, We
€an also divide it according to the sorts of things that realists allow
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the whole philosophy of Quality is a challenge to scienti
- - . nﬁ
mllsml;sMore specifically, the narrator and Pl';saeedrus make Zx?;z;
remarks about the incoherence of scientific materialism. The nar
rator does so in the context of a ghost-story-tellin sessio i
v?hx_ch l?e points out that scientific laws, from the scigentiﬁc nl:;:
rialist viewpoint, are unscientific and unreal because they lack mat-
ter and energy—just like ghosts. After expanding on such ideas at
some le’r:gth (ZMM, pp. 28-32), the narrator confesses that he has
stolen” them from Phaedrus (ZMM, p. 33). As the narrator later
xounts, _Phaedrus reached a similar insight when he was thinkin
through his defense of Quality. Scientific materialism threatened tg
fgie s(::)il::ltzitﬁyc:{l: tl'nkt:l “subgfctive horn” by saying that if Quality
y knowable, i.e.,
ergy, it is therefore unreal and unu:;:gf::id l(’)lfar:dartz;r s:l:;i tf::-
;cag(til’ﬁc concepts and laws themselves would be impaled and reE
e::tiﬁ too. (See ZMM, pp. 209-211.) If you want to defend sci-
-5 c u;atepah;m, then, you will have to say something about the
havms of scientific laws and concepts. More generally, you will
€ to say something about the status of mind. As the narrator
2::; 1:5 t;l;?z fpro.b:;rr;‘;,[.tl:;eht:ontmdictim:t the scientists are stuck
. » 1 mind. Mind has no matte P
R escape its predominance over everythingr t(;:'e;n;?’?(?ﬂtff?{eypca;lt

i their world. One swift move of the knife and you have the
categories “materialism” and “antimaterialism.” A materiali
thinks of the real world as populated by material things and noth-
ing else. An antimaterialist denies that material things are the whole
story of reality. Note that the antimaterialist needn’t deny the
existence of matter. An antimaterialist who is also an idealist
would, of course, but an antimaterialist who is also a realist simply
wants to make room for nonmaterial realities. The problem isn’t
matter. The problem is the materialist restriction.

To help us better understand the category of materialism, it
might be useful to subdivide it into “deliberate materialism” and
«nondeliberate materialism.” If you're a nondeliberate materialist,
you think of reality in material terms, but you don’t say things
like, “All reality is material” or «Those who believe in immaterial
realities are wrong.” You don’t say such things because the dis-
tinction between the material and the nonmaterial hasn’t
to you, at least not with any clarity. Your thinking is simply
confined to categories that those who do make the distinction
would call material. A number of the pre-Socratic, cosmological
chinkers of ancient Greece seem to be categorizable as nondelib- -
erate materialists. Those thinkers were trying to get at the one
constant reality underlying and somehow permeating the s
changing things that make le the world, and when they ﬁg}l ht italics Pirsig’s).
they reached it, they called it water or air or fire (see ZMM, p- If you’re a scienti . i3 y
336). You mxght call their thinking materialist, but they cert: n'-';- Challer):ge, it see:::?ﬁg:::;g%?hﬁoygeg %::{;o respond to this

weren't arguing explicitly and deliberately for materialism s 0P I that concepts and minds (including the o rsft is to the effect
posed to-annmzftenahsm. (Phaedrus makes a similar but perifPl scientifically unreal but nonetheless important (;f sl
more radical point about those thinkers, when he says that at F%% flowever, you seem to take away the Pfim of the d)::t?n:ly tl"l:z:et’-

BB i st uiel. H the vinceal can be s iporsiat s

int in time “there was no such thing as mind and matter,” Sificé
et— real or even more i
e . important, perhaps the search for knowled
o reality ought to give way to a search for knowlredg: :f tlE:

the dichotomy of mind and matter hadn’t been invented yet=
Importan e :
‘the g: t. (In a way, Phaedrus’ philosophical journey moved in

ZMM, p. 337.) s
An example of deliberate materialism s moder:;;sclenuﬁ#_'
terialism,” according to which things only have existence i by Ehnof such 2 aki 1
Cofar a5 they have matter and energy’ otherwise they exist OP¥G B Lo of e mephyviod Bitrachy and nteloctun ety
} Includin . v ’ r
h: E ;F‘;entlﬁc l_mowiedge, is subordinate to it. Howevz’
% 1d not hesitate to equate Quality with Reality, since h;

the mind. (Despite the suggestion given by the label, if Phae
8 1ot held back by scientific materialism. )

right, such a view is “commoner among lay followers of
than among scientists themselves™—ZMM, pp- 209-210.)

want to adopt this view critically rather than naively, you ¥ B g second line of response is to the effect that concepts and

ofe 0'3:131' all, have a kind of matter or energy to themepanda;e

- . Notice here that you can’t get away Wil Saetls

to take into account the antimaterialist challenge to scientis %
One version of that challenge is to be found in ZMM. Ina ¥ IR 6F i with brain. T%s clear that vo s
S you can be aware

e TaT



of your mind and what’s going on in it, your awareness and its
contents, without being aware of your brain, its cells, and its
functions. Similarly, someone could conceivably study the brain of
a living person without knowing what is going on in that person’s
mind. There is some distinction between mind and brain. The
matter and energy of the brain are scientifically detectable, but that
is not the case with the alleged matter and energy in awareness and
ideas. So if you're a scientific materialist, how will you back up
your claim? Perhaps you will say that while mind and brain are
distinct, mind is reducible to brain. Then the question becomes,
What do you mean by “reducible”? If you mean that the matter
and energy in the brain somehow permeate awareness and ideas,
you are back to your unsupported claim. If you mean that mind,
though not itself a form of matter, is totally dependent upon the
brain and its functioning, it sounds like you are ready to admit that
material reality isn’t the only kind there is. (And, by the way, you
won't establish the mind’s total dependence simply by pointing out
correlations between mental activity and brain activity. A number.
of logical fallacies—such as “causal oversimplification,” "neg ect.
of common cause,” and “cause-effect confusion”—are easily com=
mitted along this line of reasoning.)
Among the antimaterialists, none is more important in the his-
tory of Western thought than Plato (427-347 B.C. ). There is some=
thing to the view of Whitehead, cited approvingly by Phaedrus,
that the rest of Western philosophy is nothing but “footnotes 0
Plato” (ZMM, p. 302), although we can’t take this to mean hat
later thinkers did not take significant and varying journeys of theif
own. Later thinkers—at least the ones who left behind maps O%
their journeys—felt compelled to make use of the map lef Y
Plato, if not as a means for getting their bearings on the journe
itself, at least as an important reference point for when th ' 8
around to describing where they had traveled and where
arrived. Plato’s map became and remains the standard rel
point. Phaedrus developed and formulated his philosophy Of 4z
ity, for example, with reference to Plato’s similar but significal
different philosophy of the Good. :
In Plato’s view, material reality is a second-class, sube
type of reality. The first-class type is a “Form™ (also calie®
“Essence” or an “Idea”). If you want to understand what
is, first think of some beautiful object or person; then
that object or person, however beautiful, is not Beauty £55

gu DOTAL
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the absolpte summit of beauty, not the ultimate standard by which
all' beautiful things and persons are measured. Tomorrc):w ou
:ln;ghatf;ircountez_- something or someone more beautiful, andyr.he
:iﬁ).:] you might encounter something or someone more beau-
yet. (For example, at the beginning of Romeo and Juliet
Romeo thought he was in love with a beautiful woman, but he
soon discovered, when Juliet entered his life, that he hadn"t know::
what love or beaut): was. ) If your ultimate standard of beauty were
some pamm_xlar object or person, you wouldn’t be able to recog-
:};ze surpassing beauty. The particular object or person would ge

> e unsurpassable measure. Such recognition is not impossible
nggg;e;,f g:iu:;ei ;sn:l(;re :'IJ: le;s faintly or sharply, you retain ;

_ —the “Form” Beauty. i
you might be tempted to equate the standartg éxﬁiz;:r;:;lim;
p::&inrslt:r;.bin that case, maybe you ought to vary the example and
A ut the difference between a particular instance of justice
;Ina Justice Itself or between a particular instance of happiness and
thep;,p:;zs: g?:ﬂf:}?ther that or accept the Platonist analysis that
e : :
s:ro;g “relinin:er” - B);:: t;\:‘;: tsu:]}f))ve is for you an exceptionally
orms lie behind and are the measure of eve i i
Or event in the world. They are the measure no?oﬁla;t:; i:ll;il l:rE

designate by abstract nouns like “justice” and “beauty” but also of

t we d.esxgn.ate by concrete nouns like “tree” and “horse.” At
samworfdnrr;e, in Plato’s view, there is a2 marked contrast between
orld of Forms and the world of particulars. Forms are non-

material, “l;l:;reas particulars are material. (The exception is the
W“C“hram an intellect, which thus bridges the two worlds. )

Permanent and changeless; particulars are changing.

oL
Q’ ur :i:s. habou:_ ,Forms can change, but not the Forms
F ence, it’s probably wise to avoid the label “Ideas.”)

are indestructible; particulars are destructible. (Again, the

it ;f:l::ol‘tlgeﬁn:hma‘x‘l mind. ) Forms are knowable intellectually—
M. e “dialectic,” a process that moves toward the

. 1ENes un . -
i derstanding of reality through the interaction of ques-

and iti
wablilesxrs or positions and counterpositions; particulars
L rough the senses. Forms are perfect and most truly
P"‘_ ticulars imperfect and less real—they have a relationship to

1s analogous to that between sh
that cagt ey, us to that between shadows and the things
o0 pp. 330, 3 (ZMM’s explicit discussion of Plato’s forms is foungd

42-343.)
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Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) accepted the reality of the nonma‘t‘enal
entities that Plato called Forms. However, being more the “mo-
torcycle mechanic” than the “Buddha-seeker” (_ZMM » P 331), he
couldn’t accept his teacher’s devaluation of particular things; so he
made a crucial move. He located the Forms within concrete, par-
ticular things. Now instead of two separate worlds, one of Forms
and one of particulars, there was one world, a world of particular
things. ) .
Particular things, in Aristotle’s view, have a certain perma-
nence about them (a permanence that Plato finds only in the world
of Forms), even while they are subject to change: A tree changes
colors without ceasing to be a tree; a horse grows in size without
ceasing to be a horse. And what is the root of this permanence or
constant identity? It is the thing’s internal form, or intelligible

structure, a sort of “master pattern” that the intellect can detect

when it penetrates beyond the thing’s changing sensory qualities.
Every particular thing in the universe has such a form, or structure,
or pattern (or built-in “program,” to use a computer .am.logy) and
thus maintains a basic identity throughout its variations. On th:
other hand, particular things d(:::lhmﬂg;n bec;luse of theg matter.
Reality is thus made up of particular things that are each com
of foz: and matter. Those particular things are called_“substanoes”
(from the Greek, by way of a Latin translation that literally means
“that which stands beneath”), because, owing to the internal pres-
ence of form, they have a constant identity that “stands beneath”
the various changes that the senses detect. ) = |
Phaedrus claimed that with Aristotle’s doctrine of particular (
substances, and not before then, the “modern menqﬁc nder-
standing of reality was born”—ZMM, p. 343. ‘What did he mean
by that? He probably meant something like this: The shift from )
world of Forms to a world of substances that contain forms mean ks
that you looked within things, not beyond them, for their expia
nation, and it meant that the sensory world was seen not & %
distraction but as a gateway to the understanding of reality. 1K
model paved the way for the empirical method of modern scienc %
a method in which the full engagement and cooperation of sens&
and intellect is crucial. iy durl
Both Plato and Aristotle were “realists” in the sense That ¥
have been using that term. Both accepted the reality (l:,j&’ -~

case, the secondary reality) of material things; neitherPlaw-'

“being real” and “being mental” were synonymous.
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Aristotle were also “realists” in another sense, a sense that opposes
realism to nominalism. A nominalist says that universal terms like
“beauty” or “justice” or “horseness” or “humanness” are just
names that we use to group together and talk about a number of
pamculax: things—and that those terms don’t refer to anything
real. Particular beautiful things really exist, but beauty as such does
not really exist. Particular human beings really exist, but human-
ness as such does not exist. As opposed to a nominalist, a realist
says that universal terms do refer to real entities. Plato says the
terms refer to Forms that exist apart from particulars. Aristotle
says the terms refer to forms that are real components within real
existing things.

Thus, Plato and Aristotle are realists in two philosophical
senses; materialists are realists in the first sense discussed, but not
in the second; idealists are realists in the second sense but not in the

Are you t.hqrougbly confused now? If not, how would you
categorize the views of Phaedrus and the narrator?

ONE OR MANY?

Is‘ ‘reahty one or many? If you say that it’s basically one, you are
2 “monist.” If you say that it’s basically more than one, you are a
pluralist.” If as a pluralist you say that reality is basically twofold,
you are a “dualist.” (Among pluralistic models, dualism alone has
acquired a distinct numerical label, because the representatives of
iy have been many in number and strong in influence. Hence,
ﬁleflrus found it somewhat awkward that he had reached a meta-
Physical position that seemed to invovle three basic realities—
me{i’ p. 214.)
en you ask about reality’s oneness or manyness, you might
be wondering whether there is one or more thany:ne so)::rce ofgfll
; t1s. If you answer that there is one and only one source, you are
monist of sorts. Jews, Christians, and Muslims—believing as
ey do in God the Creator—are all monists in this sense. But this
Of monism—a “monism-of-source”—is a rather weak type of

MP“EI,. since there can be one Source and at the same time a

cal dlffere.nce between that Source and everything else. (“Mon-
18 used in this weak sense in ZMM on p. 214.)
© arrive at a stronger type of monism, ask whether reality is
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bind ] 2s in source. Is there one and only one basic .l illusion. They don’t really exist in plurality. They are either false
one in as wi :

! £ all that mental projections (a sort of cosmic dream or cosmic trick) or else
kind of thing that is bt;théhr:ef:;:n:‘l‘:gzt:l i;:?:ktg;ce(sc;c ZMM, real parts of the One (like the parts of your body), but in neither
exists? Some of the e?ci‘l ers "~ d hence were monists in 2 Stronger case do they have a separate reality of their own. All is One; One
ppsm.se3361§32 metus (sixth century 8.c.), for example, said the .

Enough said about monism. What about pluralism? For present
backpack purposes, it will be enough to note a few things about
dualism. Like monism, metaphysical dualism can be carved into
several forms. For example, as with monism, we can split source
from kind and thereby carve out two distinct dualisms. However,
in contrast with monism, a dualism-of-source is “stronger” than a
dualism-of-kind. If you believe in a dualism-of-source, you believe
that there are two radically different principles or agents that give
rise to all that exists; and most probably you also think that the
world is a battlefield wherein those two agents and their offspring
are in a constant struggle for supremacy. Reality is a struggle of
Good against Evil, Light against Darkness, Spirit against Matter,
(An example of this sort of dualism is Zoroastrianism, a religious
and philosophical tradition that began in ancient Persia. Man-
ichaeism, an offshoot of Zoroastrianism, attempted a synthesis

| between this sort of dualism and Christianity. )

Which of the two principles will win out? Perhaps you cherish
astrong hope as to the outcome—but if you know for certain, then
you’re not the sort of dualist we’re talking about. If you know for
certain, it must be because you know that one of the two allegedly
ultimate principles is really in charge, in which case only one of the
tWo principles is truly ultimate (and history is just a stage for

out a prewritten drama).
~ Iyou believe in a dualism-of-kind, you hold that there are two
- ©ternally distinct kinds of reality. You might hold that the two
g realities are to be thought of as separate things. (For ex-
2 . 1-of kind and a monism-0f-3 . along with Plato you might think of Forms and particulars

If you accept l;)‘:h :1 Tl?emlimit . You can ask wheth ) 'ienk things, or along with René Descartes [1596-1650] you
you-snl_l haven’tr T there really one and only o0 2 ong l ~of minds and bodies as separate—or  at least
reality is one in number. Is there really oné d separate thif . cradle—things. ) On the other hand, you might think of the two
th -ew that there are many distinct and SEPTe ' realiti ' isti

e common Vview , ¢ ess somehow illu fealities not as separate things but as two distinct compo-
mistaken? Is our experience O man:’nn f those questior Within a single thing. (For example, along with Aristotle you
“monist-of-number” will say yes to all 0 pe ing els think of form and matter as the coconstituents of a thing, or
is not simply one source that_gl"za s :;)m' ed by the origind "mh Taoist philosophy—see pp. 103—-104—you might think
there sia(-rl:ply one.kmc:ls‘:f rI:aaltlhtZr, :htc:-se is simply no “‘every ‘m}'::m complementary forces running through every
3:;’:” the::eis only the One. The many in their many==s %)
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. Anaximenes (sixth century B.C.) said it was air.
%?:yv;:)sthw;t::é saying that the many things of our c:q:n:m:::.v;:l l-_ar_e-
imply expressions of the One—different forms of water 0 .
smcllp zot, at bottom, anything different. I.\louce how m
:fronger—-more One-ful—is their kml;il of1 .mon::}l;hg ; 1?::1:}:;;
; istian or Mushm,
Of-m' ﬁeg:::dso 1;)1‘1:: ht.;:stOnc God, isn’t likely to grant t.haAt
g;d’s cregatures are, at bottom, nothing different from GOdma-
monism-of-kind is further exempl_iﬁed by both th:;;soughg:tlgg;t =
terialists and thoroughgoing idealists. The materialist s}ay o
erything is simply 2 variation on the theme of mamthen:hrgeyn:e ',
idealist says that everything is slmk;:’ll)(rl a variation on the |
i that all is one in . - k
m'cll‘i'xig‘;:os:gycr sense of “monism” is excrpphﬁed in i}il:M . ]
226. Phaedrus came to see that he had §w Erop?es. origir y
position—a position in::c{mg“ tt:guils:zngiti s;:ignﬁ;h 2
. atter—tow an al ! ”, e
‘l::inndg’ tilned“l:lource and substance of everything. : He Ltzl:s (f;
himself in the company of the great German ph losop lici::l >
W. Hegel (1770-1831). Although Phaedrus didn’t expm |
it, he also was in the company of another f’amous mo s
(Benedict) Spinoza (1632-1677). Sp'moza s moms:':e LA
worth noting here, because Phaedrus’” opponent Rtnal !
of Chicago, the chairman of tlu; Cqmmlttee on 309)321: o
and Study of Methods, was Spinozist (ZMM, p-
irony. purce




In either case, a dualism-of-kind doesn’t necessarily imply a
battle between the two kinds. Although you find a hint of such a
battle in Plato’s philosophy, inasmuch as the world of sensory

particulars is said to distract you from the task of knowing the

Forms, there is talk of the two working together. Sensory knowl-

edge of a particular can be the occasion of your “recollecting” a

Form, and in turn the knowledge of a Form (e.g., Justice) can

provide the standard for adjusting and improving particulars (e.g.;

a concrete political situation). When you turn to Aristotle’s mod-
ification of Plato’s philosophy, the hint of a battle is gone, the
suggestion of cooperation strengthened. Matter looks to form for
structure and purpose; form looks to matter for a context in which-
to realize structure and purpose. Similarly, in Taoist philosophy,
yang and yin are more like dancing partners than opposing boxers;
they are meant to produce balance and harmony rather than mu-
tual elimination. _

If you like, you can split dualism-of-kind into egalitarian and
hierarchical dualism. In the former case, your two kinds or prin-
ciples are considered equal—or at least no explicit judgment is made.

as to the superiority of one over the other. In the latter case, one of

the two kinds is considered superior. Plato’s dualism of Forms and
particulars is an example of hierarchical dualism. Another example
is spirit-matter dualism in the context of a monotheistic religion. In
that context, spirit is typically regarded as a higher form of reality
than matter, since God is thought of as spiritual; on the other
hand, matter is not to be thought of as worthless or as the enemy of
spirit, since God is thought of as Creator of all, of matter as well
as spirit. The hierarchical dualism in such a context remains 2
dualism-of-kind, not an antagonistic dualism-of-source. (Hence,
the Manichaean attempt to blend a dualism-of-source with Chris-
tianity could have succeeded only at the expense of Christian
monotheism. )

A clear example of egalitarian dualism is not easy to find in

Western thought. Aristotle’s dualism of form and matter is perhaps

less blatantly hierarchical than Plato’s dualism, since form ansd
matter are explicitly thought of as complementary; but form is still

considered the higher principle. Twentieth-century thinkers such

as Martin Heidegger (1889-1976) and Jacques Derrida (1930~ )

hold that Western dualisms are so many variations on the theme

presence and absence and that, no matter what the variation, pre=

eminence is always given to the principle representing presences
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Thus form (in contrast to matter) gives something definition and
thereby calls it out of the background into the foreground, making
it more present; mind (in contrast to body) makes something
present in awareness. Are such thinkers right? Are there no ex-
ceptions? Maybe there are, but none come to mind.

If you want a clear example of egalitarian dualism, you perhaps
need to turn to the East, to the yin-yang philosophy that is found
within Taoism. Yin, the “female” principle (space, receptivity,
openness—“absence”), and yang, the “male” principle (solidity,
assertion, focus—“presence”) are thought of as equally important
as well as complementary. This equality is perhaps due to the fact
that the Tao, the One that gives rise to the two, is not thought of
as exclusively yin or exclusively yang but as both or, better,
neither—or, perhaps better still, beyond “both” and “neither,”
since linguistic distinctions come only with the arising of duality.
In this connection, you might want to consider the relation be-
tween Taoist thought and Phaedrus’ philosophy of Quality (see
Z.MM, pp. 226-228 and above, pp. 114-115). Just as Tao is neither
yin nor yang, so Quality goes “between the horns” (ZMM, p.
213), between subject and object, mind and matter. Just as Tao, if
heeded, continually brings about a harmonious interaction of yin
and yang, so Quality, if heeded, continually brings about a har-
monious interaction of subjectivity and objectivity. An egalitarian
duality rooted in Quality or Tao is seen as the antidote to antag-
onistic or hierarchical dualisms.

A final note before leaving “the one and the many.” ZMM can
easily be read as an antidualist book. In his Chautauqua discus-
sions about “what is best” (ZMM, p. 7), the narrator tries to
overcome various dualisms that seem to make for unharmonious
contemporary living, such as the dualism of a classic, scientific,
prqtechnological mentality and a romantic, aesthetic, antitechno-
loglfal mentality. The narrator’s attempt can be viewed as an ex-.
tension of Phaedrus’ climactic antidualist insight into Quality. A

Irther and final bout with dualism, and the overcoming of “the
biggest duality of all” (ZMM, p- 363), occurs when the narrator
faces and somehow resolves, by one stroke, both the intrapersonal
conflict betweet Phaedrus and himself and the interpersonal con-
flice be!:ween Chris and himself. As you tune in to this antidualist
theme in ZMM, it may be helplful to keep in mind that dualism is
1ot all of one stripe and that, accordingly, ZMM’s call for a non-
dualistic way of thinking and living is not necessarily a rejection of
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~ One early Greek thinker, Heraclitus (540-475 B.c.), seemed 10
 defy this rational need for the stable and constant. In €quating
reality with fire and in saying things like “All things flow™ ;4
“You can’t step into the same river twice,” he seemed to be say;
that all is flux, that there is no such thing as an abiding substance
- However, Heraclitus also claimed that there was a logos, a ratjona]
- scheme, according to which the never-ending fluctuations o¢cyy
So it seems that Heraclitus too, despite his well-known emphag;s
~on change, or “becoming,” supposed something that made for
- The celebration of the stable and changeless reached its zenjsh
~in the philosophy of Parmenides (sixth-fifth century B.c.), He
didn’t just add another voice to the chorus that called for a syahje
- complement to the changing aspect of reality; he banisheq the
changing aspect altogether and equated reality with the change]ess
How could anyone seriously hold such a view? Isn’t change an
ere: T obvious fact? It’s an obvious appearance, Parmenides might s,
your mind right now weren’t always there and won’t alw: ~but not an obvious reality. The truth about reality is reachg:i
there: That is internal change. If you equate reality with - through reasoning, not through the senses. (If we were preseny]
experience, you will say that reality is changing, and perhaps y¢ - Drowsing through the Knowledge compartment rather thap th)er
will wonder how anyone could ever think otherwise. R compartment, we would say that Parmenides was 3 «
To begin to think otherwise you have to do one of two this tionalist” rather than an “empiricist.”) -
(or both): find an unchanging dimension of experience ¢ . How does reasoning lead to the view that reality is change]ess?
equating experience with reality. Some of the cosmological ~ Here is one way of reconstructing Parmenides’ reasoning: W} s
ers of the ancient Greek world (see ZMM, pp. 336-337) apps ~hot, Nonbeing, cannot be, because if it were, it would no: ti::
took the latter route. They began to draw a distinction E Xonbeing. Hence, Nonbeing is impossible. But if Nonbeing ;s
way things appear in experience and the way they really & impossible, Being, what is, is necessary. (We can’t say that thge
tween surface appearance and underlying reality. On the s - €an’t be Nothing without saying that there has to be Somethiy r;
you might find many different changing and interacting ) OW, since Being is necessary, Being always is. (We can’t say bft},
(suf:h as minerals, pl'ants, ::md animals), but b.cneath this somfthing simply has to exist and that that Something Mmight
variety and change lies a single, constant reality (such as wate! 3" Some time not exist.) But if Being always is, it can neither come
air). o=y . . cxistence nor pass out of existence. (We can’t say that Some.
_ Why draw such a distinction? Why suppose a constant fe#% Hung always is without also saying that this Something neichor
in addition to changing appearances? Perhaps what thos =™ hor stops. ) To say that Being neither comes into existen,
thinkers had in mind was something like this: If you equate . Passes out of existence is to say that Being is changeless ang ;;
simply with the changing and changeable things of experienc 1 same token, that change is unreal. (When we say that 50’
might as well equate reality with chaos—but that is unthinias o8 really changes, we are saying that at least a part of vl
The world is a cosmos, an ordered and beautiful whole, not €ha¢ T eHing ceases to be or begins to be.) -
a disorderly and ugly flux. And you can’t have a cosmos Wit p In yielding to what he took to be the demands of reaso
an element of stability, without a constant that compieme T“ ides made claims that flew in the face of common sense a:é
change. ~ " iavited ridicule. Even so, he did not lack supporters. His most

all dualities. In this connection, it may be useful to note in advang
that dualism, as well as being a position in the Reality cox

ment—a metaphysical position—is also a position withi
Knowledge and Value compartments—an epistemological 2
iological position. You may well find that the antidualist them
ZMM is played more loudly and more clearly in those compart:
ments.

CHANGING OR CHANGELESS?

Before you leave the Reality compartment, consider one more
metaphysical question: Is reality changing or changeless? Cl
what is in your experience is changing; and that holds bo
your experience of the external and your experience of the i
The book that is in front of you wasn’t always in front of y
won'’t always be in front of you. It came to be there and will ce:
to be there: That is external change. The thoughts running throu
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plementarily, they are to be thought of as “waves,” as vibrating
events. Material reality is a field of vibrations, dynamic through
and through. The book you are holding, despite its apparent sta-
bility, is awhirl with activity. (Despite Zeno’s paradoxes, it’s a
wonder that the book doesn’t fly out of your hands!) From the
standpoint of contemporary physics, the Parmenideans were right
to claim a distinction between appearance and reality but wrong in
their claim about where the illusion lies. What is illusory is con-
stancy, not change.

The main philosophical contributors to the Heraclitan coun-
tertheme have been Alfred North Whitehead (1861-1947) and his
followers, who are generally called “process thinkers.” From the
standpoint of process philosophy, the basic and most real realities
are neither Platonic Forms nor Aristotelian substances but infini-
tesimal events on the micro level (termed “actual entities” or “ac-
tual occasions”). Such events, which might be thought of as drops
of experience, link up to form the macro objects of our experience
(things like trees and birds and bees). Despite our tendency to
think of those objects as substances, as self-contained things (a
tendency perhaps rooted in the grammatical structures of certain
languages), they are not really substances. Rather, they are sOCi-
eties of processes interacting within ever larger societies of pro-
cesses. Reality is process and nothing but process.

How does ZMM’s metaphysics fit in here? What is this phi-
losophy’s answer to the question whether reality is basically the
constant or the changing, substance or process? Clearly, from the
standpoint of Phaedrus and the narrator, what is most basic and
most real is Quality. What then is ‘Quality? Is Quality a substance
or a process (or neither)? You might see an initial resemblance
between Phaedrus’ “Quality” and Plato’s “Good.” The narrator
himself says that he would have thought the two identical were it
not for certain notes that Phaedrus left behind (ZMM, p. 332).
However, a key difference between the two is that while Plato’
Good is a fixed Form, Phaedrus’ Quality is “not a thing” but “an
event,” a causal event that produces subjects and objects (ZMM, p-
215, italics Pirsig’s). Score one for process. Moreover, according &
the narrator’s train analogy (ZMM, pp. 254-255), Romantic Qual:
ity is not any “part” of the traim—neither the engine, nor the
boxcars, nor any of the train’s contents—but rather the cutti
edge of the moving train, of experience itself. Score two for p
cess. On the other hand, Phaedrus responded to the question
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“Why does everybody see Quality differently?” by noting that
people carry around with them different sets of analogues based on
different sets of experiences: “People differ about Quality, not
because Quality is different, but because people are different in
terms of experience” (ZMM, p. 224). This response suggests that
Quality has a sort of fixed identity. (If Phaedrus were focusing on
the process character of Quality, he might have simply said that
Quality #s different at every moment.) Score one for substance.
Moreover, to return to the train analogy, while Romantic Quality
is identified with the train’s leading edge, Quality itself is identified
with the “track” (ZMM, p. 254). Now the track is clearly meant to
guide the train’s motion (score another for process), but the track
itself is something already there, a fixed entity (score one for sub-
stance).

Both the train analogy and the scorecard suggest that ZMM
offers the beginnings of a new metaphysical synthesis, one with an
emphasis opposed to that of Plato. Perhaps you will find in this
inchoate synthesis a train of thought worth developing. If so, you
might find fuel for the task by doing some reading in the area of
process philosophy. In particular, you might find it thought-
provoking to draw out some comparisons and contrasts between
what ZMM says about Quality and what certain process thinkers
gl’:(;tabl();rogharies Hartshorne and Alfred North Whitehead) say

ut God.

KNOWLEDGE

It is time to turn our attention from the Reality compartment to
the Knowledge compartment, the compartment of philosophy that
hik? traditionally been called epistemology (from the Greek word
€pisteme, meaning “knowledge”—hence, “study of knowledge”).

doing so, we will temporarily put metaphysics in the back-
8round; but don’t be surprised if you find your focus shifting back
and forth between Reality and Knowledge. When you are explor-
Ing the “high country of the mind” (ZMM, p. 111), the highest
Peaks and widest panorama of human intellectual aspiration and
- l€vement, it’s quite natural to find your eyes jumping between
< metaphysical gaze and an epistemological gaze. You may even

a point where the two gazes seem to blend into one.
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Here are some typical episttmological questions: What does
knowledge involve? What are you doing when you are knowing
Is human knowing primarily a matter of sense experience? of som
sort of intellectual intuition or insight? of rational activities
rational categories? of some sort of conscious or subconsci
choice? Is human knowing a structured set of activities rather than
a single activity? Whatever activities are involved in knowledge,
what guarantees the proper performance of those activities? F
is such performance recognized? Supposing proper performance
the right activities, what is reached thereby? Does human
edge reach or fall short of reality? Does human knowledge dis
or create reality? What are the limits of human knowledge? Are the
limits of human knowledge the same as the limits of reality?

For present backpack purposss, you can confine your a
to two major questions: What are you doing when you are kn
ing? and What are you reaching when you are doing it? When
ask the first question, you are wondering not about the con
knowledge but about the activity of knowing. You are wonde:
whether there is a particular activity or set of activities wh
presence guarantees the presence of knowledge or whose ab
indicates the absence of knowledge. When you ask the
question, you are wondering about the status of the content
reach through the activity. You are wondering, for exa
whether what you reach is reality in the fullest sense, som
than fully genuine version of redlity, or not reality at all.

antion

EXPERIENCE, REASON, OR SOMETHING ELSE?

What are you doing when you are knowing? If you say that
you are primarily doing is experiencing, you can be labe
“empiricist.” If you say that what you are primarily doing 15
reason in one way or another, you can be labeled a “ration
If you say that what you are primarily doing is willing or ch
or selecting, consciously or subconsciously, you can be lab
“voluntarist.” If you say that you are primarily feeling, you
“emotivist.” If you say that you are primarily intuiting, you ar€<
“intuitionist.” The list could go on. N

You can take the analytic knife and carve up empiricism i
“broad empiricism” and “narrow empiricism.” If you are a BEtE
empiricist,” you insist with every other empiricist that knowiees
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be grounded in experience, but you do not insist that the pertinent
experience be the sort of data that are delivered by the five senses.
You do not equate “experience” with “awareness of sensory ob-
jects.” Perhaps you will say—with John Locke (1632-1704 )—that
experience includes not only sensory data but also awareness of
conscious activities, such as the activities of sensing, imagining,
and understanding. For example, as you read this, you are not only
experiencing black marks against a white background (a sensory
datum); you are also experiencing your act of seeing those marks.
Your act of seeing is not a sensory datum alongside the sensory
datum of the black-on-white marks, but it is a datum of experience
and a potential building block of knowledge. On the other hand,
if you are a “narrow empiricist,” you tend to think of experience
only in terms of sensory data. Your basic contention is that we
gather knowledge—at least factual knowledge—by gathering and
working with the reports of our senses. Hence, if presented with
a factual claim, as a narrow empiricist you are quick to ask about
the sensory data that are available to support the claim. If no
indication of pertinent sensory data is forthcoming, as a narrow
empiricist you are quick to dismiss the claim.

If you’re an empiricist, you don’t deny that reason has a role to
Play in knowledge. You simply see that role as secondary. You are

ly to point out, again with Locke, that when we enter the
Wworld, our minds are like blank tablets. As we fill those tablets
With more and more sensory data, we begin to make various com-
Panisons and contrasts and to notice spatial or temporal conjunc-
‘Hons among data. On the basis of those comparisons, contrasts,
40d conjunctions, we form various concepts and principles that we
©an use in connection with further sensory data to increase our
! knowledge. From an empiricist perspective, it is important

%0 note that our concepts and principles (which are generally as-
 Sociated with “reason”) would not be in our minds at all were it

Mot for the stimulus of sense experience. Sense experience is the

€4t and soul of knowledge.

&

(1711
the

You are a thoroughgoing narrow empiricist like David Hume
 11=1776), you may go so far as to say that factual knowledge in
. Strictest sense is only that which is verified within sense expe-

. Mlpllez that case, you will regard various rational concepts and

! s that are not verified within sense experience as not yield-
o Benuine knowledge (however much they might be practically

1Seq

g + Take, for example, the concept of “substance,” that of a
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‘we get the concepts, if not from various conjunctions, compari-
‘sons, and contrasts that present themselves in sense experience?
- A rationalist disagrees with the empiricist on several counts. A
rationalist, broadly defined, is anyone who claims that the central
‘and most important contribution to human knowledge comes from
2 human being’s “higher faculties,” from reason rather than from
sense experience. More specifically, the rationalist claims, against
‘the empiricist, that concepts—which are crucial to ¢/ human
knowledge, both factual and a priori—are not simply copies or
‘combinations or extensions of sense experience. Concepts are
“things of reason.”

In what way are concepts “things of reason”? The answer
‘depends upon your version of rationalism, If you are a Platonic
rationalist, you will say that your concepts are the result of your
“recollection” of the Forms. Sensory experience might occasion
the recollection, but the recollection itself is not a remembrance of
a sensory experience but a remembrance of an intellectual vision
-. ﬂmt occurred when your mind was not trapped in a body and
Immersed in a world of sensory particulars. The once-upon-a-time
vision of Forms remains imbedded in your consciousness, and the
 task of human knowledge is to raise those imbedded For,ms from
 dimness to clarity, a task accomplished not by sense experience but
by the dialectic, a process in which answers to questions are chal-
h :z nf:nher questions and positions are pitted against coun-
K you are a Kantian rationalist, you will say that th
'llvolved.in knowledge—at least the);'laior one:r_are “c:t?;;;?gﬁ
me olfmnd, structures or molds through_ which you menally lay

sensory objects. You don’t derive these concepts from

‘IBDry data;,Rathcr, you brin_g them to sensory 'ﬂi“'? in order to
b ‘make sense of the data. (Think here of the a priori category of
“substance” without which we couldn’t make sense of the varying
ﬁems of sense data that we experience on the motorcycle—
= M, Pp. 117-119.) Paradoxically, without such rational—
: gﬂmﬁll:lcal—categories., empirical knowledge would not occur,
X muempmi;leﬁ:zowledge involves making sense of data and not just
oy ,,;l]:th ?latonic rationalists and Kantian rationalists may be said
the w?ﬁ::e to sc_)melverslqn of “innate ideas,” insofar as both say
e lmstnol: simply derive concepts from sense experience and
certain concepts are part of our natural heritage as

constant, self-identical entity that underlies the various changes
and fluctuations that the senses detect. Since in your sense expe-
rience you find no such constant entity but only a series of fluc-
tuating impressions, you have to say—from a radical empiricist
perspective—that no substances are known to exist.

At this point you might be tempted to say that while empiri-
cism, at least in its narrowest form, may be a nice place to visit,
you can’t live there. You have to live as if there were substances,
stable entities. You have to live as if the motorcycle you’re riding
is a constant thing and not just a series of impressions. So you
might opt for a less radical version of empiricism, or you might opt
for one or another epistemological opponent of empiricism. (One
such opponent would be the version of rationalism provided by
Kant, a version according to which the substantiality of the mo-
torcycle is guaranteed by a rational category, “substance,” without
which no knowledge of motorcycles or anything else could pos=
sibly occur—see ZMM, pp. 114-119.) _

If you are an empiricist, you don’t necessarily deny that reason
can deliver truths of its own, truths that are known through
tional calculation or a rational manipulation of symbols rather than
through attention to experiential data; but you are quick to point
out that such “truths of reason” (also called “a priori truths” or
“necessary truths’) are not factual and, hence, bring us no news
about the world. For example, mathematical truths—such as the'
truth that the angles of a triangle add up to 180 degrees—are truths
of reason. They tell us about the relations among certain symbols
but they don’t tell us if those symbols have any referent in the
“real” world, much less where the referent can be found. Knowing
the just-stated truth about triangles, we don’t know for a fact that
triangular objects exist or where we might find one. For all we

know, there might not be a single triangular object in the whole
universe—and yet it would still be rationally evident that “a trn=
angle’s angles add up to 180 degrees.”

The most important kind of truth, from an empiricist perspec=
tive, is factual truth, empirical truth. Truths of reason are stenie
unless and until they find application in the world of facts, a we
that is known primarily through experience. Besides, the emp
cist argues, even the truths of reason depend upon the formation of
concepts and symbols. We can’t rationally “see” that certain con=
cepts necessarily go together (such as “triangle” and “180 de=
grees”) if we don’t have the concepts to begin with. And where do

s
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human beings. When the battle in Western philosophy betweent

empiricists and the rationalists was at its height in the seventeent

and eighteenth centuries, the rallying cries of the two camps we
“blank tablet” and “innate ideas.” Rationalism tends to go hand

hand with a belief in innate ideas, just as empiricism tends to g
with the belief that the mind begins like a tabula rasa, or blan

tablet.

As you might suspect, there are epistemological positions

seem to fall between “rationalism” and “empiricism.” Kant’s px
sition might be regarded as an attempt at a middle way, in
Kant holds that human knowledge involves a synthesis of

categories and sensory experience. However, Kant’s posi rion |

much more clearly rationalist than empiricist, since he does n
accept the blank-tablet notion and he does accept a version

innate ideas. Perhaps a genuine example of a middle position is

of Aristotle. Aristotle holds that we develop human knowled

studying the concrete, particular things that can be observed wit
our senses. He does not depreciate the sensory world or the ro
played by our senses. If you think of Aristotle in contrast to Plato

you may well think of him as an out-and-out empiricist. On &
other hand, Aristotle holds that when you study particular th

the key moment—as far as growth in knowledge is concerned-
when you grasp a thing’s internal form. The form of a thing is B¢

a piece of sensory data but an intelligible dimension of the
You grasp it not by some particular activity of one or more s
but by an act of understanding, an intellectual act, an

Hence, if you think of Aristotle in terms of what he has in com
with Plato—an acceptance of form as a nonsensory reality—Y@

will not regard Aristotle as an empiricist. You won’t say that he
a rationalist, either, since he clearly emphasizes i D

than some alleged a priori element in knowledge. Perhaps _

call him an “intellectualist,” since he locates the heart of kno
edge in an intellectual (nonsensory) act.

An epistemological “voluntarist” locates the heart of kn!
edge neither in the senses nor in reason but in the will,
human capacity to tend toward or intend something and to
that intention through choices. What is it that you are wi

intending when you are in the process of coming to know omt¢

thing? Different versions of “voluntarism” will involve ditfer
answers to that question. Ironically, the one unacceptable ans®
from a voluntarist perspective—an answer that puts you Ouis
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.  rationalist or an intellectualist has to deny. Empiricists,

‘attainment of “knowledge.”
A classic voluntarist epistemology is that of

: n, full functioning, and practical control. (By

| "'-": to power both motivates your search and guides your

- POwe:

that such winners will eventually be brou

the voluntarist camp rather than within it—is “truth.” If you say
 that the will to truth is a key element in the pursuit and attainment
of knowledge, you’ve not said anything that an empiricist or a

rational-

ists, and intellectualists can all say that the human knower is
gripped by the will to truth and hence motivated to direct attention
to sensory observations or to the rational manipulation of symbols
or to the intellectual penetration of data. The voluntarist goes
‘beyond this—or beneath it—and claims that a will to something
else is the primary element, the chief motivator and guide, in the

Friedrich

‘Nietzsche (1844-1900). Nietzsche held that the “will to power” is
at the heart of knowledge. In seeking and attaining knowledge, the
knower is seeking and attaining ways of looking at things and
talking about things that increase the knower’s capacities of self-

‘(wwer’)

ANietzsche meant primarily such capacities rather than the domi-
by one individual or group of another individual or group—
ough, of course, the drive to increase such capacities can
ﬁ_ﬂumly express itself in a drive toward domination.) As a
b ower, you might claim that your pursuit of knowledge is a
U€tached pursuit of truth for truth’s sake, but in fact, Nietzsche
Would say, your motivation is less pure than you think it is. The

selection

:L_ ~1acts” and interpretations along the way. If you object that you
S¥€ conscious of a will to truth but not conscious of a will to
Eawer, Nietzsche can respond (as, more generally, any voluntarist
o8 torespond) that the primary motive for knowing needn’t be
pescthing of which you are fully conscious—the will can work
y and in subconscious ways. If you further object that some
%€ claim to know things that make them feel humble, even
icable, rather than proud and powerful, Nietzsche can re-
t even that sort of knowledge can mask a secret will to
_;{Perhaps these humble knowers believe that their accep-
e humbling self-picture or world picture will eventually
> ™1€m a reward and a position of prominence. Perhaps, too,
uke”“"d)" bear resentment toward the world’s “winners” and
P self-aggrandizing glee—secretly or not so secretly—in

ght low.

* #sche did in fact interpret Christianity along these |
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A voluntarist says, in sum, that you “see” and " wha
you want to. Why do you want to sez and know whatgec:;t is ¥
you do.see and know? Maybe you are driven, as Nietzsche save.
by a will to power. Maybe you are driven by some other wills
a will to security or a will to pleasure or a will to beauty or a wil I
:;is?:r:[:l)c;-gi You can imagine 3;}' number of different voluntariss

' es centering on different possible objecti
;nrllll.ct;‘ga: ttli,ey :il have in common ils) the belief, t;:: ?:-:fll 0
0 er (13 2 pee. = = '-

e kr?owing. an “pure” truth is the primary factor w h _

In pointing out the central role of will withi i
voluntarist isn’t necessarily making a cymmcl:l ::mknninogw:' |
tion. A voll.!ntarist isn’t necessarily saying, “You caz and ought o
.be cngaged. In a pure, disinterested, detached pursuit of truth, but
instead, driven by a will to something else, you follow a path of
self-interest and self-deception.> Rather, 2 voluntarist might
saying, “You can’t be driven simply by a pure will to truth” or
“You shouldn’t be driven simply by a pure will to truth” or both.

: Why can’t you be driven by a pure will to truth? A voluntarist
might say that the search for truth is always grounded in a variety
of human concerns and purposes. Take away those concerns and

purposes a:_:d you take away the search. Moreover, once the search
is started, if you insist on being guided by nothing other than a.
pure will to truth, the search may never reach closure. As long
as you keep on thmkmg—and as a pure truth-seeker you will
want to kecp on thinking—new candidates for the sought-for truth
:llcepo:mtmue to f;3rcs¢e:u:h theml;saelvcs. If you banish every concern

a concern for truth, what will k expanding the
field of candidates indefinitely? Whate:fil{z::;;:emyou to
th; field? I€ in factb you do narrow the field, if you do make
judgments, isn’t it because more i
s ey ke than a pure desire for truth is

At this point, you might consider how Phaedrus’
experience contributed to his break with mainstream rational
thought and launched him on his philosophical journey “in pursuit
of the ghost of rationality itself” (ZMM, p. 97). He discovered
the lab that hypotheses tended to increase rather than decrease as
they were being tested. He thus came to see that scientific methods
msteat;i‘ of moving us toward a settling of truth claims, moves us
away “from single absolute truths to multiple, irlxdetem"ninate, rel-
auve ones” and thereby contributes to rather than eliminates “‘s0=

ot
De

—

cial chaos” (ZMM, p. 101). What was the problem with scientific
method? Phaedrus would later see, though he didn’t quite put it
this way, that in the pursuit of knowledge, scientific or nonscien-
tific, 2 will to Quality is needed to complement and guide the will
to truth. A detached will-to-truth, devoid of Quality awareness, is
incapable of getting where it wants to go (unless with Nietzsche
you suppose that such a will is really a disguised form of a death
wish—in which case, the will to truth may well get its wish).

The narrator eventually discovered that Phaedrus’ line of
thought about science converged with the line of thought of an
eminent scientist, mathematician, and philosopher, Jules Henri
Poincaré (1854-1912) (see ZMM, pp. 232-242). Poincaré came to

see that the scientific crisis of his era, a crisis regarding the foun-
dations of the sciences, was rooted in a crisis regarding mathemat-
ical truth. The discovery of new geometries to rival that of Euclid
raised a question about the nature of mathematical truth. Poincaré
‘came to the conclusion that mathematical truth was neither 2 pri-
ori, a fixed part of human consciousness, nor empirical, subject to
continual revision on the basis of experience, but conventional, a
matter of definitions agreed upon to suit human convenience. Poin-
caré extended this idea of “conventionalism™ to the facts and hy-
potheses of science. The question then became, How are the key
facts and hypotheses selected? Poincaré’s answer was that the sub-
liminal self, on the basis of a felt harmony or order, preselects what
comes to consciousness. Thus Poincaré, like Phaedrus, saw that
when reason pursues knowledge, it requires an element of will
other than simply a will to truth: It requires an orientation toward
a harmony comparable to Phaedrus’ Quality so it can select infor-
mation on the basis of that orientation. Poincaré’s “conventional-
1Sm” is another example of a voluntarist epistemology.

In addition to saying that you can’t carry out the pursuit of
truth simply on the basis of a detached and disinterested will-to-
truth, a voluntarist might be saying that you shouldn’t attempt to do
$0. The attempt is misguided and inhuman. The search for knowl-
edge should be carried out within the context of human values, and

owledge itself should be seen as appropriately, as well as neces-
sarily, value-laden. This insistence is a central and recurrent theme
of ZMM. The “genetic defect” at the heart of Western rationality,
adefect that produces a “structure of reason” that is “emotionally
hollow, esthetically meaningless and spiritually empty” (ZMM, p.
102) resides in the divorce of reason from value. That divorce,
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initiated in the ancient Greek world (on Phaedrus’ reading) y e ‘till 2 Form, a fixed, unchangeable Idea rather than what the Soph-

likes of Plato and Aristotle (see ZMM, pp. 342-345) and finaliz ists made it out to be, ever-changing reality itself (see ZMM, pp.

in the modern scientific era, must be overcome. “The dictum th 342-343). From Phaedrus’ viewpoint, James’s epistemology might

Science and its offspring, technology, are ‘value free,’ that is, ‘qe be understood as a reversal of Plato’s synthesis and a return to the
Sophists” perspective.

ity free,” has got to go” (ZMM, p. 231). What is needed is _
~ Before we move on from the first epistemological question

“expansion of reason” (ZMM, p. 150) in which the will’s ori¢
tation to Quality is given a central place—a replacement of a n: (What are you doing when you are knowing?), I'd like to call your
rowly rationalistic or empiricistic theory of knowledge with ame attention to two more positions that seem to have special relevance
voluntaristic one. R to ZMM’s epistemology, “emotivism” and “intuitionism.” In gen-
An American philosopher who called for something simil bral, an emotivist is anyone who stresses the role of human feelings
was William James (1842-1910). In James’s voluntaristic philos in any or all areas of human endeavor. For present purposes, it is
phy, Pragmatism, truth is thought of as belief that works, be important to take out the analytic knife and slice emotivism into
that leads to fruitful and satisfying consequences. If you want yncognitive emotivism™ and “cognitive emotivism.” A noncog-
know whether a particular belief or hypothesis that you are emotivist contrasts feeling with knowing—where feeling has
taining is true, be attentive to the consequences of the belief. If 4 central role to play, where knowledge, if present at all, is ban-
consequences—in attitudes, in actions, and in the product: ished to the periphery. A cognitive emotivist, on the other hand,
titudes and actions—are good, if they are somehow satisfyin sees feeling as a potential medium of knowledge, at least in certain
you can say that the proposed belief is true; and if the area
quences are not satisfying, you can say that the proposed
false. If later you find that a fruitful belief has become a
destructive one or, vice versa, a fruitless or destructive
become a fruitful one, you can say that the truth has chan

~ These two contrasting emotivist positions are both exemplified
twentieth-century ethical thought. Ethical thought (which will
% looked at more closely in the Value compartment) seeks to
. derstand the meaning and the grounds of beliefs or judgments
idea that truth changes needn’t be a source of intellectual en the rightness or wrongness, goodness or badness of human
rassment. Truth isn’t to be thought of as some sort of etel 1s. When we apply terms like “right” or “wrong” or “good”
quality that certain beliefs have and others don’t; it is to be thoi ad” to human actions, what do we mean by such terms? If we
of as something that happens (or fails to happen) to a b 4y, for example, that killing an innocent human being is morally
consequences of the belief get played out. Truth is 2 pro 8 or that sharing with the needy is morally good, what do we

If you look closely from James’s perspective, you will B€an by such statements? How do we know that our statements
(other than the will to truth) at work within human kn forrect? A noncognitive emotivist—for example, the British
will to good. The will to truth is subordinate to the will pher A, J. Ayer (1910-  )—might say that such state-
Truth is a species of good, the good in the area of belief, that Wi S simply express our feelings or attitudes toward certain ac-
itis good to believe. Hence, you should not think of the pursé ' ut expressing any knowledge about the actions. Hence,
truth as a detached, value-free exercise but as an intellectual ¢ 3ld be just as improper to say that our statements are true or
directed and permeated by value concerns. You can perh: 1t would be to say that a crowd’s cheers for its baseball team
ine Phaedrus reading James and exclaiming, “Yes! Score 1 or falsehoods. In effect, we are simply saying, “Boo,
the Sophists—the Platonic victory is not complete!” In P Hurray, sharing!” On the other hand, a cognitive
view, Plato’s attempt to form a synthesis of truth (th ;

wao.or example, the German philosopher Max Scheler

concern of the early cosmological thinkers) and good (th i 1928)—might say that your claitis about killiig wid sheting
P g

concern of the Sophists) resulted in an “en n” ° g

"nded in objective values that are knowable through human
under truth. The Good became a Form, a dialectically at

_-'i th_an through sensing or reasoning. Your claims ex-
object of thought. Granted, it was the highest Form 4 feeling and the value reality that feeling discloses.

'
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press this disclosure through feeling.) Feelings are not just b ir
forces; they are windows to knowledge.
If you are an intuitionist, you hold that you can know certa
things by an act of direct, nonsensory “seeing,” or intuition, (Th
word “intuition” itself is derived from a Latin word, intueri, th
means literally “to look at” or “to gaze within.””) You don’t
essarily deny the reality or importance of knowledge gaineg
through sense experience or reasoning or some combination ¢
sensing and reasoning, and you don’t necessarily deny that ome
things known intuitively might also be known through empirica
rational means. You do, however, deny that all knowledge is re
ducible to empirical and rational activity; and most probably y
hold that some very important things are only knowable throus
intuition. For example, you might hold that value is only kn
able by intuition. You don’t experience it with your senses, nor d
you infer it by a rational argument. You know it intuitively or ng
at all. You might say, with Henry Sidgwick (1838-1900), that ye
intuit the oughtness that is attached to doing or not doing certai
things, like not killing the innocent; or you might say, with . E
Moore (1873-1958), that you intuit the goodness of certain action
like sharing with the needy. In either case, you will be claiming
that your nonsensory intuitive act directly apprehends its prope
object in much the same way that an act of seeing directly appre
hends color. 4
At this point, you may, quite rightly, detect a family resems
blance between intuitionism and the version of cognitive em
ism we have just discussed. Both claim a type of direct kno
that is not reducible to observation or inference. Both would &
comfortable with the dictum of Blaise Pascal ( 1623-1662) that'
heart has its reasons that Reason doesn’t know at all.” The
tinction between the two positions seems to turn on the “fel
“intuited”) propriety of using the language of feeling or a language
that connotes a kind of intuitive seeing. You could, of course, 52y
that you both feel and intuit value. F
Two things that intuitionists frequently say about intuition afe
worth singling out here, because they have special rel :
ZMM’s epistemological insights. One is that intuition is a sor
“inside” knowledge, a knowledge had by a sort of sympath
entry into the thing known rather than by an external examination

472

2 kind of knowledge by identity rather than by confft?ntanofnh{hnq
is the idea of intuition that you can find in the writings o hr;‘ne
Bergson (1859-1941), who described intuition with phhrases
wintellectual sympathy.” It is also the idea of intuition t athycuul}s
Phaedrus encountered in the writings of Albert Einstein, wh::d saI;
that the universal laws of the cosmos could only be reach: y
“inruition, resting on sympathetic understanding of expe:ilgni;
(quoted in ZMM, p. 99). That idea would be carried forward in de
n‘:.rrator's reflections (undoubtedly inspired by, if not mhze;}t:f
from, Phaedrus) about the relation of_ Qu-al.lty to caring (l ,
pp- 25, 247). Just as for Einstein th.e intuition qf cosmic f:uw.rsthls
rooted in a sympathetic understanding of experience, so for the
narrator the intuition of Quality is rooted in caring about v:;m one
is seeing and doing. But for the narrator the flow goes bcgumwaysc.l
Caring—which, you might care to note, involves both willing anin
feeling—is reciprocally related to Quality. The more you ca:ﬁ
your knowing and doing, the more you see (or 1‘x‘1tmt) Qu tﬁr
The more you intuit Quality, the more you care. A person w ;
sees Quality and feels it as he works is a person who caresh ;
person who cares about what he sees and dges’ is a person w g s
bound to have some characteristics of Quality” (ZMM, p. 24 ).
The second frequently made and pres'ently pertinent sta.tertr;leq:
is that intuition is holistic. When you intuit, you see wholes in :;r
wholeness. In contrast, when you are engaged in an analytic mode
of thought, you seek to know things by bfeakmg them down mtg
parts and subparts (or, in the narrator’s terms, c:orlce:[f:ttsh;;lrnk
subconcepts—ZMM, p. 86). The rational, analytic mode o -
ing, exemplified in ZMM’s breakdown of a motorcycle (pp}:i 63—
67), belongs to the “classic” mental{ty, where?s the ho snc,f
intuitive mode belongs to the “r:;_l;:ol;lc” gena?hga.l;;stﬁn;sh:t
ZMM’s landscape analogy (pp- , ration _
You are doing vfhen you are sorting the handful of sand into var-
10us piles on the basis of various criteria; intuition is what yog alre
exercising when you grasp the entire handful of sand as a whole.
As the analogy suggests, one and the same object can furnish the
material for both rational analysis and intuition. While intuition
mMight have its own proper objects (e.g., as some mtumo:ns:ls sugi
Best, value), it might also share objects with other modes od
thought. You can analyze the motorcycle in terms of its parts an
ions; additionally or alternatively, you can intuitively grasp
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the cycle as the “right thing” for you, a vehicle that suits your
style. In the latter case, your intuition is still 2 nonsensory act of
knowing, even though the motorcycle is a sensory object—the:
cycle doesn’t carry a visible label that says “right thing.”

What are you doing when you are knowing? You have been
considering various answers to that question, answers centering og
distinct cognitional activities and issuing in distinct epistemological
positions. Suppose that you take away the “ism” from those dis~
tinct positions and consider the distinct activities that have just
been called to your attention. What do you see? Perhaps you see
the empiricist’s sense experience, the intellectualist’s understanding
of the forms of things, the rationalist’s reasoning with categories i
logical patterns, the voluntarist’s willing of what is considered
valuable, the cognitive emotivist’s feeling of values, and the intu=
itionist’s ntuition of unanalyzed (though not necessarily unana~
lyzable) meanings and values. )

Now look a little more closely. Do you perhaps see those six
activities conveniently arranging themselves into two distinct epis-
temological trinities? Do you see emerging a “classic” epistemo=
logical trinity of sense experience, understanding, and reasoning?
Can you imagine an implementation of scientific method that does
not involve all three of those activities? Do you also see emerging
a “romantic” epistemological trinity of feeling, intuition, and will?
Can you imagine a “groovy” approach to life from which any of
those is absent? It is perhaps not difficult to see the classic trinity
as a structure, a set in which each element plays its proper role. It
1 quite a bit more difficult to see the romantic trinity as &
structure—and maybe that’s fitting.

You don’t find a fully developed epistemology in ZMM, but
you do find epistemological ideas that seem to be awaiting and
even crying out for development—for example, the idea that there
1s a preconscious moment in knowing, a moment of Quality aware=
ness or Quality intuition, which ought to be taken very seriously
(ZMM, pp. 221-222). This is not the place to attempt a full de=
velopment of the sort of epistemology that ZMM implies. It is;
however, the place to note that an epistemology true to the spirit
of ZMM would be an inclusive epistemology, one that overcome!
the “noncoalescence between reason and feeling” that makes tech
nology come across as ugly (ZMM, p. 149), one that bridges the
classic-romantic split by somehow interweaving the classic and
romantic epistemological trinities.
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OBJECTIVE OR SUBJECTIVE

The first epistemological question, the question that we have been
asking, focuses on the activity of knowing. The second epistemo-
logical question focuses on the content that is reached through that
activity. This second question can be put in several ways: What is
the status of the content of knowing? What are you knowing when
you are doing what knowing requires? What do you reach when
you genuinely know something?

When you know, does your knowing attain an object that is
somehow independent of the mind with which you come to know
it? If your answer is yes, you can be called an epistemological
realist. If your answer is no, you can be called an epistemological
idealist. As an epistemological idealist, you hold that what you
know is always an object within your mind rather than an object
beyond your mind, a mental reality rather than an extramental

ty.

Earlier, in the Reality compartment, you had a look at meta-
physical realism and idealism. Now you are having a look at epis-
temological realism and idealism. Interestingly or frustratingly
(depending on how your mind works), the metaphysical and epis-
temological positions can be found in various combinations. You
can be both a metaphysical realist and an epistemological realist. In
that case, you hold that there is a reality that exists outside of mind
or independently of consciousness (metaphysical realism), and you
also hold that through your knowing activity you can actually
reach such reality (epistemological realism). The motorcycle is a
nonmental thing, and you can know it as it is. A second possibility
is that you are a metaphysical realist and an epistemological ideal-
1st. In that case, you hold that there is an extramental reality (meta-
physical realism) but that your knowledge takes you no further

a mental version of it, a version shaped by the structures and
activities of your knowing mind (epistemological idealism). This
Was, more or less, the position of Immanuel Kant, who held that

€re was an extramental reality, a “thing-in-itself,” a “noume-
on,” but that human knowledge is confined to the “thing-for-
Us,” the “phenomenon”—an object of knowledge that has been
shaped by the mind. The motorcycle is a nonmental thing, but you
€an only know a mind-shaped image of it. A third possibility is
you are a metaphysical idealist and an epistemological idealist.
that case, you hold that all reality is mental and that your
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knowledge is confined to your mind’s version of it. The mot@each a certain state of transcendental awareness in which all ob-
cycle is always a mental thing, a projection of some consciousnflects are absent and only the Pure Subject, Atman, remains. qu—
or other, and you know it in the version that suits the conscioflver, the present point about the correlativity of subject and object
ness that is yours. The fourth and final possibility is that you g a point about the basic meanings of words rather than about the
a metaphysical idealist and an epistemological realist. In that callltimate nature of reality. If the Hindus are right about Atman,
you hold that reality is essentially mind-dependent, but the Miflhen Atman is a “Subject” only in a sense that goes beyond the
on which it depends is not the human mind, and the human migasic meaning of “subject.” Of course if you’re in that state, you
in its knowing activity, can go beyond itself and reach the produflon’t give a hoot about such terminological distinctions; you don’t
of that Mind. The motorcycle ultimately derives its existence frgfalk about it as a subject state—you don’t talk about it at all.).

the knowing activity of the Big Mind, but you can know it asif§ To see how subject-object talk becomes controversial, consider
with your little mind—which is also ultimately a product of the il readily available context—the context furnished by this book you

Mind. Certain “objective idealists” who followed Kant as welllfre reading. As you read, you are aware of something. Given the
certain “transcendental realists” (see above, p. 142) seem to hdlistinction that has just been made, you can say that you are a
something like this fourth position. (You’re probably even m@ubject and that what you are aware of as you read is an object. So
confused now. But be patient. . . .) ar, there is not likely to be any disagreement among the propo-

While these distinctions are rattling around in your mind, y§ients of various metaphysical and epistemological positions. Sup-
might find it worthwhile to inspect yet another distinction, f#ose you are asked what the object is. How do you gnswer?
distinction between subjectivity and objectivity. It merits attentiuppose you answer, “Written words,” and are asked, in turn,
here because the distinction frequently arises in talk about knofhether those words are simply visual entities, objects of sight, or
edge (as well as in talk about reality), notably in lively discussi@#lso something else. You answer that the words are signs of mean-
and debates among true believers in the just delineated fdlfngs and that you are aware of those meanings through your n:nnd.
metaphysical-epistemological positions. More specifically, #he object of your reading activity is meaning as well as visible
terms merit attention because they figure prominently in ZM#¥ords. (The throng of philosophical eavesdroppers is getting a bit
philosophical talk. Phaedrus reached the climax of his metaphjiféstiess—but there is no voiced disagreement yet.) Now you are
ical thinking in the context of facing a dilemma regarding the slésked, point-blank, whether you are reaching anything “real”
jectivity or objectivity of Quality. His response to that dilemi"€n you read. (The eavesdroppers are at the edge of their seats.)
provided the narrator with the basic tools for carrying out #tOU answer that the meanings themselves are not anything real,
philosophical task of ZMM, the overcoming of a certain kindf#'¢e they are merely mental, but that through those meanings you
subject-object dualism and its spillover into other dualisms. Iff*® €0ming to know certain realities, and that those realities are-the
want to understand ZMM’s philosophical thrust, sooner or ldft!imate objects that you are contacting through your reading.
we have to pay some attention to the meaning of subject-obji\°% the disagreements begin. By your response, you please the
Erctaphysical and epistemological realists as well as the rationalists.
PUt you alienate the metaphysical idealists, who are miffed about
"our exclusion of the mental from the real, the epistemological
~€alists, who are nonplussed about your supposition that mental
“htents reveal extramental realities, and the empiricists, who are
titled about your claim to know reality through a grasp of mean-
188 rather than through sensory perceptions. )

Notice that, in this hypothetical scenario, the word “object”
.~ Arouses no controversy. No one finds fault with the bare
M that there are objects in your awareness. The controversy

Basically, a subject is a knowing mind or a center of consciol
ness and an object is that which the mind knows or that whie
present to consciousness. The terms “subject” and “object™
correlative: A subject is called a “subject” insofar as it is awaf
an object; an object is called an “object” insofar as it stands, 0
least can stand, in a certain relation to a subject. Take away
subjects and you take away all objects. Take away all objects’
you take away all subjects. (Certain schools of Hindu thou
would seemingly disagree with this and say that it is possible

LS
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begins when you start to say certain things about the nature and
status of those objects. Similarly, no one finds fault with the bz
claim that you are a conscious subject. Controversy only arises
when you begin to describe your activity as a reading subject.

Suppose, to vary the scenario slightly, you say that, when you
read, you create meanings rather than discover them and that re:
there is no meaning in the text until you create it. If you say that
you please the voluntarist but disturb the rationalist. Perhaps thi
rationalist is disturbed to the point of berating you for being s
subjective. Now notice what has happened. Subject-object talk ha
taken a strange semantic turn. It is perfectly okay to be a “sub=
ject”’; but it’s bad to be “subjective.” Take a more or less neutra
word and add a seemingly neutral suffix, and what do you get?
negatively charged word. How does that happen? Why is it ar
accusation to call someone subjective whereas it is simply descrip
tive to say that someone is a subject? Why is it bad for people &
treat people like objects but good for people to be objective? How
is it that “subject” and “object” are complementary, each calling
for the other, whereas “subjectivity” and “objectivity™ are com-
monly thought of as opposed, so that where one increases th
other decreases?

The short and generic answer to all of these questions is that
the history of language is complex and not revealed in dictionary
listings of words and their derivatives. The longer and more spe-
cific answers would no doubt show how various thoughts about
reality, knowledge, and value got packed into certain words at
certain times through the influence of the dominant voices (indi-
vidual or collective) of those times.

Of course, there can be different dominant voices at differen
times, and so words can carry layers of meanings. If we were 1

probably find such layers of meaning, some more prominent thar
others; and each layer would contain a belief about reality, a belief
about knowledge, and a value judgment all rolled into one and
packed tightly into the word.

Consider, for example, the pejorative use of the word “sub
jective.” When we use that word in a pejorative manner, we are not
saying that it’s bad for a subject to be a subject, a center of con-
sciousness. We are not saying that a subject should become a more
or less inert and opaque object or that the subject should become
less a subject by deadening awareness. Rather, we are obliquely
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criticizing the kind of conscious activity that the subject is engaged
in. Certain kinds of activity are called for since they lead to the
right kind of relation to the object, and certain other kinds of
activity ought not be performed since they lead to the wrong kind
of relation. When the wrong kind of activity is present or the right
kind of activity is absent, the word “subjective” is used pejora-
tively. What kind of activity is wrong? What kind of activity is
right? The answers depend on what kind of epistemological and
metaphysical beliefs are associated with the word.

You can use the word “subjective” pejoratively in more than
one way. One way is to say that a certain statement is “subjective”
and to mean by that that the statement is “unrealistic”” and “non-
empirical.” Suppose that you are an empiricist (and also a naive
realist) and you don’t find any empirical support for the statement
in extramental reality. You might then infer that the statement is
based on the wrong sorts of cognitional activities (e.g., on alleged
intuitions), and accordingly you might wish to criticize the state-
ment. You find that the word “subjective” already conveniently
packages your criticism (because of one of the layers of meaning
contained in it—a layer in which nonempirical consciousness is

leemed inappropriate), so you express your criticism, at least ini-

tially, by means of that convenient label. Eventually, you may find
yourself in a debate about knowledge and reality, but for now the
label will do.

A second way to use the word “subjective” pejoratively is to
dccuse someone (e.g., an opponent in a disagreement) of being
subjective and mean that he or she is being arbitrary or unreason-
able or capricious. In such a case, you are advocating a rationalist
ﬂpproacl; to the settling of an issue. There is a correct way to think

t things or do things in this situation, and reason—the use of
ppropriate concepts in logical patterns of thinking—will show the
Way. You want your opponent to listen to the voice of sweet
reason, not the voice of his or her preferences or feelings or in-

s and perhaps also you want to avoid spending the time and

the energy that sensitivity to feelings requires. You find packed

Into the word “subjective” a negative attitude toward nonration-

St, perhaps romantic, modes of consciousness, so you pull out

word and label your opponent with it. In this case, your use

label may be counterproductive, since it is likely to incite

Jore of the romantic modes of consciousness that you are calling
100 question by your use of the word “subjective.”
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As these two examples indicate, both empiricists and rational
ists can use the word “subjective” in a negative way. In each case
subjectivity, which is “bad,” is implicitly opposed to a kind of
objectivity, which is “good”; but in the two cases, distinct—
though not necessarily opposed—notions of subjectivity and ob
jectivity are involved. In the empiricist view, you reach the true
object of your knowing activity and are thus “objective” whe
your statements are grounded in sensory experience, but wher
your statements are not grounded in sensory experience, unfortus
nately, you are “subjective.” In the rationalist view, you reach the
true object of your knowing activity and are thus “objective” when
your statements are grounded in rational activity, but when your
statements are not grounded in rational activity, unfortunately,
you are “subjective.” §

To make this distinction in another way, the empiricist is typ:
ically committed to a correspondence theory of truth, whereas the
rationalist is typically committed to a coberence theory of truth:
According to the correspondence view, truth consists of a match
between what is in the mind and what is in reality. When what
you’re thinking matches up with or corresponds to external reality,
then what you’re thinking is the truth. How do you know tha

your beliefs correspond to reality? You know it through sensory

experience. (At least that’s the way an empiricist would put it)
According to the coherence theory, truth consists primarily of the
sticking-together-ness, or coherence, of the various elements th
enter into a given belief and of the various beliefs that enter into’
point of view. When the contents of your mind cohere with and do
not contradict one another, then you are in possession of ruth
How do you know that your mental contents are coherent? You
ascertain it through rational methods, such as analyzing, categos
rizing, and drawing inferences. Whether you think of tru
terms of correspondence or in terms of coherence, when you
someone’s talk subjective you are implicitly saying that it falis
short of the pertinent criteria for truth. :

Can the terms “subjective” and “subjectivity” be used in &
positive (not just neutral) way, and “objective” and “objectivity
in a negative way? They can. It has been done—notably by the
great Danish philosopher Seren Kierkegaard (1813-1855). Pitting
his own type of thinking (which has come to be called “existet
tialist”) against that of the rationalists of his day, such as Heg®
Kierkegaard called for “passionate subjectivity”” as opposed to lif€:

Jess objectivity. His was the kind of thinking that ZM M’s narrator

would like to see somehow included within Western rationalitg.
You can, if you like, follow Kierkegaard’s lead and speak posi-

tively of subjectivity and negatively of o-bjectivity. I\‘Ioti_ce-, how-
ever, that it is one thing to speak positively of subjectivity and
another to impart to the word “subjectivity” a positive charge, so
that the word itself is readily available for positive use in a variety
of contexts. This latter task may take some time. Notice, too, that
in following Kierkegaard’s semantic lead, you are seeking a rever-
sal of positive and negative charges but not really a change o}f
meaning. Subjectivity is still associated with the “romantic trinity
that we talked about earlier, and objectivity is still associated mt.h
the “classic trinity.” (This is a strange semantic fact. Aren’t classic
activities—such as reasoning—activities of a human subject? Are
there no objects in romantic consciousness?) Finally, notice .r.l'{at a
reversal of charges only continues the opposition of “subjectivity”
and “objectivity.” There is a change of regime but not a genuine
revolution. A genuine semantic revolution would convert a hier-
archical dualism of opposed forces into an egalitarian duality of
complementary aspects.
lgow th;?;ou’lzre taken notice of subject-object talk in a broad
way, you are perhaps prepared to tune in more closely to the
subject-object talk in ZMM. As a point of departure, consider the
apparent dilemma that Phaedrus faces when his colleagues put to
him a question concerning the Quality that he has been touting,
They ask him whether Quality is objective, residing in observable
jects, or subjective, residing only in the mind of the observer.
sees that if he says that Quality is objective, either he will
have to explain why Quality is not scientifically detectable or he
will have to show how it is detectable. On the other hand, if he
says that it is subjective, Quality will be dismissed as “a fancy
name for whatever you like” (ZMM, p. 205). This initial posing of
the dilemma illustrates some of the things that have just b_een.nfned.
objectivity is presented as the “good guy” and subjectivity as
,d“ “bad guy.” Phaedrus saves the day for Quality if he_ succcf:ds
In associating it with objectivity (good company) aqd d_xs_assgcxat—
Ang it from subjectivity (bad company). Second, objectivity is as-
Sociated with the empirical activity of scientific detection and lfence
With the classic epistemological trinity, whereas subjectivity is as-
Sociated with “whatever you like” and hence with the feeling and
‘Willing of the romantic trinity. Third, objectivity and subjectivity
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are thought of as opposed and mutually exclusive possibilities,
Quality has to be one or the other. It can’t be both. Which is it?

How does Phaedrus meet the dilemma? First, he avoids the
“objective horn” of the dilemma. He realizes that if he claims to
see in objects something that science does not detect, he is going to
come out “a nut or a fool or both” (ZMM, p. 207). Notice how
this reaction is a concession to scientific pretensions of having a
monopoly on the definition of “objectivity” (which involves an
identification of the objective with the empirical) or, at least, to
popular acceptance of such pretensions. Next, Phaedrus turns his
attention to the “subjective horn™ and grapples with the claim that
Quality, if subjective, is “just what you like” (ZMM, p. 208). He
sees that what rankles him in that phrase is the word “just,” which
functions as a put-down. If you get rid of the put-down word, you
are left with what seems to be “an innocuous truism” (ZMM, p.
209). Of course, Quality is what you like. Why shouldn’t it be? As
Phaedrus probes the matter, he sees that authoritarians might be.
against this view of Quality, since from their perspective you
should obey authority rather than go after what you like. Then he
sees that the real challenge to this subjective view of Quality come:
from “scientific materialism and classic formalism” (ZMM, p.
209), and so he considers each in turn. y

Scientific materialism says that if Quality is subjective rather
than objective, “what you like” rather than something knowable
scientifically as composed of matter and energy, Quality is unreal
and unimportant. Note that this involves a put-down of subjee~
tivity in general as well as Quality in particular. Phaedrus sees that
this position is naive in that it makes scientific concepts and laws
themselves unreal and unimportant, since scientific concepts lack
matter and energy and cannot possibly exist apart from “subjective
considerations” (ZMM, p. 211). The narrator makes that point
with stronger language, very early on in ZMM, in the context of @
“ghost story”: The laws of science are “ghosts” and a “hu
invention,” and “the world has no existence whatsoever outside
the human imagination” (ZMM, p. 31). (Phaedrus, after he has
worked through the subjectivity-objectivity dilemma, will usé
equally strong idealist language when he says that we “create the
world in which we live. All of it. Every last bit of it"—ZMM, p=
225.) Phaedrus’ rebuttal of scientific materialism clearly involves
large doses of idealism. Realizing that, Phaedrus backs off from
such a line of response, because idealism, though logical, just won'®
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make it in a freshman composition course—it’s “too far-fetched”
(ZMM, p. 211). Is Phaedrus, at this point, backing off from ide-
alism or is he backing off from professing idealism?

Classic formalism says that if Quality is subjective, is just what
you like, then Quality is just 2 matter of “romantic surface appeal”
(ZMM, p. 211) rather than something susceptible to classic “over-
all understanding™ (ZMM, p. 212). The implication is that if you
are in your right mind and a teacher to boot, you want under-
standing to take precedence over emotions, so you should give up
all this subjective stuff and come back to the objective, classic
pronouncements about Quality that you can find in textbooks.
Phaedrus just doesn’t buy this. It would require a cowardly retreat
from where his thinking has arrived.

In the end, Phaedrus has an insight that allows him to split the
horns of the dilemma: Quality is neither objective nor subjective but
a third entity, an entity that is the parent of both subjects and ob-
jects, of mind and matter. Two questions come to mind with regard
to Phaedrus’ crowning insight: How does that insight overcome the
dilemma? What bearing does Phaedrus’ insight have on the over-
coming of subject-object dualism? Let’s consider each of those
questions briefly before we move on to the Value compartment.

How does Phaedrus’ insight overcome the dilemma? At first
glance, the answer seems simple: If Quality is neither objective nor
subjective, the problems associated with either of those labels are
avoided. However, when you ask in what sense Quality is pro-
d:ume.d to be neither objective nor subjective, things get more
complicated. According to Phaedrus, Quality is neither objective
1or subjective in the sense that it is neither “a part of matter” nor

a part of mind” (ZMM, p. 213). To say that Quality is neither
mind nor matter is to make a claim about reality, a metaphysical
d an important one at that. However, it seems that Phae-

drus’ opponents are posing a dilemma that is at least partly, and
s mainly, an epistemological dilemma. They want to know

how Phaedrus knows the Quality that he talks about. Does he
OW 1t objectively, through the classic methods that science has
Perfected? If so, they seem to be saying, let him show us the
Pertinent method or instrument that we too may use it and see. On
other hand, if he knows it subjectively, through romantic

. of consciousness, then his “knowledge” doesn’t amount to
Much more than poetry—it can please, but it can’t prove. (Notice
complex and potentially confusing subject-object talk can be.



The derivatives “subjective” and “cbjective” can be taken both as
metaphysical terms, referring to kirds of reality, and as epistemo~
logical terms, referring to ways of tnowing.) You might imagine
Phaedrus’ opponents, on this episemological reading of the di-
lemma, continuing to jab at Phaedrs with the subjective horn even
after Phaedrus’ enthronement of Quality as the third member of
the metaphysical trinity. “Granted tiat Quality is to be thought of
as neither mind nor matter,” they mght say to Phaedrus, “how do
you know that this alleged nonmenal, nonmaterial reality is actu-
ally a reality and not just a creationof yoxr mind?”” Phaedrus can
respond to that question in severa ways. He can challenge the
narrow view of knowledge that seims to underlie the dilemma.
Objections to subjective talk may siow themselves objectionable
when they are subjected to objectivescrutiny. He can develop and
present a more adequate and inclusive view of knowledge. He can
make some specific comments—he eventually does so—on how
Quality is known. The point to be nade here is simply that a full
and Westernly rational (nonmysti:al) resolution of Phaedrus®
subjectivity-objectivity dilemma seens to require epistemological
reflections as well as metaphysical irsight. (Complementarily, the
narrator eventually sees that Poincar®’s epistemological reflections
about the preselection of facts wouldbe well served by the addition
of Phaedrus’s metaphysics—ZMM, »p. 241-242.)

How does Phaedrus’ insight bearon the overcoming of subject-
object dualism? His insight is that Quality is the parent of subjects
and objects. We need to unpack tha insight a bit before we can
draw out its implications. Quality isan event—an event “known™
(but not through subject-object knoving) in a preintellectual mo-
ment of awareness. At that Quality noment, both subject aware-
ness and object awareness (hence, both subjects and objects) are
made possible. How so? Under the stimulus of Quality, the hu-
man subject creates the world of objerts and through object aware-
ness creates itself as subject (see Z¥M, pp. 215, 221-222, 225).

In what sense do we “create” the world? More than one in-
terpretation of Phaedrus’ view is postible. If we interpret his view
in a loosely Kantian manner, we willsay that the world we know
and are active in is a world shaped by our modes of consciousness
and by various cognitional activities The world we live in is 2
humanly shaped world, not a world o “raw stuff.” We are creative
shapers. The ultimate source and crezor is Quality. Hence, when
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Phaedrus discovers the Sophists, he takes to the Sophist dictum
that “man is the measure of all things,” since that formulation
regards human beings as creative participants rather than as the
ultimate source (see ZMM, p. 338).

To see how Phaedrus’s philosophy of Quality (as well as the
narrator’s elaborations of it) contends with subject-object dualism,
we have to become clear about the dualism in question. What sort
of subject-object dualism is the problem? The problem is not the
bare duality of subject and object. ZMM does not seek to do away
with subjects or objects or even the distinction between them. The
problem seems to center on the relation of subject and object. How
do you, as a human subject, relate to the world of objects, to the
things you know and the things you do, and how do you see that
relation? Do you take the side of the objects and relate to the world
in an “objective” manner? Do you take the side of the subject and
relate to the world in a “subjective” manner? Do you see your way
of relating as a matter of exclusive choice, such that you can relate
in one way or the other but not in both, except perhaps at different
times? Are you forced to choose between the poet in yourself and
the scientist?

The forced choice between the mentality of the poet and the
mentality of the scientist is rooted in a distancing between subject
and object, a distancing that is at the heart of the subject-object
dualism that ZMM seeks to overcome. The object is “out there”;
the subject is “in here.” We seem forced to choose between living
in accord with what is “out there” and living in accord with what
1s “in here.” If we choose the former, we confine our conscious-
ness to detached modes that are apt for revealing what is out there.
We don’t let our subjectivity—thought of here in terms of the
romantic trinity of willing, feeling, and intuiting—get in the way.
If on the other hand we choose subjectivity, we can let ourselves go
and be affectively engaged in what we do, give expression to our
feelings, hopes, and desires, and if we like create an imaginary
world. But don’t confuse this imaginary world with the real world.
The real world is the world of scientific discovery, not the world of
Poetic creation. In this choice between the scientist and the poet,
social acceptance of our choice may depend upon who is “win-
Ding™ at a particular stage of culture, the scientists or the poets. In

last few centuries, in Western culture, the scientists and their

llowers have tended to be the winners.
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The alleged distance between subject and object begins to ETHICS
ish when we start to look at the world the way Phaedrus look:
it. Subject and object are intimately related, since both spring fn Ethics is concerned with knowing what human actions have what
the Quality event and since both “grow toward Quality or | ‘worth and why. What human actions are “good” or “right”? What
away from Quality together” (ZMM, p. 293). Moreover, since human actions are “bad” or “wrong’? What makes human actions
subject “creates™ the object, there is no need to think of creati #o00d” or “right” rather than “bad” or “wrong?” As the use of
as the exclusive prerogative of the poet. The scientist creates all quotation marks might indicate, there are different ways of under-
whether or not it is recognized. And there is no cause for shat standing the key terms that are used in ethics. On its most funda-
here. Being creative is bad science only when we mistakenly thi ‘mental level, ethics is concerned with sorting out the meaning of
of subjects and objects as distanced to begin with. Whether or those terms. On less fundamental levels, ethics is concerned with
science is good science does not hinge on whether or not we ke saying something about this or that specific area of human activity
poetic creativity at bay. It hinges on whether or not we tune in ~or about this or that particular action.
Quality and we engage in the creating-discovering tasks of scien ‘To begin, let’s make a distinction between “journey ethics™
Similarly, good poetry (and good art in general) hinges on ¢ ‘and “map ethics,” between the kind of ethical thinking that might
tuning in to Quality. We are either poet-scientists or sci arise and be carried out within the context of your own life’s
poets, depending on our focus. We do well what we do, and we Journey and the kind of ethical thinking that goes on when you
not arbitrary and capricious (see ZMM, p. 241) when throuy take up the formal study of the “maps™ left behind by various
caring (ZMM, pp. 25, 247-248, 267) and peace of mind (ZM#4 ‘ethical thinkers. In the first case, your focus is on your own ac-
pp. 146, 264-267) we allow Quality to stimulate and guide | tions, your own living. You begin to raise questions about what’s
fusion of subjectivity and objectivity into creative d and bad in the way you are living and about what changes
illuminating creations. 2 might make. You don’t just want to think or talk about what’s
- 80od or right; you want it to be there, in your life. In the second
Gase, “map ethics,” the focus is on talk about good or bad actions
and about the meaning of the terms involved in such talk. Your
mediate goal is to become clear about such talk. You can, of
: %, pass from journey ethics to map ethics: Life’s quandaries
€an drive you to seek light in the writings of others. You also can
Pass map ethics to journey ethics: A particularly stimulating
200k or teacher might drive you to convert academic questions
definition, is al/ that is important) but because a number of thiz Ito real questions and begin an actual search instead of just faking
have already been said about Value and about Value talk in'f One (see ZMM, p. 184). It is also possible, however, that you
other compartments, as well as in other parts of our backp3 . S83g€ In journey ethics or map ethics by itself. When you isolate
Talk about Quality is talk about Value. The name for the ge oy edlfcs, you have a good example of the Platonic, formal “en-
eral branch of philosophy that is concerned with Quality or Va “Psulation” of Quality that Phaedrus was worried about (ZMM,
is “axiology” (the study of that which is worthy—axios in Gree P:342). Good becomes simply an object of thought.
Axiology is commonly divided into ethics and aesthetics. The 8 ‘ __Y.OU can divide both journey ethics and map ethics into deon-
of worth that ethics focuses upon is the goodness or badness © “Pfogical and teleological forms of thinking. If your thinking is
can be found in human activity. The kind of worth that aesthe “€ontological (from the Greek deon, meaning “the obligatory”),
focuses upon is the beauty or ugliness that is to be found in na & ' concern is with the rules (or principles or duties) that you
or art. Let’s have a look at ethics and aesthetics in turn. ~10uld follow. You believe that if you know and apply the right

.
u

VALUE

The last compartment in our backpack to consider is the compa
ment of Value. We can keep our visit to that compartment £
tively brief, not because Value is less important (Value, by its v
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rules, your actions will be morally good, and if you don’t, th
will be morally bad. The onsequences of an action are i n
to the action’s moral wortk. If an action makes you and ev
else miserable but it follovs the rules, it still is a2 morally
action. If an action makes you and everyone else happy but fz
follow the rules, it still is abad action. If, on the other hand, :
thinking is teleological (frem the Greek telos, meaning “end” of
“goal”) your concern is with the goals or consequences towar
which your actions tend. You believe that actions that tend &
promote the realization of te right goals are good and actions tha
tend to promote the realizaion of bad goals are bad. Rules, at best
are guidelines that indicate what sorts of actions are likely to brin
about good or bad consequences. If you follow a rule for the sake
of following a rule while kaowing that in so doing you will br
about bad consequences, y>u act wrongly. If you deviate from a
rule because you see that it so doing you will bring about good
you act rightly. (Phaedrus siys that Quality is the goal of method-
ZMM, p. 305. Does that pat him in the teleological camp?)
Depending on where th: rules come from, a deontological ap
proach can be authority-bised or reason-based. We can accep
some particular authority (familial, legal, religious, etc.)
source of the rules of right iving, or we can attempt to work.
the rules rationally. The clasic example of rational deontolog
ethics is the ethical system >f Immanuel Kant. Kant held that
the rules of ethics could be reduced to a sort of master rule. He
provided several different formulations of that rule, which he cal e
the categorical imperative. Vhat those formulations seem to have
in common is that they all cal for a respect for rationality itself, thi
source of all rules. Most of ant’s formulations amount to ¢
ent versions of what has cone to be called the principle of univer
salizability. According to that principle, whenever you af
wondering about the rightness of any action that you are thinking

of taking, you should ask yourself whether you can reas

that everyone in a similar stuation, not just you, be allowed
perform the type of action n question. If you cannot rationall
will it, then you should consder the action contrary to reason and
therefore, contrary to duty You shouldn’t do it. Suppose, 1@
example, you are thinking of making a false promise in order to g

» .-:

mission for such behavior, it is likely that you would become a
 gictim of another’s false promise and find your trust betrayed. But
 more to the point of Kant’s logical argument, all promises would

eventually become so meaningless that no one could ever rely on
another’s promise. The action, universalized, defeats {tself. Fal:se

romises make false promises impossible. You can’t rationally will

‘what is self-contradictory. Contradictions are the no-no of reaso’n.
Jt is not right to mess with Father Reason; so the action you're
 contemplating is wrong. . - i

~ For a teleological ethicist, the main question is, What is the
- proper goal of human activity? Two examples of teleological ethics
‘come to mind: utilitarian ethics and Aristotelian ethics. If you are
a utilitarian following in the footsteps of the English philosophers
Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) and John Stuart Mill (1806-1873),
 your goal is to maximize pleasure or happiness and minimize pain
- orunhappiness among the people affected by your actions. Hence,
- when more than one course of action or nonaction is open to you,
252 good utilitarian, you ask for each course of action how many
people will benefit or be hurt and how much. You m.clude yourself
in this calculation, but you don’t give yourself special preference.
~ The utilitarian approach seems hard to fault unil you notice that
 producing the greatest happiness or the least unhappiness for the
‘majority of people can conceivably be connected with fostering or
‘tolerating inhumane treatment of a minority—something that a
- deontologist should be quick to point out and condemn.
For Aristotle and Aristotelians, the goal of human activity is
~ happiness, just as it is for certain utilitarians. However, in contrast
10 utilitarians, Aristotelians conceive of happiness “obiecm{e.ly”
(there’s that word again) and “naturalistically.” Happiness is an
Objective condition that might or might not correlate with subjec-
- Bve satisfaction. Happiness consists of the completion or fulfill-
‘ment of your human nature. By nature, you have certain tendencies
- and capacities that define you as 2 human being. Your task as a
‘human being, your built-in, or “natural,” goal, is to actuate and
develop your natural tendencies and capacities rather than leave
them dormant or, worse, do things that thwart their expression
'Q“d de"f-"lﬂpment. (Notice that for Aristotle what is “natural” in us

%Mm’: automatically come to fruition. If you don’t cultivate your

.,
¥

out of some difficulty. Can you rationally universalize that kind@ = you can easily develop and become accustomed to an “un-

behavior? Can you rationally will anyone to feel free to ma c
promises to alleviate difficultsituations? If there were general pé

. 2aral” way of living. Mencius, 2 Confucian thinker in ancient
Aina, said something similar.) To the extent that you succeed in




bringing your nature to completion and living out of that perfects
nature, you are happy. Along with this objective state of happine
comes a certain feeling of satisfaction—from Aristotle’s viewpoin
the best satisfaction available to human beings. But feelings
satisfaction, as such, should not be the ultimate goal of your stri
ing. You can feel a sort of satisfaction while living in unnatural an
unhealthy ways. You can live antisocially and inhumanely and sti
enjoy a kind of satisfaction. From an Aristotelian viewpoint, tha
sort of “happiness™ is likely to be short-lived, but even while!
lasts it is not the happiness that Aristotelians see as the g oal ¢
human life.

At this point you might be tempted to think that for utilitz
the goal (or good) is social, whereas for Aristotelians the go
individual. Utilitarians talk about benefiting as many as possible
Aristotelians talk about fulfilling your own nature, However, i
the Aristotelian view, human nature is intrinsically social: Arist
telians hold that we are naturally oriented toward developing ou
powers within society and for society. If you have no desire ¢
cooperate with others and benefit others, something in your hu
man nature is not being tended. Developing yourself goes hand i
hand with making a social contribution. Hence for ians
well as for utilitarians, the good is social. 4

With these teleological approaches in mind, consider again ¢
question about the morality of making false promises. What we ul
a utilitarian say? A utilitarian would probably say, “It dep
The accumulated wisdom of the human race indicates that
behavior tends to generate more harm than good for all cor cerned,
so you should probably start with the idea that making a fals
promise is a bad thing to do. On the other hand, if you have oot
reason to think that, in the particular circumstances, the net goot
that will come of your making a false promise—net good for @
concerned, not just for you—will be greater than the net good th
will come of your avoiding such a promise, then you have goé
reason to consider the making of a false promise morally good i
this instance. (A utilitarian who would respond in this way &
generally called an act utilitarian, as opposed to a rule utilitarian:

distinction that you needn’t bother with here.) A

What would an Aristotelian say? An Aristotelian would prok
ably point out that we are by nature oriented toward using spee¢
to promote a number of social ends, such as sharing knowledg
facilitating cooperation, and fostering mutual trust. The

e

4

———————

that is under consideration (making a false promise) does
ot fit in with our natural orientation and, in fact, works against it.
It is an action that moves :le:way rfrom the human good rather
ward it. It is a bad thing to do. gl .
MNﬁgw let’s get out the analytic kni.fe and split ethnqal t.hmkmg
_one more time, this time into “action-centered” thinking and
~ wyirtue-centered” thinking. Your thinking is act;ou—center.ed when
you focus on particular actions or on specific kinds of actions and
 ask whether those actions are ethically good or bad, and based on
‘what criteria. Needless to say, the specific kinds of actions that you
can ask about are numerous, and if your focus is on particular
 actions rather than on kinds (for example, all the actions that come
 into question on your life’s journey, or all the actions that come up
for consideration in map ethics—e.g., in a case-study approzchz,
the number of foci is limitless. For practical reasons, you won’t
 attempt the impossible task of inquiring about every conceivable
 action. You'll confine your attention to as many examples as you
‘need to get a grasp on how different ethical systems apply their
principles. Perhaps in the process you'll find yourself modifying
 the principles of a given system (for example, you might try to find
‘away to safeguard minority interests within a basically utilitarian
approach); perhaps you’ll find yourself shifting your own alle-
giance from one ethical approach to another (for example, you
might decide that minority interests cannot logically be safe-
guarded within a utilitarian approach and that, accordingly, the
utilitarian approach should be jettisoned). In any case, the thrust
of your ethical thinking will be to throw ethical light on various
actions and to find a guide for the decisions that determine your
actions, ,
In a virtue-centered approach, the focus is not on the actions
themselves but on the habits that underlie actions. If you are virtue-
tered, you believe that in the actual living of a good life, cul-
tivating good habits is more important than simply learning the
decision-making technique that might be associated with action-
Centered ethics. So your inquiry is focused on the sources, the
Nature, and the purposes of habit. What kinds of habits are good
- habits or virtues? What kinds of habits are bad habits or vices? Are
 Virtues meant to facilitate a sort of automatic following of rules
(hence, useful in a deontological framework)? Are virtues meant to
Serve the attainment of life’s goal (hence, useful in a teleological
ffamework)?
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What those habits have in common, according to Aristotle, is a
disposition toward the mean (the golden mean, as it was later
galled). The mean is a degree or a kind of feeling, willing, or doing
that avoids both excess and defect. It is not a fixed quantity or
nething that can be figured out with a mathematical formula. It
yary from situation to situation. If you have prudence (a sort
ster virtue) in a specific area of human activity, you will see
_ ean, and if you have whatever other virtue is called for, you
will live it. If you haye neither, you’re in trouble. (There are times
in dealing with the dangerous and difficult when courage calls for
standing firm and times when courage calls for walking away. If
you have courage, you’ll know what the mean is and hit it. If you
don’t have courage, ask a prudent person for advice. If you can’t
find a prudent persop, run.)
. Ifyou want to go further into Aristotle’s list of virtues, you can
80 so by reading his Nicomachean Ethics. Alternatively, or addi-
ally, you can devise your own list by asking yourself what
virtues seem to be especially called for in the contemporary
W You may well end up with a list quite different from that of
Anstotle, since the societies served by the virtues differ markedly.
 the narrator of ZMM were devising such a list, we would prob-
bly find the virtues of “caring” and “peace of mind” high on it.
- Betore we move on from our brief perusal of ethics to an even
fieter perusal of aesthetics, you might find this a good time to

Aristotle provides the classic example of virtue-centered etl
within a teleological framework. In Aristotle’s view, as no
above, the goal of life is happiness, understood as an object
condition involving the full development and actuation of hun
nature. How do you develop and actuate your nature? By de
oping virtues and living out of them. Virtues are stable dispositit
that facilitate your living in accord with your nature in 2 regy
spontaneous, and enjoyable way. If you don’t develop vii
might live in accord with your nature part of the time, but thes
nothing in you to ensure constancy in that. Moreover, with
virtue, you might find that even when you act in a way that ace
with human nature, you experience it as “going against the grai
since the “grain” might consist of a set of bad habits that a
to a sort of antinature within you. Consider, for example,
is like when you have and when you don’t have the virtue
ancient Greeks called temperance. If you have the virtus
perance, you are disposed to consume food and drink m
in ways and in amounts that are healthy and that harmo
the other activities that a full human life involves. When you
the virtue, you enjoy being moderate, and you don’t take ples
in eating too much or drinking too much. Moderation comes:
for you and frees you up for other things in life. On the ot
hand, when you don’t have temperance, you might eat and d
moderately part of the time, and the rest of the time you
you had. Moreover, if you have developed a habit of overe
sumption, moderation is neither easy nor enjoyable. But the
isfactions that attend your overconsumption are short-
bring in their wake a host of health problems and a general st
ing of your range of activity. Hence, an Aristotelian might @
you should include virtue in your ethical thinking and not X
home without it. .

What virtues are there? Aristotle divides virtues into “inte
tual” and “moral.” Intellectual virtues are those habits of
that facilitate our movement toward the good of the mind
truth. Moral virtues are those habits of feeling and willing
facilitate our movement toward the good in practical, soci
There are as many different moral virtues as there ar¢: sp
arenas of life or specific “parts” of consciousness that are
served by the development of habits. (For example, the vir®

econsider Phaedrus’ rage against Aristotle. Phaedrus sees in Ar-
totle’s thinking a trernendous demotion of Quality. That demo-
on first is noted in A ristotle’s approach to rhetoric (which is the
“Ontext in which, on Phaedrus’ reading, Quality makes an appear-
fice and is celebrated by the Sophists). As Phaedrus sees it, by
asing rhetoric a brapach of Practical Science, Aristotle isolates it
..M any concern with Truth or Good or Beauty, except as de-
88 to throw into an argument” (ZMM, p. 329). You might note
e ﬂm f(_)r Aristotle ethics is a branch of Practical Science, and
3. Squite clearly concerned with good. Why does Phaedrus say
& wAﬂstPtle’s Practical Science is unconcerned with Good? If you
5. - 10 give Phaedrus the benefit of the doubt, you can say that in
ae . el Science, Aristotle may be concerned with the human good
o °bl°ct1_ve of human striving, but he is not concerned with
Ph. s >  kind of primary metaphysical reality, in the way that

courage is pertinent to those times and places when you ha¥ » .rus" Quality is, Otherwise, you can say with the narrator
deal with the dangerous and the difficult and/or control your f #6510 dealing with A gistotle, Phaedrus is “unfair” because he has
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