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Chapter Onetntroduction to Philosophy
Philosophy and the History of Ideas

What is Philosophy?

Among its fundamental beliefs, the science of Archagpholds the belief that the history
of modern human beings stretches back some one hunddedifty thousand years. And
although this enormous length of time might make it sdehthis belief could not possibly be
very reliable, nevertheless thousands of pieces of msdexist to support this belief. In fact,
archaeological evidence suggests that the origins of @den species of humans, such as the
species that scientists callomo Ergasterand Homo Erectus stretch much farther back in
time—in the former case, reaching back some two millicars/eefore the presehtNow that is
a long time, and compared to that, one hundred andthifiysand years is but the blink of an
eye. All the same, before we can accept even tlaguay recent date for the origin afodern
human beings we must be willing to admit that Archaeolegyreliable science.

Unfortunately, admitting that Archaeology tells a rieleastory is not an easy thing for many
people to do, for the stories that this science telsbosit the history of the world and of human
beings tend to run counter to the stories our religtefisus about human origins. And since
most of the people on the plardd subscribe to one religion or another, most humang hav
reason to reject the archaeological story of humamgsetbecause the stories simply do not fit
into their accepted view of human history. This isr@oss dilemma, especially for those of us
who embrace both Religion and Science. Neverthefbessolution to this dilemma, | think, is
already at hand, and is to be found in the conceptdfaa we call avorld-view A world-view
is, simply put, just a way ofiewing theworld. For our purposes, however, viewing the world
will mean not just seeing the world when it is alrediugre, but viewing all that lies within our
immediate surroundings in such a way as to conceiveasf aWorld (where the capital ‘w’ on
‘World’ is intentional and denotes a technical ternh).fact, the actual existence of this World
as we conceive of is not something many philosophers take for granted thegse aad when
we realize that the other fairly intelligent animals thve Earth—the remaining Great Apes:
chimpanzees, gorillas, orangutans, siamangs, and gibbolns-eavtainly seem to be able to see
everything immediately surrounding thedg not see a Worl@or even “a world”, as far as we
can tell), then we might have to admit that theséopbphers have a good point. For, in order to
see aWorld, you must be able to conceive of what you see immdgiateund you as part of a
larger whole, a whole that encompasses not only éviagythat you see right now, but even all



the things on Earth (and in the heavens) that you cas®oat this particular moment. Since we
have no reason to believe that any of the Great Apespother animals than humans, for that
matter—are capable of such a concept as “the World”, wesmayise thathe Great Apes do
not see the Worl|cand that only humans have world-views.

Apparently, we humans have had one or another world-faeveeveral thousands years,
and this has led to the dilemma noted above. Forviery significant sense the institutions of
both Religion and Philosophy provide world-views to the memloé the societies in which
these institutions exist. A world-view, again, is a “viegf’a “World”; and it is fairly apparent
these days that the World as viewed by Religion is idedist different from that viewed by
Philosophy. That is, Religion and Philosophy deliver daffié world-views. Indeed, these
world-views often seem to be at odds with each oth#rolagh they needn’t be); with the World
of Religion delivering an opposinhg view to that of the WarfdPhilosophy. Nevertheless,
Philosophy is, in a very real sense, nothing more thanteltectually mature way of doing what
Religion has done for thousands of years—provide a WomdvVior its believers; and
conversely archaic Religion is a type of naive Phbidy/? More specifically, Archaic
Religion—the Religion of Archaic or Hunter-Gatherer culturdsecause of its hoary origins,
springs from a time when humans where little experienaéd the World that image that we
first adopted when we were thus intellectually naifée world-view of Archaic Religion thus
reveals the way we looked at the World when our speeaessstill relatively young and thus
naive at formulating world-views. All the same, Philplyp itself springs from this Archaic
world-view; only, this newer way ofiewingthe World is a more sophisticated way (most likely
only because it is a more recent way) of seeing thed)arid its pronouncements upon the
“World” often conflict with those of Religion. As @esult, then, we are faced with a choice of
world-views.

When we turn to the details of these world-views, wed that Archaic Religion provides a
world-view that is based upon what is typically calledamthropological terms, Sympathetic
Magic. This form of Magic is an archaic social ihdion that (as we shall presently learn)
allows humans to understand and manipulate the worldortrast, the basis for the world-view
that Philosophy provides is Science; but again, Scienuat isnlike Magic, just as Philosophy is
not unlike Religions. For Science too is a social astih that allows us to understand and
manipulate the world; only, Science is a modern ingituthat embraces the Philosophical
world-view, whereas Magic is Archaic and embraces yral®lic world-view. Nevertheless,
Magic and Science are kindred forms of knowledge, wdtth providing what today we would
call adatabase of factabout the physical world, and upon these databases@Rékgion and
modern Science formulate their respective world-viedwscordingly, Religion and Philosophy
are different ways of doing the same thing—trying to undedsend manipulate the objects
around us in terms of a world-view.

In order to appreciate the differences and similartieReligion and Philosophy, then, we
must first come to appreciate the differences and gitiela of Magic and Science. And for this
we must first note that Sympathetic Magic is typicalivided into two branches: Homeopathic



or Imitative Magic, and Contagious Madic.In the first branch, Imitative Magic, the basic
overarching assumption about the world is that “simitangs can affect each other”. In
Imitative Magic, then, we use one thing to affeceaond, similar or analogous thing, and we
can do this because, since the two things are somehk& @li analogous, and since “like
influences like”,analogyallows us to affect the second thing by affecting th&.fi A modern
example of this is a voodoo doll, which is clearly jastimage of (and thus analogous to) the
person it represents. Using Imitative Magic, then, likeness (the voodoo doll) is stabbed or
burned or affected in some other way and, becauses gfrttilarity or resemblance-in a word,
because of thanalogy—of the doll with the intended victim, the magical injunythe doll is
transferred to the human victim him- or herself. Thugmitative Magic the symmetric relation
of Analogy is the underlying fundamental concept.

In Contagious Magic, the second branch of Sympathetigidyia is not the concept of
Analogy that holds sway, but Metonymya concept that includes such notions as “part and
whole” and “cause and effect”; and in Contagious Magltatever is done to the part (like hair
or fingernail clippings, even and particularly when the ravestill attached) is also done to the
whole. In this second magical relation, themphasical partof the person whom the magician
wishes to affect is used to accomplish the magicél t&ccordingly, if you wish to perform a
feat of Contagious Magic, you could for example useck bf your intended victim’s hair, or
maybe his or her fingernails, to effect a magical injand if you want to eliminate someone by
means of Contagious Magic, you simply destroy his ohber(or something else that used to be
a part of the intended victim’s physical body), and that fis accomplished. For when you
destroy thigart of the person, the original connection between the peaad his or her hair or
fingernails or whatever will allow you to destroy thegmer as well. And conversely, you could
work the Imitative Magic in the other direction and, drynding your own fingernail clippings
into a powder and putting the powder into a potion, you coakiena love potion. When anyone
imbibes this potion, a part of your body (the powdered fimgiés) enters into his or her body,
and, through the Sympathetic Magic involved here, he oeBhetively becomes a part of you
and thus cannot resist your amorous advances.

These fundamental principles of Magiboth Analogy and Metonymy—are well known to
anthropologists, who typically deal with cultural grodpswhom Magic is still seen as a viable
means of understanding and manipulating the world. Clydekkblmn, for instance, who lived
among and studied the Navaho, believed that these gleaciare two ‘laws of thought’ almost
as basic to Navaho thinking as the so-called Aristateliaws of thought™ have been for
Europeans “since the middle ages.” We shall see somethitigese Aristotelian laws in
Chapter Three. Inthe mean time, the point is thatkllohn recognizes the pervasiveness of the
“law” that he calls “like produces like”, and which accoglto Kluckhohn “has been important
in the thinking of most human groups since the Old Stone égearlier” In Kluckhohn’s
formulation the concepts of Analogy (the “like” pafthis “like producedike™) and Metonymy
(the “produces” part) are combined into one magical priacigind Kluckhohn’s example of the
magical analogy between the far-seeing eagle and @an@atring diviner nicely illustrates the



combination. “Since the eagle can see long distdhbessays, “the diviner [a man or woman]
who does star-gazing must rub a preparation which includesefnber, “includes” implies
Metonymy] water from an eagle’s eye under his own idgefthus establishing the analogy
between the star-gazer’s eye and the eagle’s eyejd we find much the same with respect to
many Pueblo Indians, for instance; and again the anthrgippBlsie Clews Parsormbines
these two ways of thinking—the Analogical and the Metongir—when she tells us that the
“use ofresemblanceas a principle ofause and effect. . is a conspicuous habit of the Pueblos,
controling and fundamental in their ceremonial life.” Needless to say, the forms of
“resemblance” and “cause and effect” referred to hezenathing but Analogy and Metonymy.
These two overarching concepts, then—Analogy and Metorywwsre fundamental to the
world-view of what we call Paleolithic or Old Stone Ageoples (such as the pre-Columbian
American Indians we have just mentioned, and presumably $tone Age “Europeans”). And
it was archaic Religion, which emerged at this timet, pnavided this world-view. Accordingly,
Archaic Religion was itself was fully enformed by tiweo Magical principles-Metonymy and
Analogy—as was all human thought at the time,. In factth&llgods and goddesses in all of the
archaic Religions of the past were born not frofr@eheration or the like, as myth suggests, but
directly from Analogy; and these deities are one ahgeabkonificationsof some natural aspect
of the archaic World, cast in anthropomorphic term$&ie $torm God, for instance—be he the
Greek Zeus, the Hindu Indra, or the Norse Thor, or arsytbbusand other Storm Gods around
the planet—is gersonificationof the forces of wind and rain and cloud. And in factpub it
bluntly, the Storm Gods the storm, brought to life by human belief. For tleigson, in ancient
Greece for example, people would not s#yis raining” (as we do, using the neutral ‘it’ to
designate “nature”), but rather they would say “Zeusising”, because Zeus was believed to
be the Storm itself.

Countless other examples of this form of Analogy ddwe cited from archaic religions of
the past, as well as the many contemporary Archaietses still to be found around the world.
All the same, as the intellectual life of our spedias advanced, some of us have acquired the
ability to see through these personifications; as dtrdew of us today who are educated in the
modern Western tradition think of a storm as a persdlevertheless, traces of these two
principle ideas of Magic can still be seen even iena versions of Religion, and the Eucharist
of the Catholic church, for instance—in which ritual tha&fev and the wine eitheepresentby
the magic of Analogy) or actuallgre (by the magic of Metonymy) the body of Christ—
apparently embodies these very ideas.

Figures of Speech

Considering the importance of both Metonymy and Analegych today we recognize for
what they are-figures of speechk-it will be helpful to consider figures of speechgeneral
Accordingly, a table of the most common figures is ptediin Table 1-1, in which we see the
figures arranged according to two main categories, typicaled Tropes and Schenfesin



addition to this two-fold categorizing of the figures of sgeave see also (along the top of the

figure) the various ways that we can focus, as it weregeach of these categories.
following the table is a list of the figures included,rejovith a brief definitions:

Resemblance Emphasis Sound Syntactics
Analogy
Metaphor
Simile o
Personification ﬁggggtﬁ
Allegory 9
Conceit
I[rony
Tropes CS:())/nmtlrJ;)slt Antithesis
(Semantics) Oxymoron
. Paradox
Euphemism
wetonymy | et
Synecdoche
Kenning
Allusion
Malapropism Amphiboly Pun
Mixed Bathos Parallelism
Climax Spoonerism
Rhetorical Question P
Parachesis
Alliteration
Anadiplosis Acrostic
Anaphora Anagram
Schemes Antistrophe
(Syntactics) Homoioteleuton Anacoluthon
Euphony
Cacophony
Onomatopoeia

Table 1-1. Selected Figures of Speech




Selected Figures of Speech

Acrostic: (end-line); the spelling of a word or phrase usfiegt letter of each line.

Allegory: the extended use of symbolism, as in an imagadesopian fable.

Alliteration: a form or Parachesis in which consorsaminds are repeated.

Allusion: indirectly referring back to a previous composition

Ambiguity: vagueness; the intentional use of indeterminaaning.

Amphibole: ambiguous meaning from slovenly syntax.

Anacoluthon: grammatical inconsistency; deviation imteece structure by not finishing as

intended; lacking part of the second selt@ma compound.

Anadiplosis: doubling; the rhetorical repetition of oneseveral words.

Anagram: rearranging the letters of a word to producehanatord.

Analogy: a comparison of similarities, as of ratiwgproperties, etc.

Anaphora: (‘re-carrying’); the repetition, with emplsa®f a word or phrase through several

successive clauses.
Antistrophe: counterpart; the repetition of a word oraphras the end of successive clauses.
Antithesis: opposition; the contrast of ideas by juxtapg opposing terms, such as “frightfully
nice”. Oxymoron.

Bathos: triteness; unexpected use of a colloquialisaf tmwer diction in formal literature.

Cacophony: (‘bad-sounding’); harsh or unpleasant soundindsydiscordance.

Climax: using the last word of one clause as theinmd of the next clause, in a climactic
manner.Gradatio.

Conceit: strained metaphor; the juxtaposition of uneeldigures of speech, as in “dog-fight like
rose and thistle”; extravagant metaphor.

Contrast: Comparing objects to emphasize their diftaxgna negative Analogy

Euphemism: (‘well-said’); using a less direct expressioplace of an offensive one.

Euphony: (‘good-sounding’); pleasant sounding words or speech.

Homoioteleuton: (‘same-ending’); rhyme at the end of eousve lines, as in poetry.

Hyperbole: (‘over-thrown’); overstatement; an exagtgenafor effect, as in “older than time”.

Irony: expression in which the intended meaning of thed&/@ the opposite of their literal or

natural meaning.

Kenning: compounding; the combining of two or more words to datgga single object, such
as “whale’s bath” for “sea” or “sea shore” fdxeach”.

Litotes: (simplicity); understatement to intensify;iaffing by the negative of the contrary;

Meiosis.

Malapropism: the comic misapplication of a word or ghra

Metaphor: a brief analogy; the comparison of likenessomt a comparative term or phrase.

Metonymy: (‘change-of-name’); substituting a closalated term for the intended term, as

when a construction worker is called a “hard .hat”
Onomatopoeia: (‘name-making’); the mimicking of a natsoaund by the word or phrase used
to signify the sound, such as ‘loud’ and ‘whisper’.

Oxymoron: a two-word contradiction. Antithesis.

Paradox: a logical contradiction. Oxymoron.

Parallelism: identity of syntactical or semantiasture in two or more lines, as in some Hebrew

poetry.
Parechesis: likeness of sound; repetition of phonemléerg@tion is initial parechesis).



Persiflage: (‘to-whistle’); irresponsible talk, to bengarehended in whatever way, without
assuming sincerity in the speaker.
Personification: the representation of a non-humarcobga person or with the characteristics
of a person, such as in the Pathetic Fallacy.

Pun: a humorous playing on the various meanings of homonyms.

Rhetorical Question: a question not intended to be andwaérterrogatic Erotema

Simile: the comparison of likeness in which a compagasuch as ‘like’ or ‘as’, is used.

Spoonerism: a form of garbled speech (often a common usag®)ch earlier phonemes are
exchanged with later phonemes, such as irs ‘bbsoil” from “sons of toil”.

Symbol: a (partially or wholly) unconsciously undersd sign or figure.

Synecdoche: using a part to represent the whole, ashgitlvdrd ‘hardhat’ in the sentence, “My
brother is a hardhat”, for “My brother is@nstruction worker”.

Of the two major types of figures, the Tropes and thee®es, the latter (which will not
interest us here except insofar as to note their useraaged by modifying, as the labels show,
either the sound of words (and thus their form) or thecgire, the syntax, of the sentences in
which the Schemes are used. The focus of the Schémuss,is grammatic order—either the
order of sounds in words (as studied in Morphemics) or oflsvin a sentence (as in Syntactics).
For example, the figure of speech known as Parachelsish is also called Alliteration, is the
repetition of vowels or consonants across severatlsvon a given sentence. This figure thus
illustrates the modification of Syntax (because thpeatedsound determines, in part, the
structure of the sentence) by means of a modificatfanorphemes (thshapeof the sound of a
word). An example with which most of us are famiigthe old tongue twister, “She sells sea
shells by the sea shore.”, in which word-forms (morpd®nare chosen for their ‘s’ sounds.
Other Schemes include Anadiplosis (the repetition & on several words), Anaphora (the
repetition of a word through several clauses) and Aopsie (the repetition of a phrase used at
the end of a clause). Finally, even the rhyming of watdke end of lines in poetry is a type of
figurative Scheme, and it goes by the high-falutin’ narhéeHomoioteleuton (which simply
means ‘same-ending’),. These Schemes, then, whicmeesting enough, certainly find a
variety of uses not only in our day-to-day speech but ialditerature (in particular) as well as
any political speeches that strive to be literary.l tAe same, Schemes are of little use in
Science, except perhaps for emphasis or literaryotgig¢tiote, for instance, the phrase Big Bang);
and they tend to find their greatest use in politicssaaal issues. An unparalleled example of
someone who could use Schemes to stir the emotioms aludience was the civil rights leader
and excellent speaker Martin Luther King, whasgter from Birmingham Jails particularly
inspiring, in part because of King’s expertise use of Selsem

In contrast to Schemes, Tropes focus upon Semantidgl€aning) rather than Syntactics
and they are often called upon in Science, not to mehterature in general, as well as our day-
to-day speech. Apparently, their effective manipulatbthe meaning of words and phrases can
evoke mental images that help us understand the oftecu@ ideas that modern Science
invokes. Even more importantly, however, the genenah$ of the figures of speech constitute
the forms of all human discourse; and the hisotricat@ss that has increasingly acknowledged



their role in language has spanned several centuries. aAgIDChandler informs us in his
Semiotics, the Basicthis historical process started with the Scholastiopopher Peter Ramus,
as early as the sixteenth centriChandler also points out, however, that Giambattiéto is
typically “credited with being the first to identify metaor, metonymy, synecdoche and irony as
the four basic tropes (to which all others are reducifleRamus and Vico notwithstanding,
however, when we consider these several figures inl detasoon realize that the distinction
between Metonymy and Synecdoche, for instance, is mepagious, since Synecdoche is
clearly a type of Metonymy (as even Chandler seenssiggest); and Irony—which entails that
a person means or does the opposite of what he saghe-is a type of synecdoche itself (since
opposite meanings aparts of the whole that binds them as opposites), and tbay oo can be
included under the heading of Metonymy. As a resultetheslassifications effectively reduce
the number of so-calleshasterTropes from Vico’s four to only two: Metaphor and Metony
and not surprisingly this classification is just what semiotician Roman Jakobson developed in
the mid-twentieth century. Needless to say, Jakobson’s classification—of Tragelletaphor
and Metonymy—is more or less identical to the thdmeyng proposed here, in which Analogy
and Metonymy are clearly the equivalent of Jakobson'saptedr and Metonymy. Accordingly,
in the present text we have placed, and will continu@lése, our focus upon Analogy and
Metonymy as the two basic forms of Tropes.

Taking the latter first, we notice that Metonymy (whishbasically a means oénaming
includes such figures as Synecdoche, Kenning, and Allusion ¢assh the Table 1-1). The
first of these, Synecdoche, is of course the strmighard use of the part for the whole, as when
a hired workman is called a “hirdthnd. Here the man is named indirectly by naming the par
of his physical body—his hand—that is relevant to his worlSimilarly Kenning, the
compounding of two or three words into a figurative pérasmost always involves direct
Metonymy itself. Classical examples of Kenning areus$e of the phrases “the whale’s bath” or
“the swan’s road” for “the sea”, both of which use Matmy to name or refer to the sea by
coining a phrase with the name of something (the whatbeoswan) that is not the sea but is
related to it in some manner. What is more, even saatmon phrases as “the sea shore” and
“a light bulb” have Kenning—and thus Metonymy—as their fouiotatand these and countless
other metonymical phrases are part and parcel of the bekeup of our day to day speech.
Thus, as such examples show, we can view Kenning geeafy‘kinning”, in which a class of
related objects—okin; in this case the class of all shores or the ctassll bulbs—is
distinguished from some subset of the class—in this,d®res that hold back seas or bulbs that
give off light. Allusion too, like Kenning, is metonymicdbr we can justifiably view Allusion
in general as a form of using thdole of literature, in the form of a previously creajealt—
say, the title of an earlier influential text or stefto give weight to the part currently being
created in our text. And finally Euphemisms, which admiijteare often analogical, can
certainly be metonymical as well. Consider for instathe phrase “pushing up daisies”; this
Euphemism for death—as indelicate as a discussion dbihismay be—invokes part (daisies



growing) of thewholelying-in-the-grave situation. It thus uses lying-in-the-gravéhich is, for
us, typically gpart of thewholedeath thing—in order to evoke the notion of death itself.

This last form of Synecdoche, Euphemism (not to mentiaoh Kenning itself), entails the
straightforward relationship of part to whole or whole gart. However, other types of
Synecdoche, accordingly to Chandler, involve the wmahip between what he calls the
superordinal class and its members. One example heigitles use of the term “vehicle” (the
superordinate class) for “car”, which is merely one tgpeehicle, and this is a member of the
class of vehicle® Nevertheless, the notion of whole and part is pyfepparent in all of
these phrase-forms, and the distinction between thesg/pes of Synecdoche—superordination
as opposed to that of part-for-whole—seems to depend upathextbe relation involved is
formal or material, respectively. And ultimatelyaxfurse, all Synecdoche is metonymical, since
the referent of the Synecdoche (such as the car al®rej named directly but rather by means
of something related to it (such as the class “vehicléi)addition, Chandler lists several other
relations that may be viewed as metonymical as Yelhd since his lists supports the position
put forth here, it will do well to consider the two shagelevant instances of these relations. The
first of these is given as “producer for product”, suchvhen we say “She owns a Picasso” to
mean “She owns painting made byicasso”. Here the relationship is clearly ongerferation
(Picasso having generated the painting), and this is cleadlation of part-to-whole—the whole
generates a new part—and thus is metonymical. The séoondf Metonymy we take from
Chandler is given as “effect for cause”, such as whersay “Don’t get hot under the collar!”
when we mean “Don’t get angry!” Here, of course, ndher comments are necessary, since
this is the straightforward employment of Metonymy, iniath anger makes the part of the body
under the collar—the neck, that is—hot.

Turning to Analogies, we may start with the familiar fiyting that Metaphors and Similes
are obvious types of Analogy: Carl Sandburg’s “The foge®/ on little cat feet", which uses a
Metaphor, or Robert Burns’ “O my Luve’s like a redd m@se,” which uses a Simile, both rely
upon comparisons—a comparison of the fog and the cat firthease, and of “my Luve” and a
rose in the second. But among Analogies we may aldade 1) Conceit, which is a mixed
Metaphor that is nonetheless poetical (such as when Ebstello sings about lovers who “dog
fight [a metaphor], like rose and thistle [a simile]?); Personification, as with the cat-like fog in
the above poetic quotation; 3) Allegory (a type of extentitetaphor), as in the allegorical
French poenThe Romance of the Rosehich is an extended allegory of sexual love in which
the allegory is cast in the form an assault upon &uded “garden”; and the literary Symbol,
such as GoetheBaust whose titular character is a symbol of Humanitysagentist. Contrast,
by comparison, is a form of inverse Analogy, for iaigsomparison for the sake of elucidating
disanalogies; whereas Hyperbole (or Overstatemend)rasghtforward Analogy: if you say of
someone that he is “older than dirt" (the Hyperbtien anything true of dirt because of its great
age will, a fortiori, be true of him as well. And Parallelism, too, esgfcwhen the parallel
phrases are semantically (as opposed to grammaticalig)lggaare analogies. This form of



metaphorical modeling is common in Hebrew (and other -Ag@tic) poetry. When, for
instance, in the Biblical love poem knownTase Song OSongs’ the lover says that:

| gathered my myrrh with spice,
ate my honeycomb with honey.

he is implying that both of these acts—gathering spiceeating honeycomb—are analogous to
the sexual act and, therefore, to each other in sesmect. And finally, Zeugma, which is a

form of Brachology or Brevity—in which two nouns use #ane modifier or verb when this is

appropriate to only one of the nouns—is a sort of catamalogy. Consider, for example, Bob
Dylan’s beautiful little sondhe Three Angefswhich gives us the line:

The dogs and pigeons fly up and they flutter around,

evoking images of winged dogs fluttering about, as if dogs agdops were somehow
analogous. Certainly, this analogy is not serious, Bé@datns to be intentional and undeniably is
evocative in the context of the song (recalling, of seuthat angels too have wings).

As should be apparent by now, all of the figures of spe®thvie have mentioned here are
either forms of Metonymy or of Analogy. And all dfese types of figures (and many more that
we have not mentioned) may well have been used throtugim®istory of modern language—
for perhaps some thirty thousand years—to both createxégaideour thoughts about the world.
To quote Giambattista Vico directly:

It is noteworthy that in all languages the greater parthef expressions
relating to inanimate things are formed by metaphor [oaldgy, as we would
have it] from the human body and its parts and fromhihman senses and
passions. Thus, head for top or beginning; the brow andd&meuor hill; the
eyes of needles and of potatoes; mouth for any openieglipghof a cup or a
pitcher; the teeth of a rake, a saw, a comb; thedbefwheat; the tongue of a
shoe; the gorge of a river; a neck of land; an arnm@fkea; the hands of a clock;
heart for center . . . ; the belly of a sail; fé@t end or bottom; the flesh of fruit; a
vein of rock or mineral; the blood of grapes for wine; biosvels of the earth.
Heaven or the sea smiles; the wind whistles; the wavesnar; a body groans
under a great weight.

In such a logic [which Vico calls “poetic logic” but weowld callfigurative
Logic], . . . the first poets had to give names ®tthings from the most particular
and the most sensible ideas. Such ideas are the souesggctively, of
synecdoche and metonymy. Metonymy of agent for acttegsfibm the fact that
names for agents are commoner than the name of BEtnymy of subject for
form and accident was due to inability to abstract foans qualities from
subjects. Certainly metonymy of cause for effect produsezhch case a little
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fable, in which the cause was imagined as a womanetlodlith her effects: ugly
Poverty, sad Old Age, pale Dedth.

According to Vico, then, Analogy [rather than Vico"snetaphor’] and Metonymy were
fundamental to the intellectual development of modasmdns; and numerous myths from
around the world attest to this fact. This is Vico’s posjtand, as we have seen, many recent or
current semioticians, anthropologists (recall Kluckhami Parsons, mentioned above), and
philosophers would not argue the point.

With the advent of Science and Philosophy in the eaxhh senturyBcg, a change in
attitude occurred toward the mythological explanationsaf the world came into being. In
particular, the notion of Analogy was made explicitRythagoras’ theory of tuning musical
instruments, while that of Causality can be seen ino¥eanes theory of the origin of seashells
high in the mountains of southern Italy. And in recemies, a further rationalization of our
intellectual attitude towards the World has added a todicigor to these originary scientific
concepts. The concept of Analogy, for instance, wliigseative version we saw above as the
foundation of Imitative Magic, has been replaced i® latodern times by a more rigorous
concept, which involves the relation known as Isomorphsresreek word that simply means
“sameness of form”, although ‘homology’, which is lingfigally closer to “analogy” and means
more or less the same thing as ‘isomorphism’, is ofted as well). Similarly Metonymy, the
fundamental principle of Contagious Magic, which beco@assality in Western Science, has
been replaced with the relation of Contiguity (whiclrieks from a Latin word for either
“succession” or “touching”). And the transition fronetbld underlyingfigurative concepts to
their newer, more rigorouselational forms is nicely illustrated by two texts published about
twenty-five years apart, at the beginning of the sciengilightenment of the eighteenth
century. The first of these, VicoRrinciples of the New Sciencehich he published in 1712
(and to which we alluded, above), attempts an early t#fateexplanation of “the common
nature” of humans. As we have seen, Vico argues tegor (which, you must keep in mind,
is a type of Analogy) and Metonymy (not to mention Ircamyd Synecdoche, which Vico
includes but which we reject, here) “were necessary madesxpression” for Paleolithic
peoples® And although Vico is here still referring to tfiigurative use of Metaphor and
Metonymy, he has at least begun to make these conbeptselves explicit to their users. And
very soon after Vico’s text—in fact, within twenty-spears, in 1738—the philosopher David
Hume was able to further this process of rigorizatiah making the fundamental concepts less
figurative and more analytical—by analyzing and clarifying tMhahis A Treatise of Human
Nature he called “resemblance” and “contiguity”. There, Husag's, when explaining how we
humans come to associate or connect various ideststhgh means “by which the mind is . . .
conveyed from one idea to another are three .and fhese arggsemblancecontiguityin time
and place, andause and effe¢t® But are not Hume’shree “means” really outwo modern
concepts—Contiguity and Isomorphism—thinly disguised? @eytthey must be, for Hume’s
first “means”, resemblance is already moving toward théoundation of Metaphor and
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Analogy—towards Isomorphism; and Hume’s second “meanehtiguity, is nothing but the
introduction of the modern term itself. And as fause and effecHume’s third “means”, this
we summarily dismiss, becausause and effedurns out to be nothing but Contiguity in a
specific form, as Hume himself acknowledged (and as hedl see in Chapter Five). The
analysis presented here thus reduces Humhe&e means of associatido thetwo types of
relation given above: Isomorphism and Contiguity. And as we sleallsoon enough, these two
relations are fundamental to our Logical studies.

Unfortunately, intellectual progress is often painstakirggdw, and it was actually not until
some two hundred years after Vico’s book that scienéistl philosophers began to use the term
Isomorphism (or its synonym: Homology) to denote the migiasis of Analogy. This change,
as we will see later in this chapter, took place forrtiwst part in the late nineteenth century
(when two men formulated a new field of study thatasv commonly called Semiotics). In the
mean time, we must keep our focus upon our topic here, whinbems the relationship
between archaic Religion and Philosophy, although herbawve cast this relation in terms of
Magic and Science. In fact, the full comparison ineshall four of these institutions, for it
invokes Magic and Religion, on the one hand, and SciendePhilosophy on the other. More
specifically, what Religion is to Magiea broader set of concepts, a World-View, used as the
context to help us understand the World we learn abaumh Magic—so Philosophy is to
Science—a broader set of concepts, a World-view, fleatsus to understand the Universe of
modern Science. But whereas Magic uses the figurktetenymy and Analogy, Science uses
the more rigorously developed forms of Causality anérdl) Analogy. And just as archaic
Religion, at least in one sense, uses the Figuresotddp a world-view based on Magic, so
Philosophy, too, performs the same service through Sci@emig,now by means of a more
rigorous conception of the same ideas. Thus, as witgidVand Science, Religion and
Philosophy are based upon simikands of activities, and they thus share a common structure.
Admittedly, the World-view provided by Religion employs sadwo overarching concepts in a
drastically although understandably different way than ¢h&hilosophy; but each World-view
does this for the same reason, which is to allow usderstand the World we live in.

For the sake of clarity, a brief summary of somehefdifferences and similarities of these
two world-views is given below. There we see thatenghs Magic and Religion employ
Personification(again, a type of Analogy) to give divine life to enwinoental forces, thereby
making these forces in effect supernatural persons, Scamtd’hilosophy usReification (a
type of Metonymy) to turn these forces imtatural forces, thereby making them natural objects.
In addition, the summary notes that the language agigalis what we calMythos in which
Analogy and Metonymy have their figurative, poetic formwile in Philosophy, by contrast,
language usually takes the form of what we taljos or Logic, which uses the more rigorous
forms of the fundamental relations—not Analogy and avigimy, but Analogy and Causality,
respectively—to work its “magic”.
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1) The Symbolic Paradig30,000vears 019

Religion A cognitive perspective of the World based on Persatiio (Analogy)
The World: The symbolic view of the Sky-and-Earth envirentras a Person
Personification: The belief that the Forces and Famtise World are Persons

Magic. Understanding and Manipulating the World through MetonyndyAnalogy
Contagious Magic: Physical-contact Magic inspired by Megthaic Figures of Speech
Imitative Magic: Formal-resemblance Magic inspired byalgic Figures of Speech

Mythos The Language of Metonymic and Analogic Figures; usedagi®and Religion
Metonymy: Figures of Speech based upon the relation aftad’the Whole
Analogy: Figures of Speech based upon the relation @ithdarity of Form

2) The Natural Paradigni3000years OI9

Philosophy A cognitive perspective of the Cosmos; based on RaditéMetonymy)
The Cosmos: Therder thatadornsthe collection of Natural-Things
Reification: The belief that Forces and Forms arauNgThings (L. ‘re’ = E. ‘thing’)

ScienceUnderstanding and Manipulating the Universe through Caygaktnalogy
Inductive Science: Causality and Analogy in the Logiblafural Things
Deductive Science: Implication and Equivalence in tbgit. of Symbols

Logos The Language of Causal and Analogical Structures; nsgdiénce and Philosophy
Causality: The Generation of one thimgm another; based upon Contiguity
Analogy: The Comparison of one thimgth another; based upon Isomorphism

Of course, many other differences between archaic iBelnd Philosophy, and certainly some
similarities, could be listed and discussed here, but ave Imeither the need nor the room to
consider these at the present time. What is impoftainis is the fact that both Religion and
Philosophy constitute, at least in part, World-views fasthof us who subscribe to them. And
as intriguing as it might be to investigate both of thé&mld-views in greater detail, our job
here is rather to come to grips with the World-vielPailosophy in general, and in particular
with the language of Philosophy—Logic. Let it simply be said then thagt unlike the
relationship between archaic Religion and Magic, Phgbgo constitutes an intellectual
framework—a context, if you wil—for the findings of the sciences, and by creating and
expanding upon this context philosophers have constructedrnalaand realistic view of the
world based upon the many different sciences. Accordimgdyshall now focus our attention on
the relationship between Science and Philosophy.
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Science and Philosophy

Up to this point we have investigated the external naagadt, were, of Philosophy, having
asked whakind of thing Philosophy is; and in doing so we have compartm Religion. We
saw that among other things Philosophy, like Religion, des/ius with a World-view. Now
however, we must ask what it specificallythat Philosophy does, for only this can lead us to
Logic itself; and for this we turn to thieternal natureof Philosophy and ask “What are the inner
workings of Philosophy?”.

Biological Imperatives and the Three Branches of Philosophy

To begin this part of our investigation, we considerdéatils of the relationship between
Science and Philosophy, details that can be illustrateglynby the relationship between the
science of Biology and the philosophy of Axiology, thelgdophy of human values. As
suggested above, Biology, as Science, will supply the llasis—which here will be the basic
facts oflife itsel—while Axiology, as a branch of Philosophy, will interptieése facts and put
them into proper perspective: the world-view. The fattBiology that concern us are what are
called “the biological imperatives for species propagétiavhich is just a fancy way of denoting
those tasks that all sexually-reproducing creatures nepdrform in order to keethemselves
alive long enough to actually reproduce, and thereby ke@psiheciesextant. These biological
imperatives are summarized quite beautifully in they Vst paragraph of amncyclopedia
Britannicaarticle on “Animal Behavior”. As we learn there:

Animal behavior (ethology) includes any activity of an ibtagganism. A
living animal behaves constantly in order to survive, ah@ramals must solve
the same basic problems. They must, for instance dpeaity replace their
energy source (consume food), avoid dehydration (drink®idabecoming
another animal’s energy source (avoid begin eatenytamaitheir body surfaces
(clean and groom), and reproddge.

The imperatives listed here can be understood a bit maddyef we list them together, and
reword them just a bit, without of course changing tleamng of the quoted passage. From this
rewording we see, then, that biology—that is, not thenge of Biology, buanimate lifeitself:
biological life—demands that we:

1) Periodically consume food

2) Periodically consume water Sustenance
3) Periodically avoid becoming food

4) Periodically maintain the body

5) Periodically find and couple with a Mate Reproduction
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Now, as indicated by the labels on the right, theserml imperatives are naturally grouped into
two classes, and in this sense there are only twodwalbimperatives, which may be stated very
succinctly as 1}.ive, and 2)Love Ultimately however, we need to have a bit more detai
here we will assume that living creatures need actt@ligspectour imperatives. For, in order
to really live, we of course need 1) swurvive which simply means that we need to keep
ourselves alive; but we also need 2)have as well, so that we are actually healthy enough to
fulfill the remaining imperatives. And these are 3ttonpetewith others of our kind so that we
can win, in a manner of speaking, a partner with whom avethen 4)mate (and, we hope,
reproduce). Thus the biological imperatives actually congdmas to Survive, to Thrive, to
Compete, and to Mate; and these four imperatives astrdted below, where we see the Four
Biological Imperatives in relationship to ourselvestmany living Self in general.

The Biological Imperatives

Mate Compete
\ . hc/
e
/ \
Thrive Survive

A Summary of the Biological Imperatives:

1) Survive: Periodically Identify, Locate, and Avoildr&ats

2)  Thrive: Periodically Identify, Locate, and Game Nutrients
3) Compete: Periodically Identify, Locate, and Elinn&ompetitors
4) Mate: Periodically Identify, Locate, andgage Consorts

These four biological imperatives are the facts @, lés it were, albeit at a bare minimum.
But even this small amount of science leads to aevimlof philosophy, to put it colloquially;
for from these four imperatives we can derive four pbidscal ideas-two of which are
negative and two of which are positive. To be a bitexgmecific, in order to survive and thrive
we must overcome physicalfferingand attain physicadatisfaction—that is, we must satisfy
our basic needs for food, water, and shelter so thabadies can avoid suffering and we can
actually prosper. In addition, if we are to overcotred¢ompetitors in our “battles” in which we
compete for a mate, we must face and defeat tiremsks, and thereby convince our potential
matesof our “mate-worthiness”.
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These, then, are the tasks of life—to survive, to thtiwecompete, and to mate—and they
deliver a system of biologicahluesillustrated in the diagram below. In this figure we 3ge t
negative biological values, given on the right sidéhreats and Rivalsand two positive
values—Nutrients and Consorts—given on the left. This littkedbivalue philosophywhat we
have extracted as philosophically significant frohe Biological Imperativesis fairly apparent
in the biological imperatives themselves. What we hswvdar, however, is not a full-blown
philosophy of value, not a complete Axiology; for thag must extract yet more information
from the data, some of whose results are illustratedrigure 1-1 (which is basically an
elaboration upon the diagram dhe Biological Valuegiven below). In this figure, the

The Biological Values

+ —_—
Consorts Rivals
N Seﬁ/
+ A/ \ —
Nutrients Threats

biological imperatives are given in termshafman as opposed to animal, biology; and here, as
before, we see what we may call the two physiologreles—those of the Pain of Suffering
and the Pleasure of Satisfactiebut now associated with what are here called The
Alternativesfor each individual human in the physical world. Theder@adtives—Life and
Death—are ultimately the only two options we have as arsmahd they stem from our
sufferingthe needs of a living body, on the one hand, anddhsfactionof those needs on the
other hand. And of course we become aware of thosersgf when we feel thegain of our
body’s needs; as a result, we satisfy these nesudisthe body then feefseasure Pain and
Pleasure, thus, can be used as two physiological guidétaed theTwo Physical Values

the diagram), two forms déelingthat help us find our way in the physical world, and there
help us orient ourselves, as it were, betwee the Alternative®f Life and Death. Using these
guides, we can maneuver our way through the labyringphgsical existence, avoiding as best
we can whatever might cause us Pain, Suffering, anthDaad, if we are fortunate, acquiring
whatever will give us Pleasure, Satisfaction, and Life. this way we cast Pain and Death
philosophically, as what we may call the Awful aspestshe physical human condition—
aspects that we wish always to avoid. And similaryrecognize Pleasure and Life as what we
may philosophically call thAwesomeaspects—those we wish always to attain. And now,
finally, in these new terms—in the notions of theeesomeand theAwful—we have a set of
polar opposites between which we can arrange the whodérspeof the values associated with
our feelings and our emotions.
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In the philosophical tradition, these physical (or, mpreperly, physiological) values are
commonly called Aesthetic Values, from the Greek waidthetikos’, which means “to feel”.
And although these days the word ‘aesthetics’ typicallykes ideas of about Art, the Greek
‘aisthetikos’ referred to our normal, everyday feelingd parceptions. And since we experience
our feelings in two ways—either as Pain or as Pleasuresethwo classes of feelings can be
employed as the natural basis for the two fundamentath&tic Values—the Awful and the
Awesome—as given in Figure 1-1. Accordingly, the Awesowligich begins with Pleasure,
constitutes the positive pole, while the Awful, whiokgms with Pain, constitutes the negative
pole of what is in effect a physiological “axis of attiation”. The Awesome and the Awful thus
provide standards of judgement for the full gamut of Aesthédilties, among which we can
certainly include the traditional “Platonic” AesthetiaMes—those of the Beautiful and the
Ugly (although the latter is certainly an unfortunatenderIin addition, however, these two poles
of physiological orientation—the Awesome and the Awfehcompass such awesome
experiences as what are typically called the Sublinte taa Ecstatic, among which we can

The People
Two Ethical Values Two Social Values
Goodness & Evil Coopemat& Competition
Two Social Alternatives
Propagation Extinction
Consorts Rivals
\Cooperation Competitjon
N
The Human Community
and
Two Logical Values Two Mental Values
Truth & Falsity Memory & Imaginati
and
The Physical World
A
—
Life eBth
Nutrients Threat
Pless Pain

Two Personal Alternatives
Two Aesthetic Valse Two Physical Values
Awesome & Awful Pleasure & Pain

TheWorld

Figure 1-1. The Four Biological Imperatives and the Phpogmf Values
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include sexual pleasure and religious ecstasy, as wsli@dsawful experiences as Anxiety and
Angst, which accompany our thoughts about the most asfdcts: disease and death.

This pair of Aesthetic values constitutes the beginninguofAxiology, of our philosophy
of values. Still, it is only the beginning, for theme @ther classes of value that are relevant to
human existence. To begin with, we do not live onlynasviduals, but are all members of the
group called the human species. In addition, thenutolfwo Alternativedor our individual
existence, as given in the figure, we have ds@ Alternativedor the existence of our species
as a whole, alternatives derived from the remaining biadogical imperatives: those that
compel us tacompeteandmate Accordingly, we have, on the one hand, the podsiloli the
Extinction (a type of death) of our species, and on dtieer hand the possibility of the
Propagation (or life) of our species. And just asaonndividual level, we need to strike a
balance, as it were, between Pain and Pleasure in toréd@oid Death and sustain Life; so on
the level of the species we need to strike a balanweeba the negative pole of oRivalsand
the positive pole of our potentidonsorts in this way avoiding Extinction and ensuring
Propagation. For this, we typically establish rules ehdvior—guidelines, often called
mores—that produce more or less stable social groups in whiclryigcah take place in such a
manner as to not disrupt the social stability to the pfietxtinction.

Given ourlong evolutionary histonas a species that emphasizalure, the beginning of
this development of social norms must have occurred guaitensciously; perhaps even more
than a million years ago, when humans first inventimgulage. At any rate, and fortunately for
all of us, this social development obvioudig occur, and it continues to occur to this very day.
Witness, for example, the relatively recent establesfitnof the United Nations or, even more
contemporarily, the widespread effort to establish atiraultural global society. The
philosophical side of all of this species-biology is knowritee philosophy of Ethical Values, or
Ethics: the study of the assortment of social monesms and conventions, rules of social
behavior, etc., that determine our behavior and can (analy do) vary enormously from
culture to culture. Understandably, the details of ourainmhilosophy or Ethics will tend to be
more complicated than those of our Aesthetics, sirfoe matural basis of Aesthetic
philosophy—Pleasure and Paiis much more immediate and personal than is the bdsis o
morality, which is highly “mental’. Nevertheless, Ethias a branch of Philosophy, rests upon
as firm a ground as that of Aesthetics, even if thisigdois much more precipitous and much
less steadfast than the Aesthetic ground. For, aseeensthe figure, the propagation of our
species depends upon the Cooperation of individual humatisasthese individuals can have
access to each other as Mates, and thereby to reprodu@®isingiven human emotion, these
rules of Cooperation are not always easy to folldw.addition, the individuals must also learn
how to participate in the Competition with Rivals katt although the competition be fierce and
occasionally brutal, it sill does not lead to the motion of the species. Accordingly, just as we
must learn to use Pain and Pleasure to help us balanselvasr between personal Life and
Death (with an emphasis, of course, on Life); so westnalso learn to use Competition and
Cooperation to help us balance our species between Priopagiatl Extinction (and again, with
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the emphasis upon Propagation). The end result of gllahieast in philosophical terms, is the
development of the philosophical theory of Social drid¢al Values, known as Ethics. And just
as in Aesthetics, in Ethics we use these two “natwmallies, the Social Values of Competition
and Cooperation, as the basis for our philosophical, &tkialues: Goodness and Evil. In this
way these social standards, whose imperatives congtieiteatural Social Values denoted in the
figure by the terms Cooperation and Competition, infoatheculture, each social group, about
what is socially Evil—the equivalent, as it were, of fphysically Awful—and what is socially
Good—the equivalent of the physically Awesome—accordingaith particular society. Social
Goodness and Evil (on the Moral plane), then, likeAlWwesome and the Awful on the Aesthetic
plane, are the positive and negative poles, respectiwélgur second “axis of orientation” in
value theory, the axis of Morality or Ethics.

Having explicated the scientific basis of this much Axgyldderiving our Axiology from
the Biological Imperatives), we might seem to haveegas far as we can along this path, and
this is certainly true of what philosophy we can squeezeobtite imperatives. At the same
time, all four of these Biological Imperatives oweitlorigin to pressures in the world that bear
down upon us (which pressures of course includes other huenagspas we have seen). And
although we could certainly stop here if this were thele/story, truth be told this is simply not
the whole story. For we would not have even this mudPhilbsophy were it not for the single
most important value-axis in our intellectual lives. Asfithough this value-axis is one which we
have not yet considered, it has nevertheless beemginig all along, for it is the axis of our
consciousnesgself. Without human consciousness—particularly adime it in the last fifty
thousand years—there would be no Philosophy of Value anghirdg no texts in Philosophy,
like the one you are now reading. But of course we do Rdnesophy texts, and we have
Philosophy in general, all thanks to the fact that wadms areonsciousand in a very unique
way. Thus, if we were to leave consciousness outeo$tibry we have told of human values, this
story would be incomplete. We must, therefore, adzllast axis of orientation to the Aesthetic
and the Ethical axes of our Axiology, as developed sddame must add the Logical axis—the
axis that helps us understand how we come to find ousséivéhe World of Aesthetic and
Ethical values, or even smy World at all.

For our understanding of this third axis the most impodaitotomy is that between what
we typically see as the “outer” pole of consciousre$® pole that represents what we typically
call Reality—and the “inner” pole of consciousness that is our persoaatality Now, among
the most startling aspects of this inner pole—mentalityitself—is the fact that it allows us to
experience what is in effectsecondworld, as it were—the world of our dreams. For, many
arguments to the contrary notwithstanding, the “wovie call Reality—the outer world—is
simply not the same as the world we experience irdoeems. In our dreams, for example, we
can fly, more or less like Superman; but in Reality estainly cannot. And in general, we find
that in our dreams we can do things—or rather, the Dreamd\Wi{self allows of things—that
simply are not possible in the Real World , the wofldur waking consciousness. In the Real
World, for instance, the various events in our livesofelbne another in a regular progression,
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as it were: day follows day, month follows month, aearyfollows year. This is not to say, of
course, that our lives are always as regular as thedfdime, for many obstacles may confront
us each day, making our lives more or less hectic. Bulidiv of time itself is regular, and this
regularity of the succession of moments, of days, dridn@ in general, impresses itself upon
our consciousness. In addition, often when a given emesurs within the flow of time it is
always precedetdy the same event; and thus time not only flows incégsnward, but there
are also numerousecessanyfinks that can be followed backwards in time, and thes&verd
links establish what we caflausal chainsnot to mention the notion of Causality itself. In
dreams, by comparison, the regular flow of day to dabsent, for the most part; and dreams
seem to occur in their own Dream Time, so to speakd éAven if a given dream seems to
involve a regular sequence of events, or even a regulReafTime, this does not preclude the
possibility that the sequence can suddenly shift at any titk,the dreamer finding him- or
herself at what, after discontinuougump, would appear in the Real World to be a different
point in the time sequence. Dream Time, then, distshgs itself from Real Time by its failure
to be strictlycontiguous and Contiguity itself—the necessary, physical connechetween
moments of Time as well as between components &us& Sequences—constitutes the basic
Logical thread, as it were, of Time and Causality anReal World.

Much the same can be said of Dre&paceas well, as opposed to the space of the Real
World. For in the Real World space is apparently cowtirs, or (like Time) is at least
contiguous and each point of space physically adjacentto its immediate neighbors.
Consequently, if we wish to move about in Real Spaageling from wherever we are to some
distant point, we must pass through all of the intengmarts of Real Space to get there. In
addition, whenever we do move about in Real Space wetlfiaid this spatial Contiguity is
presentwherevermwe go, and Space thus has the same exact “form” (esaddiso besomorphig
throughout. As a result, if some object in the RealMVis tied somehow to a given location in
space—as, for instance, are our houses—the object willlsotbe tied to a different location—
that is, our houses will not be in two places at timestime. In a dream, in contrast, we often
find ourselves magically transported to a different llocathan that in which this particular
dream has been unfolding, and some of the objects thagfiMeehind (and which in the Real
World could not be removed from their original spatialalbon) might even already be present
in the new Dream Space setting. Dream Space thus iseaplganot contiguous, nor is it
isomorphic, for it is capable of possessing different cmmiguous structures at different (and
hence non-isomorphic) locations.

All of this, along with other similar quirks, servessiaggest that the Dream World does not
follow the same spatio-temporal restrictions as waKpeglity, the restrictions of space and time
that, being necessary—that is ‘ne-cessare’, which meever ceasing’'—are properly called
Logical restrictions. Reality thus involves, on the onedhdhe Logical notion of Contiguity—
the very Logic, as it were, dfime itself(and of Causality, as we shall see)—in which certain
events are necessarily (which is to sdway9 preceded by other events (as we will learn in
Chapter Five). And on the other hand, Reality involesLogic ofSpace which is of course
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Isomorphism; for no matter where we go in Real Spacénelehesamethree-dimensiondbrm

of contiguous points. These two Logical relations thenstitute, as it were, the necessary,
Logical frame-work—the very fabric, in fact—of Spacewréi itself, and thus of spatio-temporal
Reality. And needless to say, this necessary fraom-of Reality is the very frame-work that

the Dream World all too often lacks.

Far from being like the Dream World, then, whose strgcttan be quite inconsistent, we
find that the Real World is spatio-temporally reliabilks; frame-work, its very structure, is
necessarywhereas in the dream World what passes for spacetdime out to be as ephemeral
as a cloud in a desert sky. Consequently we may condimdth¢ sake of the argument we are
putting forth here, at any rate) that our mental Dr&@orld is in many respects lessliable
than the Real World; and as a result we can take wkatlo find in the real World as the
hallmark of reliability, in effect, as a guarantor ofiat is trustworthy. And from this notion of
the reliability of Reality we can (and, in fact, doyigde the notion otruth, thereby establishing
Reality as the standard of truth (and rendering the DMmmd more or less representative of
what need not be true, and in fact is often false)thisway, the True and the False come to be
recognized as the two poles of our final axis of oriematwhat we may call the Logical axis—
and they are based upon the opposing guidelines of Readitlyantasy, respectively. Of course,
it is certainly possible that Reality is just anothee@dn World, one thawe fabricate, as we do
our dreams, and hence an unreliable guide. But if Resljust another dream, it apparently is
one that is so significantly different from our notrdeeams that if we fail to take note of and
use the Logical fabric of Reality we may well findaRey putting an end to our lives. This, as it
need not be pointed out, would not be good, neither foretwais nor for our social group; and
for this very reason learning the difference betweenlitReand Fantasy—and ultimately
between what is True and what is False—turned out to Bergcritical in the history of human
evolution.

In Figure 1-1, the natural value that leads to the notfothe Philosophical Value called
Truth is represented by the term Memory (since, by d&fimiwe can onlyemembethat which
truly happened), while the value of Falsity is represeime Imagination. And with this third
and last axis of orientation we have in effect congaleiur philosophical analysis for the present
time. Before moving on, however, we should note tlthbagh we started with the least bit of
science—the four biological imperatives—we have been ablormulate a fairly complex
Philosophy of Value. Not only have we constructed valuasdire quite obviously based upon
the notions of Opposition and Polarity—such as the oppeaiues of Good and Evil—but we
have done so in several different human dimensiond, \ere. Each of our three “axes of
orientation” is in fact a pair of opposites represengrdistinct “dimension” of life, with 1) Truth
and Falsity representing in many respects the most fuentairievel—the Logical dimension; 2)
the Awesome and the Awful representing the most ichate level—the Aesthetic dimension;
and 3) the Goodness and Evil representing the most trulamulewel—the Ethical dimension.
By combining these three axes of orientation into a pbpbical “phase space”, as it were, we
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humans have provided ourselves with a rich philosophical mystécited from the simple
science of the biological imperatives.

Surprisingly enough, something like this threefold divisioRPbi#osophy came very early in
the history of the subject, for the philosopher Xen@saivho became the third head of Plato’s
Academy in 33%cE, divided his Philosophy into three branches that are ooless identical to
the axiological system developed h&teAdmittedly, Xenocrates could have been influenced by
a fledgling Greek biology (for which there is evidence imsttle, at least). But he certainly did
not have access to anything like the biological impesatithat we borrowed from the
Encyclopedia Britannica Nevertheless, Xenocrates’ three branches of iploy—which he
called Physics, Logic, and Ethieghough they are not perfectly parallel to the threadas of
our Axiology—Aesthetics, Logic, and Ethiesare certainly very close. And just how close they
really are can be brought into perspective by setting @mes’ three branches against the
background of his philosophical system as a whole; ultimaeen against the background of
the whole of Platonic philosophy. For, although the remmaf Xenocrates' writings are
frustratingly fragmentary, it is fairly obvious thdike Plato, Xenocrates divided the spherical
universe into three concentric realms. In this systeemfEarth—which the Platonic school had
viewed as the realm of the Sensibles (the objectemdatior)—is in the center of the World;
next, the Stars and Planetthe realm of the Opinionables (the objects of opiriewyap
around the central Earth like the layers of an ongiving us the “seven heavens”; and finally
Heaven itseH-the realm of the Intelligibles (the objects of ourteligence; Plato’s
Formg—wraps around the realm of the Stars and Planets. IticagdXenocrates developed a
spiritual trichotomy similar to thiphysicaltrichotomy, for he divided living beings into three
classes: 1) Humans, who inhabit the centralized Eartbaizhons, who inhabit the Sky and the
planetary heavens; and 3) Gods, who inhabit the uppermasteHle And finally, Xenocrates
subscribed to the Platonic division of each human being drmherself into three components,
which include the Body, the Soul, and the Mind. Of thbseet, the body, quite naturally, is left
on Earth when we die; but the Soul and Mind travel uphto Moon (the lowest planetary
heaven), where we die a second time, after which ol i§ left behind and the Mind goes up to
the Sun (and from there into the uppermost Heaven). nButl of this together, we have the
following system of Xenocrates’, to help us understandhnee branches of philosophy:

1) Intelligibles
Gods Logic
Minds

2) Opinionables
Daimons Ethics
Psyches

3) Sensibles
Humans Physics
Bodies

22



Whether Xenocréates actually viewed his three branchgkilosophy this way is admittedly
uncertain. We can be fairly sure, however, that hidesy of three realms was structured as
shown above, in which the Sensibles are obviously corohéaethe Greek word for ‘sensible’
‘aisthetikos’) with our idea of Aesthetic Value. Noruwla it be too surprising if the Intelligibles
were connected with Logic (as shown above), whose palleavs our Minds to understand the
Gods (not to mention the Platonic Forms, which inhabiotitermost realm). At the same time,
Logic, as was well-known to Xenocrates’, deals withtf and Falsity, and this would seem to
connect it with the realm of Opinion. In this c&tbics would be connected with the Intelligible
realm (in contrast to what is given above), and woulécethe nature of the divine beings. In
either case, however, it seems fairly evident thahaseates’ three branches of philosophy
reflect the structure of the axiological system we dgwed above, with his Physics
corresponding to our physiological Aesthetic Values, lugit to our mental Logical Values,
and his Ethics to our Ethical Values. At the very beginmhthe history of philosophy, then,
we find a system of values similar to that which weenadsle to derive, here, from the biological
imperatives.

As we see then from our analysis of Xenocrates’ pbjlbial system, Science has been the
stimulus for Philosophy from almost the very beginning. fawet, the very first Greek
philosophers—Xenophanes of Colophon and Pythagoras of Samwrsswed from the ideas of
the earliest Greek scientists in formulating theirpeesive philosophical opinions. Now
admittedly, this classification of Xenophanes and Rydhas as “the very first Greek
philosopher” flies in the face of philosophic traditioncaaing to which the first Greek
philosophers were Thales, Anaximandros, and Anaximén€bese three Greek thinkers,
however, who are typically cited as the earliestheflonians philosophers, were in actuality not
philosophers at all, and they were certainly not calledbpophers. Rather, these three men
were called “physiologoi"—what we today would call “physie™—and they were in fact the
West’s first scientists having developed and formulated the sciences of Astmgnand
Cosmology in order to help them understand the naturainGs (as it came to be called). A
brief summary of their most significant accomplishiseall of which can readily be seen to be
scientific rather than philosophical, will make this clea

A Summary of The Milesian Physiologoi and the Origins of Science

Théles of Miletos (f 594cE): Unity in Multiplicity
Origin/Ground: Water, which is alive/mental [conscio(i$ylozoism/Hylopsychism)
Source of Change: Psyche & Gods: Water stays the batrb/c other things by Aggregation
Earth is a flat Disc floating on Water; predictedips# of 5-28-58BcE; diverted the Halys R.
1* Greek Geometrician/Astronomer, used Geo. to calc. hé&glstance (of pyramids, ships)
Recognized the superiority of General Principles over ifp€ases: Induction
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Anaximandros of Miletos (f 588cE): Antithesis (Opposition); Spherical Cosmos
Origin/Ground: ‘To Apeiron’ = ‘The Unbound” [‘un-cleaved (Chaos’)], and the Seed
Change: Vortex & Separation => Water, Earth, AireFiatural Law: Math
Opposites: Heat & Cold [Flame/Fire & Mist/Air (per FB20)], contained in the Seed
1%'to clearly state the concept of opposed natural sulestgper TPP119)

Earth a Cylinder floating in Space; the Sun a Firee&#iRRing w/ an Aperture; Oblique Ecliptic
Empirical observations of Solar events (e.g. SmstfEquinoxes) using a gnomon (i.e., equip.)
The World is constantly rotating (the Vortex); eatlievolutionaryview of Human origins;

Spherical Kosmo

Water/Earth

Anaximénes of Miletos (f 556cE): The Arché (‘Origin’)
Arché: Aer [= vaporousatmospheric air]
Change: Opposition (Hot & Cold), Ceaseless rhythmic Greddestruction= Respiration
Opposites: Condensation & Rarefaction (Puknosis & Miahos
Earth: Flat; Sun: Flat Disc of Fire; Stars nailedtatating Sphere, Planets are free-floating

Fire (Hot)
A

Rarefaction

Condensation

v

Water/Earth (Cold)

We recognize the work of these lonian Physiologoi asnBeieeven though they were fairly
naive about what we today take to be the actual situatiphysical reality. Apparently, even
the naive and primitive state of their Science could mgtede the rise of some fairly acute
philosophical questions. And within a generation aftereghmen another group of men, the
earliesttrue philosophers-men like aforementioned Xenophanes and Pythagéras, laasve
Herakleitos, and Parmenidegave birth to Greek philosophy, which almost immediately
embraced the three-fold division that were here ddrivom the biological imperatives. And
even today, some twenty three hundred years laterdithgions or branches of philosophy
developed by Xenocrates still attract the interegthilbsophers. A recent version was proposed
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by the American philosopher Charles Sanders Peirce in 19@3jt ancluded a division of
Philosophy into three branches (though not Xenocratege}: Phenomenology, Normative
Science, and Metaphysics. Nevertheless, Peirce’s atmenScience was itself divided (by
Peirce himself) inte-you guessed #-the three values of our axiological system: Aesthgtics
Logic, and Ethics! And even now something like Peirce’s Normative Scisrmm be found
lurking in the background of many a college or university culuim. For often enough these
academic institutions include not only a class entitlemotiuction to Philosophy, but such
classes as an Introductions to Aesthetics, Introdutbidrogic, and Introduction to Ethics. The
axiological system elucidated here has thus been vindicatseral ways from classical times
to the present day.

Before closing this introductory chapter, we must neteoyie more vindication of the three-
fold division of Philosophy into Aesthetics, Logic, anchiEs (as if we need any more proof).
Admittedly, at this point we may be accused of beatinigad horse, for have we not established
our point already? Nevertheless, this last piecevafence in the justification of the structure of
Western Philosophy is the most telling of all, givert thderives from the human brain itself.

Beginning, then, with the human cognitive apparatus in geréna human nervous
system—we find that our nervous system can be divided gaiteally into several constituent
sub-systems. Of these subsystems, the most rel@ramtif purposes are the brain itself and the
sense organs. And in fact, since the really interegiamts of the sense organs are the endpoints
of each of these in the brain, where our sensatien$arceived”, we will limit ourselves to the
brain itself (assuming that most of us are alreadylfanwith the five senses). Now, perhaps
the most useful way of describing the brain (which issshechematically in Figure 1-2, below)
is by means of Paul D. MacLean’s model of ttiene (or three-in-oneprain.® In this three-
layered model, then, the lowest, earliest, and mastitpre layer of our brain consists in a
remnant of the brain of the earliest land animdlse reptiles. Known, accordingly, as the
Reptilian Complex, this part of our brains consistsha& brainstem and the cerebellum, the
functions of which are our physical well-being and our nesu$ drives—in other words, our
basic biological requirements. At the next level, both historical and organizational
development, we find what MacLean calls the Mammaliam@ex, of which the limbic system
is, for us, the defining component. The limbic systenhésseat and origin of emotions in all
mammals, and it allows for such behavior as “altruissd’,critical in the care of mammalian
parents for their offspring. But only the “highest” amamgmmals (and in fact the highest
Primates) are capable of experiencing emotions “consgigust only these higher Primates
possess a third system, the system that is respofwildenscious in any form whatsoever. This
is the system that MacLean calls the Human Compla,itaallows humans to be conscious of
not only emotions, but of much more as well. In thgins of this complex, when humans were
first evolving, the outer layer of the upper part of treirb—called the neocortex—underwent an
evolutionary expansion that allowed the earliest cogiiadvanced mammals—the
Australopithecines—to approach advanced consciousnessl alfough the complete triune
brain, in its primitive form, developed some ten milliorasgeago (well before there were any

25



humans on the planet), at about three million yags with the first appearance of humans (or
at least the genus Homo), the neocortex experienceda pdrenormous and unprecedented
expansion. Rapidly growing some forty percent largen th had been, this enlarged neocortex
allowed for the development of the Human Complexd Aa a result, the two earlier complexes,
which involve (as suggested above) our needs and drives @ubmtethe Reptilian Complex)
and our emotions (centered in the Mammalian ComplexX.ioic System), came to be
dominated by our ability to reason and be conscious (eshtethe Human Complex).

Left Hemispher Right Hemispher
The Human
. mpl ...

Rational Complex Intuitive

Linguistic Spatial

Analytic =| Corpus Callossum 5 Synthetic

Left Motor Homunculus Right Motor Homunculus
Left Sensory Homunculus Right Sensory Homunculug
Thalamus
Hypothalamus
. . >TheMammalian
Vision Amygdala Vision Complex
\
Hippocampus Pituitary
/
The Reticular Activating -
Systen > The Reptilian
Complex
Pons
Brain Stem /

Medula Oblongata

Spine

Figure 1-2. The Triune Structure of the Human Brain
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The philosophical significance of these three complegest least the human capacities
they provide—motivation, emotion, and intelligence—are wihdedly reflected in Xenocrates’
philosophical system of Physics, Aesthetics, and Logit.th& same time, the affect of these
systems on philosophical reasoning dates back much fah#erXenocrates, as we have seen
already. What we have not seen, however, is thateep first true world-class philosopher,
Pythagdéras of Samos, seems to have intuitively pemteiiese three complexes, for he
purportedly compared differences in human nature to tle tkinds of people who gather at
public spectacles. At these affairs, he said, we finghlpagho “are influenced by the desire of
riches and luxury; others by the love of power and damini. . . But the purest and most
genuine character is that of the man who devotes hinselfie contemplation of the most
beautiful things . . . .” Of these several characiesist'‘power and dominion” are directly
connected with the capacities of the earliest compleke triune brain—the Reptilian Complex,
which includes such behavior as the establishment ofaalé who then dominates home-
territory; next, “the desire of . . . luxury” is caguted with the functions of the Limbic System,
the second complex, for its focus is the pleasure btough luxury. And finally,
“contemplation,” which is a function of intelligene&d belongs, according to Pythagéras, to the
person who “may properly be calledpailosophet, would not even be possible without our
rational capacity, produced by the now greatly-enlargedfrpreal cortex'® Pythagéras’ three
kinds of spectators thus parallel the functions of tireet layers of the triune brain; and later
philosophers-in particular, Plato and his successors at the Academyhens (as we saw with
Xenocrates)}-recognized the significance of Pythagoras’ triadic @vis In theRepublic for
instance (among other works), Plato connects thesePRlyteagdérean personality-types and their
respective capacities with his three types of citizdrsideal state: Drives for his Craftsmen;
Emotions for his Auxiliary-Guardians; and Reason for Riger-Guardians or Philosopher-
Kings. And as we saw above, Plato’s second successmpcxates, may be said to have
incorporated the Pythagdrean triad into his (Xenocréateagic division consisting of the Body
(Desire), the Soul (Emotions), and the Mind (Reasdkg.a result, Xenocrates’ three branches
of philosophy align with his three divisions of a humami (Body, Soul, and Mind), as given
earlier, and the structure of the triune brain must bésacknowledged as underlying Xenocrates
three branches of philosophy itself. Underlying Physieshave the Reptilian Complex, which
governs our physical needs; underlying Ethics, the Mammal@mp@&x, which allows for
Emotion; and underlying Logic, we find the Human Compl&iven these correlations, it would
also naturally follow that even the Axiology derivedoa® from the four biological
imperatives—with its Aesthetic Value, Ethical Value, and LogicallMa—finds its source and
origin in the triune structure of the human brainorhh this context should we fail to recall
Peirce’s Normative Scieneewith its Aesthetics, Ethics, and Logic, not to mentibe standard
faire of most collegiate Philosophy Departments: Intrdidacto Aesthetic, Introduction to
Logic, and Introduction to Ethics.
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