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trine is over. The time of (the widespread belief of the philosophers
in) ontological idealism is over (which does not mean that ontologi-
cal idealism might not have a comeback someday). By and large, the
doctrine is no longer taken seriously. Today, quite a different philo-
sophical opinion rules among the philosophers: materialism, the very
opposite of ontological idealism. It is illuminating to consider the
similarities and dissimilarities between the hegemony of ontological
idealism in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and the hege-
mony of materialism in the latter part of the twentieth and at the be-
ginning of the twenty-first century.

Two Hegemonies

Ontological idealism once was felt to be a tyrant who usurped the
throne of truth. But it was also felt that this tyrant doctrine was
quite unassailable in its act of usurpation, because of its philosophical
reasonableness, the quality of philosophical argument in favor of it.
See the above quotation from Johnson’s biography, where Boswell
observes that “though we are satisfied [this’ doctrine is not true, it is
impossible to refute it.” [ take it that many knowledgeable people of
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries would have made a similar
comment, if given the opportunity.

Materialism, in contrast, is not felt these days to be a tyrant who
usurps the throne of truth; at least, most of today’s (Western) phi-
losophers do not consider it in that light. The simple reason for this
is that most of today’s philosophers are firmly convinced of the truth
of materialism.

As a consequence of the firmness of their commitment to ma-
terialism, the doctrine turns out to be irrefutable for ertrinsic rea-
sons. Every attempt to refute materialism must—qua attempted
refutation—address those who believe in materialism and must con-
sist in an argument; but every argument has premises; no argu-
ment can succeed in the eyes of those it addresses if they believe
in the negation of its conclusion invariably-—one is tempted to say:
automatically—more firmly than in the conjunction of the argu-
ment’'s premises. This is the present situation. Unsurprisingly, it
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of consciousness is all there is. It is true that Berkeley had ulterior
motives—religious motives—for his position. But this does nothing
to alter the essential fact: Berkeley—whether in ideal reconstruction
(as above) or without such treatment, in his raw arguments—was ar-
guing for ontological idealism exclusively on philosophical grounds.

How strikingly different is the picture if we now turn to the mo-
nism that is diametrically opposite to ontological idealism: to the
currently hegemonic monism, materialism! If a proponent of materi-
alism is asked on what grounds he accepts this doctrine, the very
likely first answer is this: it is the only global metaphysical doctrine
that is compatible with science. If this were true, then materialism
would have to be a consequence of science: if materialism is the only
global metaphysical doctrine that is compatible with science, then
the negation of materialism—which is also a global metaphysical
doctrine—is not compatible with science, and therefore materialism
is a consequence of science; that is, it is either a logical consequence
of science alone or at least a logical consequence of science plus some
uncontroversial philosophical principles of reason (methodological
or otherwise) that “go without saying.” But materialism does not
seem to be a consequence of science—neither a straight consequence
of it (following logically from science alone) nor a philosophically un-
controversially supported consequence of it (following logically from
science plus some uncontroversial philosophical principles of reason).

It does not seem to be a consequence of science that every con-
crete (1.e., nonabstract) entity is physical (which is the thesis of mate-
rialism, or physicalism),’ though perhaps at some time in the future it
will be a consequence of science that every concrete entity is one-to-
one correlated with a physical entity. But there do not seem to be un-
controversial philosophical principles of reason that would allow one
to conclude from this that every concrete entity is identical with a
physical one. Therefore, that some concrete entity is nonphysical
{the negation of the thesis of materialism) does not seem to be incom-
patible with science, and therefore materialism does not seem to be
the only global metaphysical doctrine that is compatible with scienee,

However, the position of the proponents of materialism does not
appear as untenable as it would have to appear if thev had to rely
solely on the incompatibility of every other global metaphysical
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sure of the physical world. There would be reason to be impressed
by closure principles if they were consequences of science (in the
sense explained in the section “Two Hegemonies” above). But they
are not consequences of science; they are just plain metaphysical pos-
tulates, which are motivated to a large part by—materialism. This
bias in favor of materialism disqualifies them from being legitimately
made use of in arguing against nonphysical causation of physical
events if the ultimate purpose in doing so is to attack dualism. And
attacking dualism usually s the ultimate purpose of using closure
principles against the nonphysical causation of physical events, in
view of the fact that the nonphysical causation of physical events is
indeed something that dualism can hardly do without: the general
causal impotence of the nonphysical {even of the nonphysical and
concrete) with regard to physical events is not really an attractive
option for dualists.'®

A solution to difficulty 2 is much harder to find (and, in fact, I am
not at all sure that I have found one). The point of the difficulty has
been very well expressed by Kant in his Prolegomena, §9:

For what is contained in the object [Gegenstand; Kant is speaking
about nonabstract objectsT as it is in itself, I can know only if the
object is present to me and given to me. But even then it is incom-
prehensible how the intuiting “die Anschauung’] of a present thing
should make it known to me as it is in itself, since its properties can-
not transmigrate into my power of presentation [meine Vorstel-
lungskraft]. (Kant 1968: 144; my translation)

Kant’s proposed solution to the difficulty is to dissolve it by main-
taining that, contrary to the assumption that gives rise to the diffi-
culty, mind-independent concrete objects (Dinge an sich) cannot, in
fact, ever be present and given (as intentional objects) to anyone, and
that therefore what is contained in a concrete object as it is in itself—
what properties it has in itself, that is, as a mind-independent ohject—
cannot ever be known. In particular, mind-independent physical*
objects are not (intentional) objects of experience; all we ever deal
with in experience are representations (Erscheinungen) of mind-
independent concrete objects (in the existence of which Kant,
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appearance with appearances qua vehicles of appearance),’” whereas
Husserl set himself the tremendous task of exploring and exhibiting
the essential structure of their constitution—of the constitution of
their reality and of their so-being, including their peculiar “mind-
transcendence™ —as an achievement in consciousness."

But the advantages of ontological idealism are not for dualists,
who, after all, normally find the thesis that there are no physical ob-
Jects simply preposterous (just as materialists find that thesis prepos-
terous; note that the thesis is incompatible not only with normal
dualism, but also with materialism, since there certainly are some
concrete objects). But how can dualists, in struggling with difficulty
2, sail through between the Scylla of representationalism and the
Charybdis of ontological idealism?

Consider, for further clarification, a difficulty which is similar to
difficulty 2: consider the proposition that the moon orbits around the
earth (not the statement “The moon orbits around the earth”). Some-
how this proposition—which is not a physical* entity, not even a
concrete entity—manages to be about the moon, which is a paradig-
matic mind-independently physical* object. But how can this be?
Neither can the moon be plausibly considered an abstract entity (if
this could be done, it would put the moon znto the proposition—and,
indeed, solve the problem), nor can it be plausibly maintained that
the proposition is not directly about the moon: that it is about the
moon only via some abstract representation of it, the moon-in-the-
proposition, so to speak. I will not try so solve this conundrum.

Consider instead your experience of seeing the moon. Somehow
also this experience—which, again, is not a physical* entity, although
this time it is a concrete entity—rmanages to be about the moon. How
can this be—without the moon being taken, so to speak, into the ex-
perience and losing its mind-independence, and without the experi-
ence being not really (i.e, not immediately) about the moon, but
about a mind-dependent representation of it? This is the problem.

Its solution (or rather: the direction for its solution) is this: there’s
one concrete and homogeneous reality, which is nevertheless divided
into (A) the mind-independently physical* (= the physical) and (B)
the concrete but not mind-independently physical* (= the concrete
and nonphysical, in other words: the mental broadly concerved), part
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sciousness); this disqualifies materialism from being philosophically
natural. Dualism is the remaining, philosophically natural, position.

Philosophical innocence is not cultural innocence. In fact, for us
human beings, there is no such thing as cultural innocence. Cultural
naturalness, therefore, has nothing to do with cultural innocence.
Nevertheless, dualism is also culturally natural—in the sense that the
overwhelming number of cultures in the course of human history
was, by and large, based on dualism, with materialism and ontologi-
cal idealism occurring in some of the most highly developed cultures
as elitist positions, parasitic on dualism (i.e, living mainly by opposi-
tion to dualism).

What is philosophically or culturally natural need not be true.
But neither need it be false. We have seen that dualism does not fare
badly on philosophical reflection, either. Dualism’s philosophically
reflected standing is certainly not as bad as it is proclaimed to be
by dualism’s many enemies in the Western world. Indeed, much of
the criticism that is leveled against dualism is neither fair nor free
of a peculiar bigotry. (For a spirited response to such criticism, see
Meixner 2004.) Dualism can hold its own against materialism, and it
can also hold its own against ontological idealism (though it will not
have escaped notice that the position of dualism is much harder to
maintain against ontological idealism than against materialism). This
gives the philosophical and cultural naturalness of dualism a rational
sanction. It also should be noted that already the philosophical natu-
ralness of dualism—and the cultural naturalness of dualism—pro-
vide, in themselves, some rational support to dualism (I am not, of
course, saying that this support is rationally decisive).

Finally, but most importantly, dualism is also biwlogically natural.
The fact of dualism is an outcome of biological evolution. I have de-
fended this position at length in several of my publications.*” Here [
will be content to point out the central ideas. Much of an animal’s life
can be taken care of by a deterministic automaton—and this is what
animals (including human beings) to a large part are: deterministic
automata. But, as a matter of fact, the world is also in such a way that
the property of being provided with a causally powerful (hence non-
epiphenomenal), nonpredetermined subject of experience—in other
words, with a free consciousness-guided deczsion maker'’—is an evo-
lutionary asset for an animal (in the familiar sense: having such a
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B. [Berkeley} is commonly held to have denied the reality of matter;
and so, in a sense, he does. But if you read him carefully you will find
he does not deny the reality of human bodies, & clouds, & mountains
& loaves of bread. On the contrary he insists he holds such things
are real. He is careful to say that what he denies is only matter in the
philosophical sense. . . . And in trying to define what the sense [the
philosophical sense] is, he mentions one characteristic which is, 1
think, often included—that of being independent of perception. . ..
It may possibly be true, as B. would have said, that this desk is not in-
dependent of perception. (Moore 1966: 15—16; emphasis original)

Thus, Berkeley would surely have pointed out against Moore’s argu-
ment for the existence of an external world that Moore has failed to
show that the hands he holds up are independent of perception, in-
deed, that he has failed to show that they are mind-independent, and
that, therefore, Moore has failed to present us (and himself) with
things that are outside of us (and himself}—in the sense of “outside
of” (or ‘external to’) that is relevant for refuting ontological idealism.
And it seems indeed that by making this objection, Berkeley would
have rendered Moore’s argument ineffectual against ontological ide-
alism. (Moore does have a response to the Berkeleyan objection. But
although Moore is entirely within his rights to give that response,
against the ontological idealists it simply amounts to a begging of
the question. The nature of the response will become apparent at the
end of this appendix.)

Curiously, Moore does not seem to remember in 1939 what once
was already clear enough to him, when he lectured on the question
whether material things are real back in the twenties of the twentieth
century. Compare the last quotation from Moore with the following:

There is, therefore, according to him [Kant?, a sense of ‘external,’ a
sense in which the word has been commonly used by philosophers—
such that, if ‘external’ be used in that sense, then from the proposi-
tion “Two dogs exist’ it will not follow that there are some external
things. What this supposed sense is | do not think that Kant himself
ever succeeded in explaining clearly; nor do I know of any reason
for supposing that philosophers ever have used ‘external’ in a sense,
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independent,” and he therefore does intend his “proof of an external
world” as a proof of a mind-independent world. With his hand ac-
tion, Moore is indeed attacking ontological idealism, just like Dr.
Johnson—176 years earlier—was attacking ontological idealism
with his foot action.

How, exactly, does he do so? Moore believes that dogs and hands
and, for that matter, soap-bubbles are #pso facto (qua dogs, hands,
soap-bubbles) mind-independent objects: “I think . . . that from any
proposition of the form “There’s a soap-bubble!” there does really fol-
low the proposition “There’s an external object!” “There’s an object
external to all our minds!"” (Moore 1959: 145; emphasis original).
Here Moore is asserting what Berkeley (and Husserl, and every rea-
sonable ontological idealist) firmly denies: that the proposition ‘X is
a mind-independent object’ (or ‘X could exist without any realm of
consciousness existing’) is a logical consequence of ‘X is a common-
sense object (a dog, hand, soap-bubble, etc.).’

Who is right in this controversy regarding a question of logic
(broadly conceived)? Moore or Berkeley? To be precise, the question
is whether Berkeley or Moore in 1939 is right. For, as a matter of fact,
Moore can be said to have believed in 1928/1929 that Berkeley is
right. See the last sentence of the above quotation from Moore’s
1928/1929 lecture: “It may possibly be true, as B. would have said,
that this desk is not independent of perception.”** But in 1939, Moore
had changed his mind. Did Moore in 1939 have a better grasp of the
logical grammar of English than Berkeley had in the eighteenth cen-
tury? Or vice versa?—I rather doubt it. What we really have before us
in this controversy is an utterly fundamental conceptual question
that has no preformed answer whatsoever; it marks the great divide
between two philosophical worlds.

NOTES

1. See Moore 1959: 145—46, and the appendix to this essay for a brief
discussion of Moore’s argument, with Berkeley and Kant in the vicinity.

2. See Berkeley 1963: §22-§24, {34.

3. See, for example, Husserl 1950: §47, §48, §{135.
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striking his foot against it (one cannot strike a property). Rather, that prop-
erty is existent and physical* (i.e., a physical* entity) because it is exempli-
fied by individuals which are physical*, and exemplified solely by such
individuals. (Note that exemplification is taken to require that the exempli-
fier is existent.)

12. Here the words ‘mind’ and ‘consciousness’ must of course be taken
in their normal—mentalistic—sense. There are also specifically materialis-
tic ways of understanding the words ‘mind’ and ‘consciousness,” which,
however, are useless for formulating the materialistic doctrine in such a way
that it stands in contrast to dualism. A materialist can understand ‘mind’ in
such a way that she can agree to the assertion “Some concrete entities are
not mind-independently physical*.” Why? “Because my current brain states,
though physical* entities, do not exist in a way that is independent of every
waking brain.” And she can understand ‘consciousness’ in such a way that
she can agree to the assertion “Some concrete entities are not such that they
are physical* and could exist even if no realm of consciousness existed.”
Why? “Because my current brain states, though physical* entities, do not
exist in such a way that they could exist even if no waking brain existed.”

13. The other manner of ontological independence of A from Cis this:
with C existing, 4 might still not exist.

14. Nor does it follow that A cannot be a cause of B. But I will concen-
trate on the other alleged impossibility of causation, the already mentioned
converse one.

15. For a closer scrutiny of principles of causal closure, see Meixner
2008 and Meixner 2009.

16. Every object is per se an entity; the converse of this per-se inclu-
sion, however, I consider to be false. Just like the word ‘entity’ (cf. note 7),
the word ‘object’ has existential import, as in fact follows (on the basis of
note 7) from ‘entity’ being entailed by ‘object.’ Note that the word ‘object’
has a different, entirely relative sense in the expression ‘intentional object
(of).” Properties, for example, which are not objects, can yet be intentional
objects, and so can nonentities.

17. This is rather evident in the following passage: “_Try_ whether
you can conceive it possible for a sound, or figure, or motion, or colour to
exist without the mind or unperceived. This easy trial may perhaps make
you see that what you contend for is a downright contradiction” (Berkeley
1965: 69 [§227).

18. See Husserl 1952: §§1-18; Husserl 1950: §133. Husserl never fell
into the (just-mentioned) confusion that Berkeley—and so many other on-
tological idealists—did not manage to stay clear of.

19. Above (in the section “The Strength of Materialism”), materialism,
dualism, and ontological idealism have been formulated in such a way that
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