
Intuition and Truth

*essays to be submitted in hard copy

Recap:

*concerned with ontology (concerned with stuff; what exist?); want to have minimally crowded ontology; explain with fewer things (no extra shit)

*if you can explain with fewer items, have advantage over the messier ontology; example: flogistan; takes scientific question; cooks up entity; explains that it exists; does not tell us anything new; different from when we discover new things in biology

*uncluttered ontology not a scientific requirement; cannot prove that an ontology with fewer members is more scientific than an ontology with more members

*if we can explain all actions based on a gnome, we have a very simple ontology; not necessarily the better theory; what if there are vibrations that explain everything? want minimally small ontology without sacrificing the criterion that it must make sense 

*universals: illegitimate entry in our ontology?

Lecture Notes:

*Russell’s ontology: sense data, objects/matter, space/time, universals

*universals: chairness, hereness; similar to the Theory of the Forms; chair and the form are equally real; both should concern the metaphysician; talking about relations; can you criticize universals without universals

*universals: real but do not exist; thinking of things which are over and above particulars; “north of” is real but not existing in space and time; does not count in matter; subsists rather than exists; has being; to have being: it is but in a timeless sense; we are not subsisting as we are finite; we’re gonna die; will not exist in the future except in our fondest memories

*if we’re all dead, our corpses will still be here, even if no conscious mind there to see

*2+2=4 is a statement made entirely of universals; is the pure mathematician a metaphysician? working with things that don’t actually exist; only subsist

*example: Prof. McLennan is a weird farmer; brings piglets, eels, wild boars to school; puts the pairs together to make four; does not need to do this for all the pairs as we have knowledge of the universal “2+2=4”

*are we all metaphysicians? all use universals in our language; can I simply put universals aside to do science? Russell put forward something totally uninteresting

*example: need universals in order to do the work; do universals explain anything?

*a priori: knowledge of things we have never experienced; how can we have knowledge of things we have never experienced?

*example: all bachelors are unmarried men; all bachelors are unmarried by definition

*example: how can we know what is in the centre of the sun? all goes down to scientific principles; induction; universals; do majority of science without sense impressions; using concepts like intuitive knowledge to do scientific work; have to admit these things are real in order to do this scientific work

*don’t need to know what belongs in our ontology in order to produce? some things that just hit us as being correct

*what is knowledge: can have knowledge of universals; can know that there’s a brown wooden thing on the floor; can you know something and have it be false? Star Wars imaginary universe (several Chewbaccas flying around antagonizing Darth Vader and something something ewok); neither true nor false

*has to tie into claims; claims can be either true or false; if I know something, I correctly believe in a given claim (my belief is true); cannot have knowledge that is false; to say true knowledge is redundant; cannot believe things which I know are false to be true

*knowledge has to account for beliefs being either true or false

*number of attempts to answer what counts as true or false; in Russell’s day, there was correspondence theory and coherence theory

*example: truth as correspondence (must wrap around the world in some way); if I have two claims that are supposed to correspond (the sun is burning and delicious); can’t be both burning and delicious (BUT WHAT ABOUT FLAMBÉ; calm down, son: you don’t eat flambé when it’s burning, now do you?); must be something wrong with the correspondence; coherence is secondary

*if coherence was primary, could have a number of absurdities that are claimed to be true; example: there are gnomes for every natural phenomena (heat gnome, sexual desire gnome); have I produced any knowledge? if you have two hypotheses, how to you determine which one is correct?

*coherence never in and of itself able to define truth or else we have gnome theory vs. elf theory; correspondence theory first; then coherence theory comes in and sees if it makes sense

*claim which does not cohere with existing science needs to be further examined

*belief is true if the world hangs together as is described; claim that the sun has fusion is true only if that is what is actually happening

*belief in induction is based on intuition; no physical proof of induction; induction is not itself provable; can’t prove general principles of logical inference; is our knowledge of universals only probable as opposed to proovable?

*if we’re not perceiving group of foxes coming together, must hang on to general principles of logical inference; even in depopulated world, three plus four will still equal seven if logical principles still hold

*Russell: mathematics boils down to logic; two plus two equals four rests upon logical principles; must believe in the principle of identity; Russell’s a realist but cannot say if these objects are totally real 

*claim is true if it hangs together in the world in which it is described; in order to make those claims, must be described; things are not true; facts are true

*the world shows what I’m trying to say; but I can’t quite say it; let me describe to you why logic must be destroyed

*if you are committed to the truth, must be bothered by this; is there any knowledge?

*yes, it’s true with caveats; as close as we’ll get to knowledge; it’s an extremely probable opinion

*how do you determine how adorable the piglets are? where’s the cuteness? how can I measure cuteness? there is really nothing for certain

*ZOMG GIANT HINT FOR THE ESSAY: Russell rests upon theory of truth with rests upon claims that cannot be verified with certainty; Russell’s a realist; cannot have claims that are one hundred percent true, but are extremely probable; example: axiology; cannot measure the cuteness of the pigs, no matter how many of them Prof. McLennan burns in his Bunsen burner

*is goodness real to Russell? think about his life; went to jail over his beliefs; wrote about his beliefs; not scientific claims

*can say a lot about axiology, but not in the scope of philosophy; philosophy cannot say anything about philosophy; will only address things that he can kind of solve; example: do things exist?

*can’t prove that logical laws hold; but it is self-evident that it can work; are there self-evident axiological claims? both areas are making self-evident claims

*once I accept logical claims, I can do science; have to be some notion of intrinsic value; can we work forwards towards the good? if we can’t work forwards, we’re in trouble

*Russell moves on to make value claims at the end of his book

