Chapter 4

My Mind as a Substance and My Body as a Substance

Not only does the idea of substance seens pre-cientific, it

also suffers from accomodat | rsity of meanings. As Aristotle
uses it, The word "subst PP &geek as "ousia", which
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E.J. Lowe, "Substance" in an Encyclopaedia of Philosophy
(Routledge, London, 1988), p. 255-258.

2Hamlyn, op. eit., p. 80.
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their places within the framework of certain philosophical analyses,
but our main concern will be to bring out the cogency, and perhaps
the philosophical profit, of thinking about the mind under the concept

of substance.

It may be asked

substance. As Lowe point

W/‘pense with the notion of
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In the 1light of Lowe’s comfiment, Lhe >stion should be understood to
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mean something 1ike d we ' b 11Jy poorer without this
o

notlon of substak ‘d’: : ’3" in the analyses of
this concept that Ebstance has some 1nportar@ relations to the ways

in which we ca ﬁﬂfyj

this position qean be broug: out is to consider how the world is

divided qnw q)&ﬁ ﬂd?m ﬁ:w's]:{} Qn E’J‘Tﬂtﬁn of how we

relate to such a division and diversity connects immediately with the

idea of substance. As the saying goes, a rose by any other name smells

3Lowe, 0P Bibss p. 2554

ﬂtﬂ%ﬂrrﬂlﬁ One way in which -



53
Just as sweet. By the same token, to call "substance" by any other
name or even to abrogate its usage altogether makes no difference

to its conceptual relevance.

In connection with the way in which the world comes to us

in the form of discrete objec \ 'ﬁ is not to say that this is

its only manifestation ss1ble manifestation, our

comprehension of

r@e analysed in several

- \\\ﬁﬁﬁ ch diversities in terms
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higher 1level of ¢ | ons- y \ 2 understand in terms of the

contexts. On the sim

of individual thing bird, an atom, ect. A

relations among thin '“‘ individual things into
kinds of things. How

ations are to be classi-

fied and analysed is . at the moment. What is

our present focus is the
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e idea of substance.
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substg;ce"applies to substan-

exemplified. In this tradition the paradigmatic
substances are familiar concrete objects--material
- bodies, plants, animals, and human beings. They are

contingent beings: they come into being, persist through
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time, and then pass out of existence. Furthermore,
they take up space, and they are subject to a variety of
changes through which they remain numerically the

a
same...

The category of

,/i&ked out by the concept of
d_ 5

o-nonsense view which emphasizes the

substance reflects
ontological primac The Loékean rideé of
substance, on the o ind the suggestion that
substance is an 1d the properties of a
thing together giv ion, more metaphysical,
that the idea of rop rly equated with "bare
substrata":
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any one ordinary object are possessed by one and the

ordinary objectED and the

same thing. Indeed, we are inclined to think that it is

*Michael J. Loux, Substance and Attribute'(D.Reidel Publishing

Company, Holland, 1978), p. 107.
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because they have a common possessor that distinct
properties come to be associated with a single
substance. now, pre-philosophical thought and talk about
substance operates on the assumption that it is the

substance itself which possess all of the properties we

associate with it. An i e in the history of

ontology is that th 1 conception of
—
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the relationship b he properties

associated wit view, he

C X» h a material

possessor of t
body or person i ibstances; it
is; rather, ubshance, a
constituent of ¢ along with the
properties associated S bsﬁance, makes the

~ substance be wha
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Despite wham appears to be dlffeﬂnces between taklng

concrete obmﬂ Eﬂ?ﬂﬂw ?wmﬂ?nd the idea of

substance as rlying support the two v1ews are not incompatible.
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the worldand refer to it through them. Whithout discrete entities

®Ibid., p. 107-108.
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our refering concepts and expressions would collapse into
subjectivity. The unintelligibility of the mystical experience of an
all encompassing oneness may be indicative of what follows when the
boundaries among discrete individuals break down. On the other hand,

if it seems impossible to conceive of and talk about the world without
referring to its discrete consity » it is also equally difficult to
refer to individuals without a: &"g to the properties inherent
in each one. Of co : : 3, DOLN 0 an object and just say

\\
AN

\- le, for even subatomic

"table". But in so0.g y picked out one object

without having ta wvay. Indeed, a world

populated by quali

The Dul] between -=--l =,.:’.:‘ ¥y to have object of reference,

on the one hand, such are ference lacking

their attendant : 5 0 s 7he other, points to a

dilemma that can. bgdescrlbe DY saying that mxt.hout. dlscrete objects,

references to ﬁ f ects thenselves are -
unknowable u@ma ?Igfﬂ rﬁrencesjo t.helr propertles
AN T ST IN BT e
its properties. The dilemma focuses on our necessary
reference to an individual objects when making an ontological claim
about the world and our eventual admission of ignorance about what

the individual really is in itéelf, that is, the individual minus all

of it properties.
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From this perspective, both the Aristotelian flavor of
substance analysis and the Lockean flavor of substance analysis seem
to be trying to understand the s ame eqvuat.ion vhich comes in the’
form of "This table is black"”. The former emphasizes the value
represented by the word "table", while the latter pays attention

to the value of "black”. On t e st view, the table is a paradigm of

& that any reference to the

Q in the equation. Does

bt e possible? The problen

this mean that any \\\\\

substance. The second

table redirects us

can be s&alternativel h seeks to understand what we

h .-\‘\. black.

concrete objects hold a

are talking about whe

This problenm

monopoly on being ontolo That such a simple re-
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ferring expression_ as can_cause an ontological

» - 5
cr1s1s results din ectly - Trol laci ;g ological weights on
the two sides of t@ equs th cas@the table, a paradigm

case of concrete entlfla, becomes €he touchstone of reality, while

- of@ummnmmm
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surprise such analysis hat. Just because
qualities cannot be substances, the "beingness" of the table, with
its full substancehood, cannot be identified with its being black or
with any other possible qualities it might have. This means that

any description of the table turns out to be a description of the
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quality of the table. But, then, how can we talk about the world in

terms of concrete individuals if we cannot talk about the individual

themselves?

This problem is forestalled if the notion of substance

is metaphysically re-conditi t, signify a neutral context of
"being". Just as space be thought ofin terms of a

!J
container model, the suta@ filled out by analysing
it as a kind of ne cal basis for various categories of

being. This view , not.ion in terms of bare

substratum. Inste ase for the concept of bare
substratum, it wo pur project to get right

down to the reasons why if is coge .0 concéive of the mind under the

A concre f;‘“‘“—““_‘_ 1y wbody is paradigmatic of
a material subst,anc while by mind"falls uorﬂneatly il_\to the context

siibébance. In the ur black table, for

L oV Nk i SN
not n,q Wﬁfﬁacﬂ]ﬁm ,-'“ja xEluTauEIof substance

vhich is} conducive to supporting he qualities or propertles of a
saterial object such as this table. Similarly, since all my mental
properties are not physical properties, they must be held together and
éiVen an identity by an immaterial substance. Whether all immaterial

substances are homegeneous or whether all meatal properties must be
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supported by the same immaterial context is another issue that can be
left aside. ¥hat is important is to not,g that whether it is a table
or a mind that one is referring to, if the notion of substance is left
out or if is prejudiced with one ontological basis or another, one is
~faced with the awkward alternatives of having to avow ignorance of

what is being referred ¢t
particular thing at all. _
, <

Since it / g ‘Qi indings of science make

materialisnm an Lo, hold when viewing the

underlying composi der the claim that the

mind is an immat ring it to the more

— : \\h
respectable theory i st.an es. We are familiar with the
division of the fundame (31 coup ‘tion of the word into four

substances: earthy fith the advent of modern

- s

-
. . LY 4 :
science in the seved "r substance came to be

defined in experiﬂntal terms using operﬂional definition which

focused one @uﬁﬁsﬂsw %’wﬁﬂﬁﬁing rather than on

what it is.

PRI TUUMINYAE

®Isaac Asimov, Understanding Physics, Volume III, The Electron

Proton, and Neutron (George Allen & Unwin, London, 1968), p. 6.
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In 1661, Robert Boyle wrote a book called the Sceptical

Chymist in which he explained his notion of an element.
If an element is indeed one of the simple substances out
of which the universe was composed, then it should

certainly not be capable of being brokén down to still

simpler substances or produced through the

As soon as a
sile@es, it was, at

-nature are

union of still si
substance was bro
once and forever

0f course,

elements. two or more
elements, not me : y Jjoined in such
a fashion that th, i _: 3e has properties of its
own that are not ne S:EEEQ;;LV r to those of any of
the elements making - —13 ;ﬁ?n' bstance formed of

o . e ——————
an intimate unign-of “elements, ; pound

a
Mﬁi‘iﬁ“é‘,’fm’ ﬁﬁiﬁﬁiﬁi‘i —~n"
A RIS Ny ey e

nechanlca‘ omic par 1cles come closest to the idea of a

fundamental entity. However, it is always possible that if quantun

"Ibid.. p. 6.7.
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mechanucs 1is superseded, the new theory might show that quantunm

entities are composed of still more fundamental stuffs.

Using the chemical model, we can construct an analogy between
the chemical substance which is composed of at least two elements,

such a substance being ternec pound, and the atom, the simplest

W&osed of one electron and one

‘ .

proton. According teth: h ,an atom is a compound which

of which is that of hydre
qualifies it as a s e uﬂ;;”; $&uwould have no objection to

the contrary, it

this consideratio i jKeS 3t he 's \{i\f ndamental substance. On
{\;w' orthodoxies that atoms

constitute the wo Now, let us consider how
interaction between xplained for chemistry by
quantum ideas:

The cloud of ele : .waro.face of the e
aton and the sefls with other
atoms. it iﬂlarge y immat wa @sburied that

far into e ele@tron cloud--what another
a

M LU v
LGS b ek (2 M))im

are responsi or chemistry. By explaining the
broad features of the electron cloud, Bohr’s model of
the atom put chemistry onto a scientific footing.
Chemists already knew that some elements were very alike

in their chemical properties, even though they had



different atomic weights. ¥hen the elements are
arranged in a table according to their atomic weights
tand especially when allowances is lake for different
isotopes) these similar elements show up at regular

intervals, one patterm recurring for elements eight

atomic numbers apart, for e ap le »Tbis gives the table,

Chemistry 1is
combine to mak n react with
hydrogen in such hydrogen attach
to one of carbo ,uethane? Whyv
does hydrogen comné€ i ‘ _2‘}'2 lecules, each made

of two atoms, while eﬂm:QQQP;m: ot form molecules?

And so on. The a s¥S came Wit ning. simplicity
—

from the she iy, ' h fo’ has one

electron, wherea elium ha he most" shell

_—c\ ) ’iﬂﬂ"ﬁiﬂﬂ’m e
TSI I

two electrons in such a way that each feels the benefit

of a closed shell. Helium, having a full shell already,

ﬁf& atoms react and

62
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is not interested in any such proposition and disdains

to react chemically with anything'

Bohr’s model of chemical interactions based on quantunm

considerations suggests to us that to explain why it is that closed

shells are "preferred" is t ve deeper than the explanations
provided by either qu _ chenistry. Nevertheless, we

can Speculate abou eference. e reason why closed shells
are preferred is tgﬁg’i!!'i!fy »iqf\;““ o the molecules in which

they reside. Thi cI to “the ki of substance that

consitutes the mind

The fact thati o ; :1“_ 1] y, our sense of a personal

self, underlies what if i§'€e say i we are whom we are, figures in

ne stighgeSt candidate for the

mental, it has beefl #as stron ly @énied tlﬁhﬂeihood resides in an
Ti

o BB TDETT 3 WEL,
chemicaﬁe;ﬁ?jaﬁﬁ:@blﬁmﬁ] ﬁt\,—] wkilscr ﬁvﬂ self-hood is |

possible erms of stability, much in the same way

e quantum model of

that stability explains why certain elements come together in a bond.

®John Gribbin, In Search of Shrodinger’s Cat (Blackswan, Basker-

ville, 1984),p. 71-75.
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nergy-level staircase. The quantum rules allow only two
electrons on the lowest step, so lithium, with three electrons,

has to put one of them onto the next step up the energy ladder.

This second shell has ‘room” for eight electrons, so that
carbon has = shell exactly half full, which is the reason for
its interesting chemical properties as the basis of life. *x

* Ibid., p. 72
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Viewing my own mind as an immaterial substance is
ontologically prudent. While it has already been seen that the not ion
of substance is relevant to how we relate to our world, it is only
a minimal metaphyscial step to acknowledgse that since there are

qualities which are not applicable to physical things, it is

ontologically valid to appe immaterial substance. Moreover,
since the qualities
constrained bé the - Tyt C ol ion ich makes it imperative
that I know of my o
else’s, the assumpti xc;w in the stability of an

immaterial substance ' ection
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