Descartes’ Meditations
Lecture 10
The Cartesian Legacy
Cartesian Science
The rejection of naïve realism? Should we accept the world is, in itself, rather different from the way we perceive it to be?
If we reject naïve realism, how can we acquire knowledge of the way the world is in itself? 
Descartes’ answer: The Intellect, the benevolence of God, innate ideas inscribed in our minds by God.
 What should the empiricist say if he rejects Descartes’ account of the Intellect and denies that there are innate ideas? 
External World Scepticism
A powerful skeptical argument without an adequate solution?
How to respond to the skeptical arguments of the First Meditation without appeal to the existence of a benevolent God? 
(1) I know that if I have hands, then I am not a brain in a vat.
(2) If I know that I have hands, and I know that if I have hands then I’m not a brain in a vat, then I know that I’m not a brain in a vat.
(3) So if I don’t know that I’m not a brain in a vat, then I don’t know I have hands.
(4) I don’t know that I’m not a brain in a vat. 
Therefore, I don’t know that I have hands.
Which premise do we reject? Is there a non-question begging way of responding the skeptical arguments? If there isn’t, does this matter?
The Mind is better known than body?
A retreat to the ‘inner’. Are one’s claims to have knowledge of one’s mental states immune to skeptical challenge? In the mental realm is there no appearance/reality distinction? 
Should we accept that even when a subject’s epistemic access to the material world is compromised, his epistemic access to his own mind and mental life remains intact? 
Can one have knowledge of one’s own mind and mental life even if one has now knowledge of the external world, and no knowledge of the minds of others?
What are the metaphysical consequences of this epistemic thesis?
Connections between the material and mental realms are merely causal and contingent, and not constitutive? Is this why a subject’s epistemic access to his own mind and mental life does not depend on a secure epistemic route to the material world?
The coherence of the notion of disembodied existence?
Is it a mistake to regard as merely contingent the connections between one’s mental life and publicly observable bodily manifestations of one’s mental life? 
Can we make sense of the notion of a psychological subject who isn’t able to engage in mental action?
Conceivability and Possibility
Is conceivability a reliable guide to possibility? In general, how do we acquire knowledge of what it and isn’t possible?
A more recent conceivability argument for a form of dualism – i.e. for a form of property dualism, rather than Descartes’ substance dualism:
· It is conceivable that there could be someone physically identical to me, but for whom what it is like to see red things is different from what it is like for me to see red things.
· If it’s conceivable that p then it’s possible that p.
· If it’s possible for there to be someone physically identical to me, but for whom what it is like to see red things is different from what it is like for me to see red things, then there is at least some aspect of my mental life that cannot be accounted for in purely physical terms.
· Therefore, some aspects of my mental life are non-physical.
Suppose we were to accept a property dualism – the claim that certain psychological properties are non-physical. Would we still face the causal interaction problem that was raised against Descartes? How do these non-physical properties causally interact with the physical? Are there reasons for thinking that only the physical can causally interact with the physical?





