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Syllabus
Philosophy 4952, Topics in Metaphysics, Graham Harman’s Object Oriented Ontology

Spacetime: Spring 2012, 1:40-2:30   M W F  0253 HIMES (final exam spacetime: Tuesday, May 8th, 3:00-5:00 PM in class)

Instructor: Jon Cogburn 
Instructor's Office: 105 Coates 
Instructor's Office Hours: 10:30-11:30 AM M W F

Instructor's e-mail: joncogburn@yahoo.com 

  

Course's Purpose: 

Speculative Realism is certainly the only recent metaphysical movement with tendrils reaching out into realms as diverse as the arts, communication studies, literary theory, game studies, and ecology. 

The realism in questions involves the rejection of key epistemic and meta-philosophical limitations (supposed by almost all continental philosophers) to be imposed by human finitude. “Speculative” in this context distances the movement from the sort of metaphysical naturalism that is the null hypothesis in most analytic philosophy.

Within this broad movement (including figures such as Ray Brassier, Iain Hamilton Grant, Ian Bogost, Levi Bryant, and Timothy Morton) two figures are so canonical that everyone else must be explained to some extent in relation to them. These are Quentin Meillassoux and Graham Harman. 

In this class we shall begin by reading all of Meillassoux’s extant published English language works, focusing on his canonical critique of correlationism, the view that being cannot be thought apart from human epistemic capacities, the Hegelian manner in which he breaks out of the correlationist circle, and some of his strange theology. Our primary tour-guide to this study will be Harman, via his recent book on Meillassoux. This will set in bold relief a distinct way to break out of the circle. While Meillassoux absolutizes the correlate by rejecting Kant’s philosophy of finitude, and concludes much unprecedented from this, Harman’s basic maneuver is itself unprecedented, accepting Kant’s philosophy of finitude (as filtered through Harman’s reading of Heidegger) while rigorously rejecting the correlate. For Harman what was truly revealed about the human-world relationship during the Glory Days of Philosophy (Kant through Hegel) and in early phenomenology is in fact true about any kind of world-world relationships. 

In this manner, the much ballyhooed and promised “anti-anthropocentrism” of continental philosophy from late Heidegger onwards is actually delivered on, and without collapsing into nihilism or skepticism (such as Ray Brassier), or quietism (such as with Pittsburgh Hegelians Brandom and McDowell and their philosophical offspring such as Mark Lance).

The ways in which Harman works out his basic insight make him arguably the most creative living philosopher. Much of this has been accomplished through his deeply original interactions with Heidegger (Tool Being: Heidegger and the Metaphysics of Objects) and Bruno Latour (Prince of Networks: Bruno Latour and Metaphysics). But instead of reading these two excellent books, we will move directly from Harman’s recent conversation with Meillassoux to reading the books where Harman most decisively further articulates his version of Speculative Realism, known as Object Oriented Ontology. Thus all readings are from the following books:

Graham Harman, Quentin Meillassoux, Philosophy in the Making (Edinburgh University Press, 2011),

Quentin Meillassoux, After Finitude (Continuum, 2008),

Graham Harman, Towards Speculative Realism (Zero Books, 2010),

Graham Harman, Guerrilla Metaphysics (Open Court, 2005),
Graham Harman, The Quadruple Object (Zero Books, 2011),

  
We will also read three articles by Meillassoux:

“Potentiality and Virtuality,” Collapse II,
“Subtraction and Contraction: Deleuze, Immanence, and Matter and Memory,” Collapse III,
“Spectral Dilemma,” Collapse IV.
There is a lot of reading in this class. But students will quickly discover that Harman is one of the most pleasing to read extant philosophers. He really does embody the clarity promised by analysis and the genuine literary flair promised by those who engage with recent French philosophy. These virtues are of course honored more in the breach in both schools of philosophy, which is part of why it is so remarkable to find them both manifest in everything Harman writes.
After mastering this material, students will be well positioned to do further work in metaphysics as well as other areas of thought where human-centric “theory” is finally giving way to something richer, stranger, and more beautifully expressed.

Requirements: 

In part because there is so much reading, formal requirements are light:

(1) Thirty five percent of the course score will be based on participation.

(2) Twenty percent will be based on the rough draft of the term paper, due the Friday before Spring Break (April 4th).

(3) Forty five percent will be based on the final draft of the term paper, due at the beginning of the scheduled final exam time (Tuesday, May 8th, 3:00-5:00 PM)

I’m deeply serious about the participation score. If you reliably show up (ten percent) and participate in conversation (fifteen percent) and it’s clear you’ve been doing the reading (ten percent), you will get an A+ in participation. Failure to do these will result in an F in that area.

For the showing up component- If you miss three classes, excused or unexcused, I will start deducting one point off of your final percentage for every unexcused absence after three free absences, with a maximum of all ten being deducted. Them’s the breaks. Even for Speculative Realists some percentage of reality just is Being There.

For the participating in converstation component- In addition to talking in class, three things are required. First (five percent), students must come up with at least one thought or question that the professor deems insightful enough to post on his blog (http://www.drjon.typepad.com). This will originate in class and the professor will tell the student to write up the insight and e-mail it to him. Second (five percent), students must participate in the discussion on the blog that these insights motivate. This does not mean that every student must say something about every insight! You should have something substantive to say, and post it, about at least three of the insights. Third (five percent), at the end of the semester we will do an on-line interview with Harman. Students must contribute at least one question to this interview. As you participate in the blogospheric discussions, keep a list of possible questions, and submit them to the professor. We will maintain a list of questions on google docs and update it ourselves throughout the semester. I really want this interview to be a substantive resource, so think hard about adding questions every week! This is a collaborative project, and Professor Harman has agreed to participate at the end of the semester.
For the doing the reading part (ten percent), of course there will be some days things have come up. Still come to class if you haven’t done the reading for that day, but in general don’t slack! As I noted, Harman is a pleasure to read.

For the paper, length and citational guidelines are as given by the journal Analysis (http://www.oxfordjournals.org/our_journals/analys/for_authors/). In addition, writing must be (1) double spaced, (2) left justified, (3) in Times or Times New Roman 12 pt font, (4) have page numbers in the upper right hand corner (not written but inserted by Word), (5) be stapled, and (6) not have extra space between the paragraphs (in Word go to Paragraph and then click box that says “Don’t add space between paragraphs of same style”). All of these formatting guidelines will be explained further in class. With the exception of the length guideline provided by Analysis, which is negotiable, your paper does not follow any of these I will delete 10 points (which will be four points off your final grade) and have you turn a correct version in late. Finally, I do not accept work over e-mail.
We will have plenty of opportunity to discuss paper topics in class. Please check your choice of article with the professor well before mid-term grade time. 

Office Hour Policy: 
Students are strongly recommended to make use of the instructor's office hours throughout the semester.  

  

Time to Bail if Professor is Not in Class: 

If, due to an emergency, the professor does not show up within fifteen minutes of the scheduled beginning of class, then just split. Please do not contact the office staff with questions on that day. You will be e-mailed. 

  

Plagiarism and Cheating:


The Dean of Students office defines plagiarism in this manner. 
Plagiarism-plagiarism is defined as the unacknowledged inclusion, in work submitted for credit, of someone else's words, ideas, or data. When a student submits work for credit that includes the words, ideas, or data of others, the source of this information must be acknowledged through complete, accurate, and specific footnote references, and, if verbatim statements are included, through quotation marks as well. Failure to identify any source, published or unpublished, copyrighted or uncopyrighted, from which information, terms, phrases, or concepts have been taken, constitutes plagiarism. Students should also take special note that failure to acknowledge study aids such as Cliff's Notes, encyclopedias, or other common reference books, also constitutes plagiarism. Only universally available facts, e.g., the date of Abraham Lincoln's death or Washington's birthdate, are excluded from such documentation requirements. By placing his or her name on work submitted for credit, the student certifies the originality of all work not otherwise identified by appropriate acknowledgments; 


Notes: Cut and pasting off of web sites without proper citation constitutes plagiarism! For guidelines on how to cite material quoted from web pages, go to http://www.library.wwu.edu/ref/Refhome/chicago.html . Sharing files and changing the wording also constitutes plagiarism.
  

I will report any suspected instance of it to the Dean of Student's office. Anyone I suspect of cheating on in-class or at-home assignements will be reported to the Dean of Student's office. 

Tentative Schedule: 

  

Note:  This schedule is only tentative.  Any changes will be announced in class, and then updated here on the site. 
  

Week 1
Wednesday, Jan. 18 
Quentin Meillassoux, Philosophy in the Making, Chapter 1, “After Finitude”
Friday, Jan. 20

After Finitude, Chapter 1, “Ancestrality”
Week 2
Monday, Jan. 23  
After Finitude, Chapter 2, “Metaphysics, Fideism, Speculation”
Wednesday, Jan. 25 
After Finitude, Chapter 3, “The Principle of Factiality” 

Friday, Jan. 27

After Finitude, Chapter 4, “Hume’s Problem”

Week 3
Monday, Jan. 30  
After Finitude, Chapter 5, “Ptolemy’s Revenge”
Wednesday, Feb. 1
Quentin Meillassoux, Philosophy in the Making, Chapter 1, “After Finitude”
Friday, Feb. 3

“Potentiality and Virtuality”
Week 4
Monday, Feb. 6  
“Subtraction and Contraction”
Wednesday, Feb. 8
“Spectral Dilemma”
Friday, Feb. 10

Quentin Meillassoux, Philosophy in the Making, Chapter 2, “The English Articles”
Week 5
Monday, Feb. 13  
Quentin Meillassoux, Philosophy in the Making, Chapter 4, “Reflections on Meillassoux’s Non-Euclidean Philosophy”
Wednesday, Feb. 15
Quentin Meillassoux, Philosophy in the Making, Chapter 4, “Reflections on Meillassoux’s Non-Euclidean Philosophy”
Friday, Feb. 17

Towards Speculative Realism, Chapter 1, “Phenomenology and the Theory of Equipment” 

Towards Speculative Realism, Chapter 2 “Alphonso Lingis on the Imperatives in Things”

Week 6
Monday, Feb. 20  
 NO CLASS- MARDI GRAS HOLIDAY
Wednesday, Feb. 22
Towards Speculative Realism, Chapter 3, “The Theory of Objects in Heidegger and Whitehead”

Friday, Feb. 24

Towards Speculative Realism, Chapter 4, “A Fresh Look at Zuhandenheit”
Week 7
Monday, Feb. 27  
Towards Speculative Realism, Chapter 5, “Bruno Latour, King of Networks” 
Wednesday, Feb. 29 
Towards Speculative Realism, Chapter 6, “Object-Oriented Philosophy”
Towards Speculative Realism, Chapter 7, “The Revival of Metaphysics in Continental Philosophy” 

Friday, March 2

Towards Speculative Realism, Chapter 8, “Physical Nature and the Paradox of Qualities” 

Towards Speculative Realism, Chapter 11, “Objects, Matter, Sleep, and Death”
Week 8
Monday, March 5
Towards Speculative Realism, Chapter 9, “Space, Time, and Essence: An Object-Oriented Approach
Wednesday, March 7 
Towards Speculative Realism, Chapter 10, “The Assemblage Theory of Society”

Friday, March 9

Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 1,”Concreteness in the Depths”

Week 9
Monday, March 12
Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 2, “Two Borderlines of Intentionality”
(Mid‐semester grades due, 9:00 a.m. March 13 (Tue))
Wednesday, March 14 
Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 3, “Bathing in the Ether”

Friday, March 16

Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 4, “The Style of Things”

Week 10
Monday, March 19
Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 5, “The Levels”
Wednesday, March 21 
Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 6, “Objects”

Friday, March 23

Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 7. “The Problem of Objects”
Week 11
Monday, March 26
Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 8, “Metaphor”
Wednesday, March 28 
Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 9,”Humor”

Friday, March 30

Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 10, “The Root of Vicarious Causation”
Week 12
Monday, April 2
Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 11, “Vicarious Causation”
Wednesday, April 4 
 Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 12, “Some Implications”

Rough Draft of Term Paper Due.

Friday, April 6

NO CLASS. SPRING BREAK.
Week 13
Monday, April 9
NO CLASS. SPRING BREAK.
Wednesday, April 11 
NO CLASS. SPRING BREAK.
Friday, April 13

NO CLASS. SPRING BREAK.
Week 14
Monday, April 16
The Quadruple Object, Chapter 1, “Undermining and Overmining”
Wednesday, April 18 
The Quadruple Object, Chapter 2, “Sensual Objects”

Friday, April 20

The Quadruple Object, Chapter 3, “Real Objects”
Week 15
Monday, April 23
The Quadruple Object, Chapter 4, “More on Heidegger”
Wednesday, April 25 
The Quadruple Object, Chapter 5, “Indirect Causation”

Friday, April 27

The Quadruple Object, Chapter 6, “Heidegger’s Fourfold”

Week 16
Monday, April 30
The Quadruple Object, Chapter 7, “The New Fourfold” 
Wednesday, May 2 
The Quadruple Object, Chapter 8, “Levels and Psyche”

Friday, May 4

The Quadruple Object, Chapter 9, “Ontography”
The Quadruple Object, Chapter 10, “Speculative Realism”
Week 17--Final Exam Period May 7-12

Final paper is due in class on Tuesday, May 8th, 3:00 PM.

Final grades (degree candidate) due, 9:00 a.m. May 15 (Tue)

Final grades (non‐degree candidate) due, 9:00 a.m. May 16 (Wed)
Wednesday, Jan. 18 Quentin Meillassoux, Philosophy in the Making, Chapter 1, “After Finitude” (pp. 6-55)
[Note: After writing the lecture notes on this chapter I’ve been incorporating my discussion actual discussion of Meillassoux’s book in what follows. It’s involved cutting and pasting in a way that is rendering what follows unclear, please jump ahead to the Meillassoux chapters where much of Harman’s excellent commentary is included. This being said, the very tail end of this has a central point that will be proven in the book I’m currently writing.]
In the introduction preceding the chapter Harman states the following two theses.
a. The human-world relation stands at the center of philosophy, since we cannot think something without thinking it.

b. All knowledge is finite, unable to grasp reality in its own right (p. 4).

The first is a placeholder for various forms of correlationism, and the second a placeholder for various articulations of finitude and the rejection of absolutes. Meillassoux accepts the first, and rejects the second. Harman rejects the first and accepts the second. 

Correlationism (pp. 7-14)
It is important to be clear that correlationism is at least two theses (and often the term includes a third thesis that we will discuss), one concerning the ability to cognize objects without cognizing human subjects, and the other concerning the ability to cognize human subjects without cognizing objects. The first is a Berkeleyan idealist theme that runs through modern philosophy, the second is a more post-Kantian theme that is developed by Schopenhauer with respect to the body and then by Heidegger with respect to the everyday objects of concern that are involved in our plans and projects (that which is “always already there”). To some extent Schopenhauer and Heidegger are just filling out Kant’s assertion that concepts without intuitions are empty. 
The emphasis on finitude in continental philosophy comes from Kant’s dialectic. In Beyond the Limits of Thought Graham Priest finds that kind to crop up over and over again in the history of philosophy. According to the Russell/Priest argument, whenever you try to cognize a totality, you actually cognize something beyond that totality. Priest shows that all such arguments fit the form or Russell’s Paradox.
Meillassoux, like Priest, accepts the correlationist starting point but then explodes it by deconstructing Kantian finitude. Harman, on the other hand, explodes it by projecting facets of Kantian finitude (as reconfigured by Heidegger) into objects that exist independently of humans. For Harman, Kantian finitude is nothing more than one example of what happens when any two objects interact with one another. A necessary part of some properties being revealed is that others are concealed. 

It’s very important thus to keep the following three theses separate (when we speak quickly we might lump them all together as correlationism).

(1) Verificationism- We cannot coherently think of reality as unthought (from the British empiricists originally, though Berkeley actually argued for it). Note that this arguably entails that if P is true, then it is possible for someone to know that P is true, but that in itself it places no restriction upon who is doing the knowing, it maybe could be "knowable by an infinite mind." Arguments concerning Finitude are typically what force the verificationism to be knowable by something human-like.

(2) Embodiment/Embeddedness-We cannot coherently think of humans without thinking of them as embedded in a reality ( Schopenhauer and then later Heidegger developing Kant's claim that concepts without intuitions are empty, Schopenhauer with respect to the body and Heidegger with respect to a reality experienced as in some sense pre-existing, modal (involving possibilities), and valuative).

(3) Finitude- We cannot coherently think of self-subsistent totalities/absolutes (from Kant’s dialectic, which is often taken to entail that we can therefore only think of finite totalities in relation to us; Graham Priest has a different analysis of these kinds of arguments, one that makes him in the speculative realist who rejects both Finitude and Verificationism, but who like Meillassoux argues from this by radicalizing correlationism).
At this point it is so important because it is exactly why correlationism is not Berkeleyan idealism. Berkeley’s argument (1) and Kant’s dialectic (2) move us away from naive realism, but embodiment/embeddedness is supposed to move us away from Berkeleyan idealism.
This is why most continental (and actually analogously some analytic) philosophers take themselves to be beyond the very debate between idealism and realism. But, if Meillassoux is correct, this ends up being impossible.
Harman discusses Meillassoux on the arche-fossil and ancestrality here. I will have much to say about this when we read Meillassoux. Meillassoux is making a Euthyphro type argument that I take to be central to applying his thought to certain analytic thinkers.
Contingency (pp. 23-37)

Diachronicity (pp. 37-43)

Contingency Without Instability (pp. 44-50)

Primary Qualities (pp. 50-53)

dddd

In our discussion above, we considered: (1) Meillassoux’s attempt to argue that strong correlationism does not entail full on Berkeleyan idealism, and (2) Meillassoux’s maneuver to absolutize the correlate. We found out that Meillassoux’s specific arguments for both of these are incompatible with one another, as the argument for (1) rejects Verificationism, while the argument for (2) requires it. We also found out that Neil Tennant’s restricted version of Verificationism both provably blocks one very strong argument from Verificationism to Berkeleyan Idealism (Fitch’s Proof), and licenses Meillassoux’s absolutizing argument. AWESOME.
Weirdly, I have a different restriction strategy that blocks Fitch’s Proof, and does not license Meillassoux’s absolutizing argument! And my restriction strategy is very similar to Harman’s argument against Verificationism. At some point I’ll add that to these notes.

I will bring in Harman’s criticisms of Meillassoux from the this chapter in the following discussion of Meillassoux.

Friday, Jan. 20 After Finitude, Chapter 1, “Ancestrality”

Meillassoux’s argument against correlationism is not too complicated, but covers a lot of deep philosophical material. Here I will present the structure of the argument first, and then do some textual exegesis to support that as well as discuss some of Harman’s criticisms of this chapter.
Remember that we earlier defined “correlationism” in this manner: 

(1) Verificationism- We cannot coherently think of reality as unthought (from the British empiricists originally, though Berkeley actually argued for it). Note that this arguably entails that if P is true, then it is possible for someone to know that P is true, but that in itself it places no restriction upon who is doing the knowing, it maybe could be "knowable by an infinite mind." Arguments concerning Finitude are typically what force the verificationism to be knowable by something human-like.

(2) Embodiment/Embeddedness-We cannot coherently think of humans without thinking of them as embedded in a reality ( Schopenhauer and then later Heidegger developing Kant's claim that concepts without intuitions are empty, Schopenhauer with respect to the body and Heidegger with respect to a reality experienced as in some sense pre-existing, modal (involving possibilities), and valuative).

(3) Finitude- We cannot coherently think of self-subsistent totalities/absolutes (from Kant’s dialectic, which is often taken to entail that we can therefore only think of finite totalities in relation to us; Graham Priest has a different analysis of these kinds of arguments, one that makes him in the speculative realist who rejects both Finitude and Verificationism, but who like Meillassoux argues from this by radicalizing correlationism).

Here is the first part of Meillassoux’s argument, from (2.2 (pp. 13-15)).

1. Let A be the sentence, ‘Event Y occurred x number of years before the emergence of humans.’ A seems to undermine the correlationist claim that being and thought cannot be separated, as scientists are thinking of truth making events existing in the absence of any thinkers. 

2. The correlationist can say that the sentence is always false, in the manner of contemporary creationists, but they understandably don’t want to do this.
3. Instead, they typically give an account of such scientific statements being part of a “founded mode” defined over something more originary involving human practices and perceptions. In this manner, they actually double the meaning of the sentence. The error is thinking the sentence is true and originary, but understood as founded it can be true.

4. So according to this strategy, A is true for the scientists, or more broadly for us, but not true from an external, absolute “God’s eye” perspective that does not involve human thinkability. So we must distinguish Aus versus Aabsolute. Aus is true, while Aabsolute is false or meaningless.
In 2.3 (pp. 16-18) Meillassoux continues the argument. His first criticism is the following.
5. The claim that Aus  is true and Aabsolute is false or meaningless directly contradicts the scientist's own understanding of the meaning of A! When the correlationist says Aus  is true, the assertion gives rise to a Euthyphro dilemma. (5.1) Aus  asserts the following: “Event Y occurred x number of years before the emergence of humans” correlates with a set of verification procedures followed by scientists that lead them to assert A. (5.2) Scientists hold that this is the case for the following reason: The set of verification procedures followed by scientists leads them to assert A because event Y occurred x number of years before the emergence of humans.
6. The correlationist could outright deny 5.2, but this would be to lapse into Idealism, holding that scientists’ verification procedures caused reality to be the way it is.

7. Or the correlationist could just refuse to assert 5.2, perhaps because it is meaningless, or perhaps out of some kind of Wittgensteinian quietism, but this again leads to a contradiction of what the scientist means.
To be fair, at this point the correlationist could just bite the bullet and hold that when scientists philosophize about their own results, they almost uniformly get it wrong. To many of us, this is as unsatisfying as the creationist from Premise 2, but it is a common move in philosophy. However, in the end it does not help the correlationist, because Meillassoux lets the hammer fall. Not only does the correlationist’s understanding of why Aus  is true involve a form of bad faith, the correlationist herself cannot affirm either that Aabsolute is false or meaningless! Meillassoux gives this argument in In3.3 (pp. 22-26).

8. In any case, the claim that Aabsolute is false or meaningless contradicts Finitude. Saying anything about Aabsolute requires claiming knowledge about an absolute, which the correlationist claims we cannot have.
I wish I could teach Graham Priest’s Beyond the Limits of Thought in this class, because he makes the exact same claim and shows that the argument for this claim is actually a version of Russell’s Paradox.

Anyhow, as far as I can tell the above is Meillassoux's actual argument against correlationism in this chapter. Remember that Meillassoux himself will respond to this by keeping the Verificationism and rejecting Finitude.
1 (pp. 1-9)

1.1 (pp. 1-3)

The book begins and ends with a discussion of primary and secondary qualities. In a strange sense, the entire dialectic works to resuscitate the distinction. The first two paragraphs are a beautiful and evocative description of how the distinction spontaneously occurs to us with respect to pain and taste (in us, not in the things themselves) and then why we extend it to qualities such as color (sights instead of tastes).
But correlationism undermines the distinction. Since it undermines our ability to sensibly talk about things in themselves, it undermines our ability to say that “the sensible is a relation, rather than a property inherent in the thing.” (AF 2)

The version of the distinction that Meillassoux wants to defend in the end of the book claims that: “all those aspects of the object that can be formulated in mathematical terms can be meaningfully conceived as properties of the object itself.”

[I should note that it is possible to be moved by Meillassoux’s critique of correlationism but still not think there is a meaningful distinction between primary and secondary qualities, other than some primary qualities true of us (such as the fact that I have hair, or am in pain) and some primary qualities true of the non-sapient (such as the fact that it can be modeled by math, or that it is painful).]
1.2 (pp. 3-5)

In this section Meillassoux shows how correlationism disallows the characterization of primary properties as those that exist independently of humans. Instead, primary qualities are at best ones that are universalizable or shareable in some sense. So the best you get is inter-subjectivity. This is also what happens to truth under correlationism, since there is no independent reality by which to determine whether or not a sentence is true. Thus, the best one can do is arrive at sentences that achieve universal agreement.  
Elsewhere Meillassoux (AF 42-43) argues that this may be unsustainable and lead to what Harman calls Very Strong Correlationism, since the Correlationist must absolutize the correlate (sacrificing Finitude) in order to defend universality!
1.3 (pp. 5-6)

Meillassoux defines correlationism here. At this point, he essentially works the Finitude into the way he states the “two step,” which are what we call Verificationism and Embodied/Embeddedness.
Quite brilliant ending paragraph on how correlationism determines meta-philosophy: Cartesians worried about the subject-object relation, phenomenologists the noetico-moematic, and analytic philosophers the language-referent relation. So philosophy primarily tries to describe the correlates.

1.4 (pp. 6-7)

We get the basic Berkeleyan insight through Francis Wolff and Meillassoux’s assertion that this is in the DNA of analytic and continental philosophers if we just look at many of the dominant research programs (in analytical philosophy it’s certainly true of Richard Rorty, Brandom, and Brandom’s students, but not so much many metaphysics, though I would argue it is true of metaphysicians too wedded to Quine’s “to be is to be the value of a bound variable” ideal language methodology).

1.5 (pp. 7-9)

Nice quote- “And in fact, the critiques of representation have not signaled a break with correlation.” Could be the epigraph for my next book.

Very nice discussion of Heidegger and Ereignis, how the late Heidegger didn’t really get out of the Daseinocentrism that led to aporias in Being and Time.

So we are breaking with all of this when we return primary qualities. In the next part Meillassoux is going to show what is wrong with correlationism. 
2.1 (pp. 9-18)

I will call ‘ancestral’ any reality anterior to the emergence of the human species- or even anterior to every recognized form of life on earth . . . I will call ‘arche-fossil’ . . . materials indicating the existence of an ancestral reality or event; one that is anterior to terrestrial life (AF 10)

Meillassoux thinks that correlationsism cannot correctly interpret these statements.

Note that Absolute Idealism can, they describe a fact correlated with in the mind of God (even if that God is a pantheistic one), but Meillassoux will later argue that this view involves giving up Finitude. So the correlationist cannot succumb to the Idealist (we will discuss this at length in the next chapters). Meillassoux wants to keep Verificationism, and embodied/embeddedness while not succumb to absolute idealism. He does this by rejecting Finitude, not via Graham Priest type Russell-Paradox arguments, but rather by his argument concerning contingency.

And of course the Cartesian has no problem with ancestral statements, “from a Cartesian perspective, ancestral statements are statements whose referents can be posited as real (albeit in the past) once they are taken to have been validated by empirical science at a given stage of its development.” (AF 12)

2.2 (pp. 13-15) Meillassoux’s Euthyphronic Dilemma Part 1
In this section we get most of the first four steps of the argument:

1. Let A be the sentence, ‘Event Y occurred x number of years before the emergence of humans.’ A seems to undermine the correlationist claim that being and thought cannot be separated, as scientists are thinking of truth making events existing in the absence of any thinkers. 

2. The correlationist can say that the sentence is always false, in the manner of contemporary creationists, but they understandably don’t want to do this.

3. Instead, they typically give an account of such scientific statements being part of a “founded mode” defined over something more originary involving human practices and perceptions. In this manner, they actually double the meaning of the sentence. The error is thinking the sentence is true and originary, but understood as founded it can be true.

4. So according to this strategy, A is true for the scientists, or more broadly for us, but not true from an external, absolute “God’s eye” perspective that does not involve human thinkability. So we must distinguish Aus versus Aabsolute. Aus is true, while Aabsolute is false or meaningless.

Here’s the key quote.
Semantic Doubling (cf. Lee Braver on Heiddegger’s problem passages)
Consider the following ancestral statement: ‘Event Y occurred x number of years before the emergence of humans.’ The correlationist philosopher will in no way intervene in the content of this statement: he will not contest the claim that it is in fact event Y that occurred, nor will he contest the dating of this event. No - he will simply add - perhaps only to himself, but add it he will - something like a simple codicil, always the same one, which he will discretely append to the end of the phrase: event Y occurred x number of years before the emergence of humans - for humans (or even, for the human scientist). . . .Accordingly, when confronted with an ancestral statement, correlationism postulates that there are at least two levels of meaning in such a statement: the immediate, or realist meaning; and the more originary correlationist meaning, activated by the codicil (AF 14).

This whole discussion is really rich. It relates to Carnaps internal/external distinction as well as philosophers like Brandom, Robert Kraut, andMark Lance who are committed to analogous things.
He also notes that since the (weak and strong) correlationist(s) takes objectivity to just be intersubjectivity, then the correlationist ratifies the ancestral statement by its intersubjectivity, but still must interpret this statement in a way radically at odds with the scientist’s own (Cartesian) understanding of it. We really see how logical positivism counts as just as correlationist as classical phenomenology in this discussion.

2.3 (pp. 16-18) Meillassoux’s Eythyphronic Dilemma Part 2

In this section we get most of the following.

5. The claim that Aus  is true and Aabsolute is false or meaningless directly contradicts the scientist's own understanding of the meaning of A! When the correlationist says Aus  is true, the assertion gives rise to a Euthyphro dilemma. (5.1) Aus  asserts the following: “Event Y occurred x number of years before the emergence of humans” correlates with a set of verification procedures followed by scientists that lead them to assert A. (5.2) Scientists hold that this is the case for the following reason: The set of verification procedures followed by scientists leads them to assert A because event Y occurred x number of years before the emergence of humans.6. The correlationist could outright deny 5.2, but this would be to lapse into Idealism, holding that scientists’ verification procedures caused reality to be the way it is (in later Chapters Meillassoux shows that such Idealism violates Finitude).

7. Or the correlationist could just refuse to assert 5.2, perhaps because it is meaningless, or perhaps out of some kind of Wittgensteinian quietism, but this again leads to a contradiction of what the scientist means.

I should strongly note here that if this were the end of the story, the correlationist could just bite the bullett and hold that scientists are not deluded about the truth values of their first order claims, they just are massively deluded about important second order claims concerning the ontological meaning of those claims. This seems perfectly ridiculous to me, in part because the first order/ second order distinction just will not bear this explanatory weight. But in any case Meillassoux doesn’t need to argue against too strongly against the bullet biting, as his final maneuver in section 3.3 puts to rest correlationism. Anyhow, here’s the main quote that justifies much of the above. 
Meillassoux’s Euthyphronic Challenge.

. . . .if ancestral statements derived their value solely from the current universality of their verification they would be completely devoid of interest for the scientists who take the trouble to validate them. One does not validate a measure just to demonstrate that this measure is valid for all scientists; one validates it in order to determine what is measured. It is because certain radioactive isotopes are capable of informing us about a past event that we try to extract from them a measure of their age: turn this age into something unthinkable and the objectivity of the measure becomes devoid of sense and interest, indicating nothing beyond itself. Science does not experiment with a view to validating the universality of its experiments. . . (AF 17)

We want to say with common sense that the scientists’ measurements come out the way they do because they measure the way things are. Meillassoux thinks that the correlationist is forced to either deny this truism or to be committed to the other Euthyphronic horn, which would not be correlationism, but idealism, making reality causally dependent upon the scientists’ measurement.

Harman notes that here Meillassoux’s considers whether semantic doubling makes correlationism collapses into Berkeleyan Idealism, quoting this passage.

it is as if the distinction between transcendental idealism - the idealism that is (so to speak) urbane, civilized, and reasonable - and speculative or even subjective idealism - the idealism that is wild, uncouth, and rather extravagant -it is as if this distinction . . . which separates Kant from Berkeley . . . became blurred and dissolved in light of the fossil matter . (AF 17-18)

But the Meillassoux does not try to block this move until Chapter 2 (Harman gives a quote from page 38). I will have much to say about it. Here I should note that Fitch’s Paradox is actually a logically valid deduction from strong correlationism to Absolute Idealism, and we must consider Meillassoux’s discussion in light of it.

Meillassoux thinks that rejecting the first horn of the dilemma (that measurements have intersubjective validity because they measure an independent reality) with or without accepting the second horn (idealism), forces the correlationist to construe the meaning of ancestral statements as contradicting the actual meaning of those statements. (AF 16-17)
The correlationist is not likely to be bothered by this. It is a very old strategy in philosophy to try to say that a statement is true if understood in a way completely at variance with the way people who utter those statements would understand them (were the understanding presented to them). Wittgensteinian philosophers of religion do this. Averroes did it with respect to the Koran. Berkeley did it. Meta-ethicists of all stripes do it more often than not. And correlationists do it.

Note that on the way I construct Meillassoux’s argument, this Euthyphronic dimension is only the first part of his argument against correlationism. The second key part comes from 3.2, pages 22-26, below!

3 (pp. 18-26)

3.1 (pp. 18-20)

Harman is devastating in his criticism of this section. Here are the two passages he singles out.

The lacunary nature of the given has never been a problem for correlationism. One only has to think of Husserl’s famous ‘givenness-by-adumbrations’” a cube is never perceived according to all of its faces at once, it always retains something non-given at the heart of its givenness. (AF 19)
But then the problem is solved by the idealist in this fashion.

[introducing] a counter-factual such as the following; had there been a witness, then this occurrence would have been perceived in such and such a fashion. This counterfactual works just as well for the falling of a vase in a country house as for a cosmic or ancestral event, however far removed. (AF 19-20)
3.2 (pp. 20-22)

Meillassoux tries to argue that the counterfactuals cannot solve the problem of the arche-fossil, because the arche-fossil is a time necessarily before the existence of givenness. So the counterfactual, “had someone been there to perceive it” never gets purchase (in most logics of counterfactuals this would make all such counterfactuals true! and since the statement of what happened in the past’s truth is equal to the relevant counterfactual. This would make all ancestral statements, and their negations, true.

This is a very clever argument, but Harman’s discussion (QM 41-42) provides enough ammunition to effectively undermines some of the scope distinctions that the Meillassouxian would be using to establish that the arche-fossil is necessarily before the existence of any giveneness. I mean we could have lived in the universe where God created Adam and Eve coterminously with himself.

Harman also has fascinating arguments concerning whether Meillassoux is justified in prioritizing temporality over spatiality in these discussions. This leads to a striking conclusion that saves Meillassoux here.

. . .quite apart from ancestral Big Bangs and lonely falling vases, we need to ask what happens in the case of a vase that is currently present to some consciousness. Let us imagine that we are in the countryhouse ourselves, staring directly at the vase before, during and after its fall to the floor. The vase holds water and flowers, even as we perceive it. But it is not our perception of the vase that holds these other items; only the vase itself does this. This is not simply because our current perception of the vase is not yet good enough. Even if we were to study it for half a century, putting a lifetime’s energy into understanding the vase - perhaps with the use of advanced supercomputers or direct epiphany through the assistance of angels - the situation would still not change. For no amount of knowledge about the vase can ever step into the world and replace that vase’s labor in the cosmos. Only the vase itself can perform this labor. In short, Meillassoux should never have conceded the point about lacunary perception, because even in the case of direct physical presence an entity outstrips the thought-world correlate in a manner that is never merely lacunary. Just as all the steel in the world cannot build a song, all the perceptions in the world cannot build the very realities that they perceive. (QM 43)

The correlationist will respond that Harman is misconstruing the issue, for the correlationist never meant to claim the true counterfactuals make the object, just that all ancestral truths can be captured by the counterfactual strategy, and that this is consistent with correlationism.

But there are two issues here that Harman is raising: (1) Reality outstrips what we can say about it in a set of counterfactuals. Reality is not linguistic! I have a paper on vagueness with Frankie Worrell that develops this point. And analytic philosophers worried about “non-conceptual content” are worried precisely about this issue. The more I read Harman the more important and plausible it is. (2) Harman’s causal talk work to reinstate Meillassoux’s Euthyphro argument from 2.2 and 2.3 above, as well as the affection argument coming in section 3.1 We will need to keep the counterfactual strategy in mind as we return to the affection challenge.

Finally, I should note that there is a huge literature coming out of Michael Dummett’s paper on the reality of the past that should be read along with Meillassoux’s discussion.

3.3 (pp. 22-26) VI. MEILLLASSOUX’S AFFECTION ARGUMENT

As noted above to the Euthyphronic move, the correlationist need only double down on the semantic doubling, holding is that there is one (internal, empirical, Dasein dependant) sense in which the measurements depend upon the measured reality and another (external, transcendental, Dasein independent) sense in which such an assertion is either false or not truth evaluable.
Many of us don’t like this kind of move in the history of philosophy, because it is usually accompanied by a kind of bad faith discussed above. But Meillassoux’s second punch delivers the knockout blow to this reaction to the Eythphronic dimension. He notes that:
8. In any case, the claim that Aabsolute is false or meaningless contradicts Finitude. Saying anything about Aabsolute requires claiming knowledge about an absolute, which the correlationist claims we cannot have.

So the correlationist’s strategy cannot work, since it contradicts correlationism. The key quote is.
Meillassoux’s Affection Type Argument
But how do notions such as finitude, receptivity, horizon, regulative Idea of knowledge arise? They arise because, as we said above, the transcendental subject is posited as a point of view on the world, and hence as taking place at the heart of the world. The subject is transcendental only insofar as it is positioned in the world, of which it can only ever discover a finite aspect, and which it can never recollect in its totality (24-5).

But once the subject is positioned as essentially in the world (Embodiment/Embeddedness- the second thesis of correlationism that neither Harman nor Meillassoux dispute), it no longer makes sense to say that the world is dependent upon the subject, because our sense of dependence is inextricably dependent upon the world (cf. Hilary Putnam on twin earth). Thus Meillassoux thinks that correlationism is pragmatically self defeating in an even stronger sense than Wright. The very reasons one has to subscribe to it end up being inconsistent with the position itself.

If we look at Graham Priest’s (2003) work, Meillassoux’s insight can be strengthened considerably. One looks at a philosophy’s account of truth and justification and examines whether that very account can explain the justified truth of the claims being made by the philosopher in question. Applied to Kant, the Priestian self-refuting argument would then go like this. If possibility is just a category imposed by the mind to organize experience, then what sense can we make of the claim that transcendental philosophy provides the conditions of possibility of experience itself? Possibility is something both limited to experience (Priest calls this Closure) but also something that must transcend the totality of experience (Priest calls this Transcendence). 
Priest would argue that the same kind of self-refutation happens here. If phenomenology shows that claims about absolute dependence or independence from Dasein are meaningless, then we are in no position to make sense of the claim that Dasein independence of phenomena is itself absolutely Dasein dependent. Q.E.D.
I should note that it is possible that a Wittgensteinian quietist like Brandom might try to argue that the entire Euthyphro dilemma covered in premises 5 and 6 of Meillassoux’s master argument is something of which we cannot speak. Interestingly, this very kind of quietism is shown by Priest to be incoherent for reasons similar to Meillassoux’s own defense of premise 8.
4 (pp. 26-27)
Rousing cry here to get outside of ourselves!

I should note that people who just read this chapter are likely to think that Meillassoux rejects Verificationism, since his argument seems to be that Verificationism and Embodiment together deconstruct in just the way early critics of Kant blew up transcendental idealism. 

But as Maimon and Hegel, following him, realized, giving up Finitude also gets you out of the problem. If an infinite intellect is the one who can verify everything, then there is no problem for the Verificationist, especially if aspects of this intellect are parts of the things themselves in the pantheist fashion. For this form of pantheism is the only thing that will answer Harman’s criticism from section 3.2.

As I will present him, Harman will give just a little bit to skepticism, defending Verficiationism as performatively valid in a certain sense but not true, and give just a little bit to pantheism, but not in a way that rejects Finitude.
Monday, Jan. 23, After Finitude, Chapter 2, “Metaphysics, Fideism, Speculation”

Again, correlationism is the following three theses. 

(1) Verificationism- We cannot coherently think of reality as unthought (from the British empiricists originally, though Berkeley actually argued for it). Note that this arguably entails that if P is true, then it is possible for someone to know that P is true, but that in itself it places no restriction upon who is doing the knowing, it maybe could be "knowable by an infinite mind." Arguments concerning Finitude are typically what force the verificationism to be knowable by something human-like.

(2) Embodiment/Embeddedness-We cannot coherently think of humans without thinking of them as embedded in a reality ( Schopenhauer and then later Heidegger developing Kant's claim that concepts without intuitions are empty, Schopenhauer with respect to the body and Heidegger with respect to a reality experienced as in some sense pre-existing, modal (involving possibilities), and valuative).

(3) Finitude- We cannot coherently think of self-subsistent totalities/absolutes (from Kant’s dialectic, which is often taken to entail that we can therefore only think of finite totalities in relation to us; Graham Priest has a different analysis of these kinds of arguments, one that makes him in the speculative realist who rejects both Finitude and Verificationism, but who like Meillassoux argues from this by radicalizing correlationism).

Note that in Chapter 2 when Meillassoux speaks of “facticity,” he usually means to be speaking of the combination of Embobied/Embeddedness and Finitude. In Chapter 1 when he speaks of “correlationism” sometimes he just meant the combination of Verificationism and Embodied/Embeddedness/! In some sense the focus of Chapter 1 is Verificationism and the focus on Chapter 2 is Embodied/Embededdness.

This makes sense, since Verificationism does most of the work in Chapter 1 and Embodied/Embededdness does most of the work in Chapter 2. In addition Meillassoux holds that the secret is to get rid of Finitude in a way distinct from the German Idealists. So in each of the first two chapters Finitude is the enemy.

The main task in Chapter 1 was showing that correlationism cannot really make sense of what we have learned from contemporary science, and he the conclusion is to help us to get rid of Finitude.
Chapter 2 poses a distinct problem for the correlationism, that it leads to a particularly unpleasant form of (a) fideism (the view that faith and reason are hostile to one another), which is (b) combined with a denigration of reason. These two together are what characterize fundamentalism. 

In making sense of this, Harman introduces a new term “Very Strong Correlationism,” leading to the differentiation of different forms of correlationism in terms of exactly how they limit our ability to cognize things in themselves. This is quite complicated because the limits fall out of both how exactly one articulates and defends Verificationism, Embodied/Embeddedness, and Finitude, and whether one finds certain arguments compelling. So weak correlationism will be *any* combination of Verificationism, Embodied/Embeddedness, and Finitude articulated such that they entail Kant’s view that we cannot have knowledge of things in themselves, but can have coherent thoughts about them.

However, as early German Idealists (and later logical positivists) realized, this is arguably incoherent. If we really cannot have any kind of knowledge at all of things in themselves, then how could we possibly even think of them or talk about them. To just claim they exist (or that they don’t) is to claim to know something about them. So if you find this argument compelling, then Verificationism, Embodied/Embeddedness, and Finitude entail Strong Correlationism, the view that things in themselves are not even thinkable.

Harman is able to explain some of Meillassoux’s most difficult passages in Chapter 2 by positing another position, Very Strong Correlationism in this manner,

The difference between the two is as follows. The Very Strong Correlationist takes it for granted that the de-absolutization of thought also results in de-universalization, so that each person becomes a sort of private fideist with a personal worldview impenetrable to reason. (QM 18)

In analytic philosophy, this was the path down which Richard Rorty walked.  It is a really important strain in post-Kantian philosophy, probably best articulated by Jean Francois Lyotard in The Postmodern Condition. Cultural relativism, and the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, are Kantian way stations towards Very Strong Correlationism.

So we have this continuum.

Weak Correlationism entails that things in themselves cannot be known, though they can be coherently thought about.

Strong Correlationism entails that things in themselves cannot even be thought about.

Very Strong Correlationism entails that there are no universal truths to be known.

And here is where reason is so denigrated that no rational challenge can be posed to the fundamentalist’s critic. So much of what we’ll be concerned with in our exegesis concerns the path from Strong to Very Strong Correlationism, and why this for Meillassoux leads to fundamentalism.

[At the first end of the continuum Harman places Naive/Dogmatic Realism which holds that things in themselves can be known, and at the other end Absolute Idealism which is the view that the thing in itself cannot not exist.]
1 (pp. 28-29)
This is a quite remarkable introductory section, making clear what Meillassoux takes to be the upshot of the argument from the previous chapter. It is very clear that Finitude is the enemy. We should not give up the quest for absolutes that can be understood independent of our own conceptual limitations, however we do not want to go back to becoming pre-critical thinkers. 
The way I am understanding this, we need some form of Verificationism as well as an Embodied/Embeddedness. I think that Meillassoux’s divine inexistence gets us the first and his doctrine of factiality (as opposed to facticity) gets us the second. But it may turn out that this is not the best way to characterize this. We’ll keep it in mind.

Meillassoux wants to defend the distinction between primary and secondary qualities (which he began the book discussing) without recourse to Descartes’ ontological proof!

“as we shall see, it is by grasping the reason for this inadequacy of Cartesianism that we will be able, through the same movement, to conceive of the possibility of another relation to the absolute.” (AF 29)

This is difficult for me, because the arguments from the Meditations are bad in so many different ways. But Meillassoux’s point applies against Anselm’s Ontological argument as well, so maybe there will be some help at that point.
2. (pp. 29-34)
2.1 (pp. 29-30)

Descartes’ breaking out of correlationist circle to defend primary-secondary distinction (seems a bit odd to discuss Descartes, maybe not in terms of Heidegger’s analysis of “Cartesianism” in Being and Time though).

Anyhow, Descartes’ argument is roughly (paraphrasing AF 29):

1. We know God exists from the ontological proof.

2. A perfect God would not deceive me when I use reason through “clear and distinct” ideas. [Note: mathematics is a paradigm case of clear and distinct reasoning. Meillassoux gives a promissory note for a different way to absolutize mathematics which he will discuss in Chapter 4.]

3. “It seems to me that there exist outside me bodies of which I possess a distinct idea when I attribute to them nothing but three-dimensional extension. Consequently, the latter must effectively exist outside me, for otherwise God would be deceitful.” (AF 29)

Even if you don’t like Descartes’ version of the ontological proof, what is important is that for Meillassoux the above argument is paradigmatic. We deliver knowledge of important necessary truths by appeal to some absolute outside of ourselves, such as God.
Meillassoux will first show how weak correlationism undermines Descartes’ and Anselm’s Ontological proof. Then show how weak correlationism collapses into strong correlationism (by Verificationism), and then show how strong correlationism produces an even more devastating undermining of any form of Absolute.

One way to read Meillassoux’s final picture is to present a view where weak correlationism doesn’t slide into the stronger version, and where it is consistent with the denial of Finitude. On this model, everything is knowable to the God that does not presently exist. The very possibility of such a God involves denying Finitude. Again, though, this is partly conjectural at this point, as I haven’t read all the texts. But it is important to make such conjectures, because they aid in interpretation of what you will read later.

2 .2 (pp. 30-34)

Here is a formulation of the traditional ontological proof.
St. Anselm's Ontological Argument
1. God is conceived of as that than which no greater can be conceived.
2. It is greater to exist than not to exist.
3. Suppose for reductio that God did not exist.
4. Then he would not be that than which no greater can be conceived, as we could conceive of a greater being than God that did exist.
5. But then God would be both conceived of as that than which no greater can be conceived, as well as not that than which no greater can be conceived. Which is contradictory.
6. Therefore God exists. 

  

So, as with Descartes, the very idea of a non-existent God is supposed to be contradictory.
What to do? Well the big problem is that the first premise might be false. Maybe the proof itself is a reductio of the claim that we can conceive of such a creature. The correlationist, committed to Finitude, will have to make this complaint, and hence Descartes’ argument for mathematics and the trustworthiness of sense data and the primary/secondary quality distinction will collapse (note that all of these things have arguments separate from Descartes’, but it may be the case that mathematical necessity requires something like it).

But Kant wants only to establish “that there is no contradiction in maintaining that God doesn’t exist” (AF 31) without actually establishing that Anselm and Descartes’ God is impossible. The problem, that Meillassoux sees, is that if Descartes’ God were actually inconsistent, then Kant himself would have contradicted his own form of Finitude (I don’t get this, it’s in the third full paragraph of 31).

For, even though Kant held that we could not apply concepts to things in themselves, he did hold that logic applied to them.

1. The thing-in-itself is non-contradictory.

2. The thing-in-itself exists, otherwise there would be appearances without anything that appears, which for Kant is contradictory. (AF 31).

Note that the traditional “affection argument” demonstrates that Kant is incoherent on point 2.
But now, on the other hand, if the ontological proof were right that God’s inexistence were contradictory, then Kant would have to say that we would have positive knowledge of the thing in itself, again contradicting Finitude.

So instead of just saying that we have no concept whatsoever of Anselm and Descartes’ God, Kant blocks the argument by limiting the principle of non-contradiction as holding only between things that actually exist. A better way to put this might be that in terms of Anselm’s argument above, this blocks premise two, we cannot say that to exist is greater than not to exist, because we can only make the comparison with respect to two existing things (and this would follow from “existence not being a predicate”). 

So for Kant, a perfect being might or might not exist, we cannot know. This is one way reason makes room for faith.
Kant’s method of refutation, “is not just a matter of rejecting the proof of God’s existence, but of refuting every proof that would presume to demonstrate teh absoluted necessity of a determinate entity.” (QM 32)

Kant undermines “dogmatism” defined by Meillassoux as the view that 
some determinate entity - must absolutely be, and be the way that it is, whether it is Idea, pure Act, atom, indivisble soul, harmonious world, perfect God, infinite substance Sorld-Soul, global history etc. (AF 32) 

Ontological proofs are the apex of this, because they must be a certain way and must be because of their being that way.

Dogmatism is tied to the principle of sufficient reason, which holds that there must be a reason for everything, including the unconditioned totality of beings!

Here onto-theology intrudes, where you get a creature like God that ends up being the reason both for herself and the totality of which she is a part. 
If thought is to avoid an infinite regress while submitting to the principle of reason, it is incumbent upon it to uncover a reason that would provide capable of accounting for everything, including itself - a reason not conditioned by any other reason. (AF 33, quoted in QM 34)

For Leibnizians, this ends up culminating in a metaphysics in which everything is necessary.

Note now why the rejection of the unrestricted use of the principle of sufficient reason, and attendant dogmatism is a precondition for critique!
The critique of ideologies, which ultimately always consists in demonstrating that a social situation which is presented as inevitable is actually continent, is essentially indissociable from the critique of metaphysics, the latter being understood as the illusory manufacturing of necessary entities. (AF 34, quoted in QM 34)

We do not want to return to the kind of absolutism where everything in history is necessary and reasonable.

Meillassoux’s claims here about absolute necessity are pretty complicated and we’d have to run through results involving Barcan’s formula, and various interpretations thereoff to do them justice. Meillassoux wants I think the necessity that something at all exists, without it being true of any particular entity that that entity exists. Or maybe he wants a particular entity such that it is necessarily true that it exists, but that is
not both an explanation for itself and everything else. 
One thing is clear, he wants the possibility of critique of ideology (so some genuine contingencies) without falling prey to the problem of the ancestral in Chapter 1, but I don’t see the connections. He starts a conditional plausibly enough

if one does not accept the unconditional validity of the principle of sufficient reason, nor that of the ontological argument; and if one does not accept the correlationist interpretation of ancestral statements either,

that is if one agrees with Kant on the first two points, but not the third, 

then it is precisely in the assertion above-or an absolute without an absolute entity - that we will have to look for the key to the solution. (AF 34)

I think the thought is that rejecting the correlationist interpretation of ancestral statements forces you into accepting some of the dogma associated with absolutes, but that the rejection of unrestricted principle of sufficient reason and ontological arguments, show that it will be a really weird kind of absolute.

This seems right to me, but the way he tries to clarify what such an absolute would be like is not clear to me. Is it just that he wants to get us back to the commonsensical view that there are absolutes in the sense of things existing without humans, but not absolutes in the sense that they explain everything else? It’s more than that though, he thinks that Verificationism and Embodied/Embeddedment make this a prima facie difficult view, and that the key is giving up Finitude.
But the way Finitude has traditionally been given up ends up invoking Gods and Hegelian history and whatnot.

3 (pp. 35-48)
3.1 (pp. 35-36)

Here he goes over the one argument from Kant’s weak correlationism to strong correlationism. Meillassoux’s big point is that Kant is not justified in taking the law of non-contradiction to be so empty so as to not count as making a cognitive claim about the thing in itself (and if anything follows from Graham Priest’s work, this does).
He also considers a different way to reject the second of Kant’s propositions that the thing in itself exists. 

Couched in both discussions is Meillassoux’s later to be used claim that unthinkability and meaninglessness do not entail impossibility. Though he needen’t do this. For Kant existence is a category that applies only properly to phenomena, so he can’t say that noumena  exist. Likewise with causality, so he can’t say that things in themselves cause our perceptions. Sholze through Schopenhauer made this critique and I don’t think they involved the claim that unthinkability needn’t entail impossibility. Which is very good for Meillassoux, since it’s not a claim he can help himself to, being inconsistent with Verificationism.

But I’ll save the proof of that for when I discuss Meillassoux’s use of the claim to argue that correlationism does not entail idealism 3.3 (pp. 38-42).

3.2 (pp. 36-38)

Nice discussion of what speculative materialism (Meillassoux’s own position) must do. To get an absolute reality without thought, it must be possible to, “thinking a given reality by abstracting from the fact that we are thinking it” (AF 36). This is the first decision, whether one can make sense of this possibility. The second decision concerns whether to absolutize the correlate itself. Meillassoux has a beautiful description of all the different ways this has been done, given that there are so many different forms of subjectivity. Read the first full paragraph on page 37.
One of the biggest issue for scholars of Speculative Realism is the extent to which the correlate is being absolutized. Harman has found a paradoxical way to do this while not doing it, because precisely what he projects into nature itself is Finitude.

3.3 (pp. 38-42)

Problems with this section actually open up some really interesting philosophical vistas.
If strong correlationism can easily rebuff the realist . . . it is altogether more difficult for it to defeat the ‘subjectivist’ metaphysician . . . For how is one to legitimate the assertion that something subsists beyond our representations when one has already insisted that this beyond is radically inaccessible to thought (AF 38, quoted in QM 21)

But I must to inject something here. The logician Frederic Fitch gifted the world with a demonstration of the claim that unrestricted Verificationism (the idea that if P is true, then P is knowable (P --> <>KP)) entails a form of Berkeleyan Idealism (the idea that if P is true then P is known). [Note: Need to investigate the extent to which analogous arguments can be made where the central predict is conceived and conceivable as opposed to known and knowable.]

Here is a formulation of Fitch’s argument:
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One thing that we need to do as we read Meillassoux and re-read Harman is consider the extent to which Meillassoux’s worries that correlationism entail Berkeleyan Idealism can be seen as connected to Fitch’s argument.

Harman (19-21 QM) takes Meillassoux’s to attempt to stop the inference from correlationism to idealism with his claim that unthinkability does not entail impossibility. But I’m not sure this is right. First of all, Meillassoux does not make it in this section but, in the previous section in a completely different context. There he seems to make it in favor of the anti-Kantian. Second, I don’t see how this blocks Fitch’s proof. Finally, it is inconsistent with the very Verificationism that I will show in the next section is necessary for Meillassoux’s argument against Finitude!
Look, if Meillassoux really could argue that something can meaningless (i.e. the assertion that something in itself exists) without that thing being impossible, he could block the inference from Strong Correlationism to Idealism. 
But here is the problem. In Meillassoux’s argument in Chapter 3 that absolutizes the correlate he must presuppose that if P is not knowable then P is not true (this is just the converse of Verificationism). But the way he blocks the inference from Strong Correlationism to Absolute Idealism involves rejecting this very inference. Meillassoux argues that it is not the case that if something is not thinkable, then it is not possible. 

But I'm not sure he can argue this. First, notice that Harman’s Meillassoux is arguing against a strawman. To stop Berkeleyan Idealism, he must argue against the logically weaker proposition that unthinkability does not entail falsity. For the Berkeleyan Idealist need only be committed to the claim that it is false that things in themselves exist, not that it is impossible that they do so!
But consider the fact that if something is not thinkable then it is not knowable? A contradiction arises! Here is a formulation of the problem.
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This shows decisively that if one thinks that the Blocking Maneuver is correct (that the non-thinkability of some proposition does not entail its falsity), then one must either reject Verificationism, or the Obvious fact that if something is not thinkable then it is not knowable.

But Meillassoux is committed to Verificationism, and the Obvious Fact is just too clear.

This problem is actually solvable. Neil Tennant has a restricted version of verificationism that both blocks Fitch’s Proof, and (I hope to show) is strong enough for Meillassoux’s argument that correlationism absolutizes.

Contrary to this though, I have a different restriction that blocks Fitch’s proof, captures what is right about the Berkeleyan position, and is not strong enough for Meillassoux’s argument. Strangely, or perhaps not so strangely, my restriction strategy has strong resonances with Harman’s argument against Verificationism.

But before we get to this we should consider in detail Meillassoux’s argument that correlationism absolutizes. Then I will show both that Tennant’s version of Verificationism sustains it, and that it blocks Fitch’s proof. So Meillassoux’s edifice remains intact.

In any case, as Harman notes, Meillassoux is on much stronger ground just noting that Berkeleyan Idealism is itself something that a correlationist cannot even assert (note that this does not mean that the correlationist can assert correlationism either).

Possible deep point- Tennant’s restriction strategy shows that Meillassoux is correct in defending non-contradiction!!!!!!!!!

As interesting as this is (and it’s needed, given Fitch’s proof) if we examine the discussion in this section, then it’s not clear to me that Meillassoux uses the Blocking Maneuver himself.

Instead he starts a fascinating discussion of facticity, which I take to be the combination of embedded/embodiment and finitude. This entails for Meillassoux that the modalities through which we in some sense cannot help but to perceive and move about in the world (the transcendental idealist Kant had a rationalist account of these and Heidegger a pragmatist one, but they are both doing the same transcendental work, and both involve constitutive necessities and possibilities) cannot be deduced from anything prior, they are just given. The Hegelian absolute idealist on the other hand felt that they could be 
According to Meillassoux, what strong correlationism does, is extend Kantian facticity to logic itself, thus undermining Kant’s application of logic to things in themselves, which means we can no longer even think of the things in themselves (but contra the Berkelyean idealist, this does not mean that we think of them as non-existing!). So we get a kind of quietism, where we don’t talk about the thin in itself.
Meillassoux then has a very nice discussion of facticity of all forms of cognition and representation versus intra-worldy contingency of objects and properties given those forms of cognition (AF 40). Meillassoux wants to argue that logic and math are not factical in the Kantian/Heideggerian way, but that intra-worldly contingency is vastly more widespread than we might otherwise think.

Importantly- Facticity does not give us knowledge of other possibilities (which would be absolutizing), but rather just inability to claim knowledge of necessities. To say otherwise would be to go beyond Finitude. So for the strong correlationist, “It is unthinkable that the unthinkable be impossible.” An impossibility happens when it is necessary that something not be the case. But facticity just is the inability to claim knowledge of such necessities.
In summary: where the weak model of correlationism de-absolutized the principle of sufficient reason by disqualivyin every proof of unconditional necessity, the strong model pushes this disqualification of the principle of sufficient reason still further, and de-absolutizes the principle of non-contradiction by re-inscribing every representation within the bounds of the correlationist circle. (AF 42)
3.4 (pp. 42-43)

But the facticity of all forms of cognition seems to completely undermine the universality of such forms! Leading to Very Strong Correlationism.

Strong Correlationists at best can give us limits of the sayable, not really limits of the possible. But the post-modern challenge hits hard (see first paragraph on page 43). Sayable to who? Why are your limits necessarily the same as everyone else’s? Again Finitude rears its head. Robert Brandom devolves into Richard Rorty.
3.5 (pp. 43-48)

And the above give us two reasons why strong correlationism undermines the very critique that was supposed to be the heart of the Kantian enterprise. 

No one can be corrected for claiming to follow a different conceptual scheme, even one that radically flouts the laws of logic.

by destroying metaphysics, one has effectively rendered it impossible for a particular religion to use a psuedo-rational argumentation against every other religion. But in doing so - and this is the decisive point - one has inadvertently justified belief’s claim to be the only means of access to the absolute. (AF 45-46, quoted in QM 17)

As an Adult Sunday School teacher I should note that Christian conservatives such as N.T. Wright do use post-modernism in exactly the way Meillassoux predicts, in this case to cavalierly dismiss two hundred years of scholarship on the genesis of the New Testament. And moral critiques won’t work:

for if nothing absolute is thinkable, there is no reason why the worst forms of violence could not claim to have been sanctioned by a transcenence that is only accessible to the elect few. (AF 47)

The closure of metaphysics becomes the “skeptico-fideist” disaster.

4 (pp. 48-49)

Critical potency is not necessarily on the side of those who would undermine the validity of absolute truths, but rather on the side of those who would succeed in criticizing both ideological dogmatism and sceptical fanaticism. Against, dogmatism, it is important that we uphold the refusal of every metaphysical absolute, but against the reasoned violence of various fanaticisms, it is important that we re-discover in thought a modicum of absoluteness - enough of it, in any case, to counter the pretensions of those who would present themselves as its privileged trustees, solely by virtue of some revelation. (AF 49)

Chapter 3 will begin the attempt to accomplish this tall order.
Wednesday, Jan. 25, After Finitude, Chapter 3, “The Principle of Factiality” 

Hardest chapter of the book, both saves logical necessity and suggests we can have absolute knowledge of radically large realm of contingency (with proviso that a form of mathematical necessity is saved in the next chapter).

Rather than do a detailed exegesis (it really was crazy for me to assign one day on this), I’ll link to a few posts from my blog which provide the resources to reconstruct Meillassoux’s argument as well as raise a problem for that reconstruction.

1. One of Meillassoux's key arguments is formulizable in modal logic (and valid) [http://drjon.typepad.com/jon_cogburns_blog/2012/01/meillassouxs-key-argument-is-formulizable-in-modal-logic-and-valid.html ]

2. (modal logical) Meditations on the Meillassoux versus Harman [http://drjon.typepad.com/jon_cogburns_blog/2012/01/more-modal-logic-and-meillassoux.html ]

3. more development of Meillassoux's argument in modal logic, plus a possible dialtheist problem [http://drjon.typepad.com/jon_cogburns_blog/2012/01/more-development-of-meillassouxs-argument-in-modal-logic-plus-a-possible-dialtheist-problem.html ]

In two years I’ll be able to teach a class on Meillassoux and Graham Priest, and at that point be able to give this chapter the attention it deserves. But the above posts do contain enough for a reconstruction of his argument, as well as his difference with Harman, in modal logic.

1 (pp. 50-51)

very nice on realist versus correlationist absolute.

2. (pp. 51-60)

2.1 (pp. 51-53)

2.2 (pp. 53-54)

may be in last section
Everything could actually collapse: from trees to stars, from stars to laws, from physical laws to logical laws; and this not by virtue of some superior law whereby everything is destined to perish, but by virtue of the absence of any superior law capable of preserving anything, no matter what, from perishing (AF 53, quoted in QM 24, emphasis added by Harman)
2.3 (pp. 54-59)

2.4 (pp. 59-60)

Let me make myself clear, for this is the crux of the matter . . . The very idea of the difference between the in-itself and the for-us would never have arisen within you, had you not experienced what is perhaps human thought’s most remarkable power -  its capacity to access the possibility of its own non-being, and thus to know itself to be mortal . . . Consequently, you are perfectly well able to distinguish between the possibility of ignorance and the possibility of the absolute. But this possibility is always based upon the same argument - it is because one can think that it is absolutely possible for the in-itself to be other than the given, that what i believe to be really possible may not be really possible. Once this has been conceded, you are caught in an infinite regress, for every time you claim that what I call a real possibility is merely a possibility of ignorance, you will do so by way of an argument that works . . . [against Idealism] only by thinking as an absolute the possibility you claim to be de-absolutizing. (AF 59, quoted in QM 28-29)
3 (pp. 60-63)

4. (pp. 63-67)

If we look through the aperture which we have opened up onto the absolute, what we see there is a rather menacing power- something [senseless], and capable of destroying both things and worlds, of bringing forth monstrous absurdities, yet also of never doing anything, of realizing every dream, but also every nightmare, of engendering random and frenetic transformations, or conversely, of producing a universe that remains motionless down to its ultimate recesses, like a cloud bearing the fiercest storms, then the eeriest bright spells, if only for an interval of disquieting calm . . . It is a Time capable of destroying even becoming itself, by bringing forth, perhaps forever, fixity, stasis, and death. (AF 65, quoted in QM 32)

4.1 (pp. 63-65)

4.2 (pp. 65-66)

4.3 (pp. 66-67)

5 (pp. 67-76)

5.1 (pp. 67-69)

5.2 (pp. 69-71)

this entity would also prove incapable of undergoing any sort of actual becoming - it could never become other than it is, since it already is this other. As contradictory, this entity is always-already whatever it is not. Thus, the introduction of a contradictory entity into being would result in the implosion of the very idea of determination . . . Such an entity would be tantamount to a ‘black hole of differences’, into which all alterity would be irredeemably swallowed up. (AF 70, quoted in QM 36)

I don’t get this! It just seems wrong to me. I think that tragic choice scenarios force me to both have and lack the same moral obligations without any such black holes. See Priest on the paradoxes. Oops, just noticed that Meillassoux does go back to this and admit paraconsistent logics, differentiating between an inconsistent and a contradictory being. When he goes back it’s clear he hasn’t read Priest’s Beyond the Limits of Thought though, because in that book Priest in fact does something very much like Meillassoux envisions.
Levi Bryant and I hope to be able to work on the Priest-Meillassoux connection in the next few years.
It is a matter [he says] of demonstrating that it is absolutely necessary that the in -itself exists, and hence that the latter cannot dissolve into nothingness, whereas on the contrary, the realm of the ‘for-us’ is essentially perishable, since it remains correlative with the existence of thinking and/or living beings. (AF 71, quoted in QM 36)

5.3 (pp. 71)

6.1 (pp. 71-79)

6.2 (pp. 76)

7 (pp. 76-79)

8 (pp. 79-81)
Friday, Jan. 27, After Finitude, Chapter 4, “Hume’s Problem”
This chapter is a beautiful discussion of Hume’s problem and various responses to it. Meillassoux is able to argue that the inference from the stability of our universe to the existence of a special kind of necessity, causal necessity, is invalid.
He considers the best kind of case one could make for the inference, and argues that it mistakenly applies probabilities true in a world to probabilities concerning sets of possible worlds.

Meillassoux’s own argument involving the transfinite is slightly flawed. He should have presented a dilemma, either one can or one cannot coherently talk about the complete set of possibilities. If one can, then the inference does not go through because something analogous to what scientists say to creationists can be said about our location in the set of possible worlds (of course, Meillassoux is correct that this is only analogous, since the scientist is saying it about evolution with a world). If one cannot, then one cannot apply probability to them in any case.

I think this affects the end of chapter 5. There Meillassoux seems to think that the speculative philosopher needs the set of possibilities to not be totalizable, but as far as I can tell this need only arises because he doesn’t present his argument about probabilities as the kind of dilemma outlined in the previous paragraph.

1 (pp. 82-85)
1.1 (pp. 82-83)

1.2 (pp. 83-85)

2. (pp. 85-93) 

our wager is that what happened to those geometers in the case of Euclid’s postulate will also happen to us - little by litte, we weill discover that the acasual universe is just as consistent and just as capable of accounting for our actual experience as the causal universe. (AF 92, quoted in QM 46)

2.1 (p. 85)

2.2 (pp. 85-90)

2.3 (pp. 90-93)

3 (pp. 93-99)

what if the dice we are playing with have been landing with the same face up not just for an hour, but throughout our entire lives, and even as far back as human memory stretches. And let us suppose that these dice are not just six-sided, but possess millions and millions of sides. (AF 97, quoted in QM 47)

each governed by different sets fo physical laws; universes in which the impact of two billiard-balls does not conform to the laws that govern our own universe but results rather in both balls flying off into the air, or fusing together, or turning into two immaculate but rather grumpy mares, or into two maroon but rather affable lilies, etc. (AF 97, quoted in QM 47)

If from one throw to the next the dice imploded, or became flat or spherical, or if gravity ceased to operate and they flew off into the air, or on the contrary, were projected underground, etc., then there would be no aleatory sequence, and it would be impossible to establish a calculus of probabilities. (AF 99, quoted in QM 48)

4 (pp. 99-107)

4.1 (pp. 99-100)

4.2 (pp. 101-103)

4.3 (pp. 103-107)

when I attempt to apply probabilistic reasoning to [it], I assume - without there being anything in experience that could validate that assumption - that it is legitimate to consider the conceivable as another instance of a totality of cases. Thus, I subject the conceivable to a mathematical hypothesis. I turn it into a set, however large. (AF 103, quoted in QM 49)

It is possible to construct an unlimited succession of infinite sets, each of which is of a quantity superior to that of the set whose parts it ollects together. This succession is known as the set of alephs, or the series of transfinite cardinals. But this series itself cannot be totalized. (AF 104, quoted in QM 49)

Meillassoux realizes that there are set theories where U = V.  His point thus is that we cannot claim to know right now which set theory is correct and hence have no justification in saying that any particular one of them is necessarily correct (it may be the case that one of them is necessarily correct, but we are not justified in saying this or that one is). Given this state of affairs, the defender of absolute contingency need not allow her opponent to apply probabilities to the set of all possible worlds, which may not be a totality (there are paradoxes in this area that John Divers discusses in his book).
5 (pp. 107-108)

6 (p. 108)

7 (pp. 108-109)

8 (pp. 110-111)

Monday, Jan. 30, After Finitude, Chapter 5, “Ptolemy’s Revenge”
1 (pp. 112- 117)

1.1 (pp. 112- 117)

Meillassoux argues that the real problem underlying diachronicity (the ability to meaningfully talk about facts that take place before or after humans) would still be there even in a universe where scientists discover that human minds are eternal in both directions. For even in such a world, the question of diachronicity would be a meaningful one.

Meillassoux thinks that the problem arises as soon as you mathematize nature, at which point there can be a meaningful debate about whether or not the cosmos precedes human life.

For the truth or falsity of a physical law is not established with regard to our own existence - whether we exist or do not exist has no bearing upon its truth. Certainly, the presence of an observer may eventually affect the effectuation of a physical law, a is the case for some of the laws of quantum physics - but the very fact that an observer can influence the law is itself a property of the law which is not supposed to depend upon the existence of an observer. Once again, the fundamental point at issue is not the fact that science is spontaneously realist, since the same could be said of every discourse, but rather the fact that science deploys a process whereby we are able to know what may be while we are not, and that this process is linked to what sets science apart; the mathematization of nature. (AF 115)

Some pretty deep discussion here about Galileo’s ability to represent geometric information algebraicly, which reached its early modern apex in Descartes. Weirdly, Buzaglo argues that Maimon was the first philosopher to take seriously the manner in which spatial figures were finally dispensable in mathematical proof (Maimon thought that an infinite intellect would not perceive in space and time but would rather just know the equations).
Maimon thinks that Galileo’s mathematization of acceleration is a paradigm case of science allowing us to predict the evolution of a system with no mention of sensible properties like taste or feel. In this manner, once the secondary qualities were separated from the primary, mathematical ones, the world was finally conceived as being something that could be entirely indifferent to us.

By the time of Copernicus one could conceive of a science translating everything we experience into “diachronic objects,” objects describable entirely in mathematical terms with no recourse to a language describing sensible things.

In this sense, “the question of the witness” becomes irrelevant! Whether or not God is witnessing radioctive decay doesn’t affect the being of those events, which are described by physics.

Meillassoux thinks as a result of this that modern science teaches us that whatever is mathematizable is also conceivable as existing without us.
1.2 (pp. 117-121)

Meillassoux quite rightly argues that the so-called “Copernican Revolution” of Kant is actually a Ptolomaic counter-revolution. For Kant, the knowledge doesn’t conform to the object, but the object rather conforms to the knowledge. 

But the irony is that Kant was trying to justify Copernican science.

This is paradoxical (119), because, first, the anti-metaphysical stance of Kant was part and parcel of his verificationism, which rendered scientific claims knowable and most other kinds of claims such as those of speculative metaphysics not so (and actually meaningless when weak correlationism blows up into strong correlationism). But then, second, the very abjuration of speculative reasoning ended up not making sense of the speculative claims of science itself! (and this is one of the main conclusions of Chapter 1 of AF).

Something akin to a ‘catastrophe’ occurred in this changeover from metaphysics to science as guarantor of knowledge - Copernican science provided the impetus for philosophy’s abandonment of speculative metaphysics, but this abandonment was reflected back onto Copernican science as philosophy’s Ptolemaic interpretation of the latter. Thus, philosophy’s message to science was: ‘it is you (and not speculative metaphysics) that holds the reins of knowledge, but the underlying nature of this knowledge is the very opposite of what it seems to you.’ In other words, in providing the impetus for philosophy’s destruction of speculative metaphysics, science also destroyed any possibility of a philosophical understanding of its own essence. (AF 120)

The movements that originally defined analytic and continental philosophy, logical positivism and phenomenology (coming out of Marburg School and Southwest School neo-Kantianism, respectively) both did exactly what Meillassoux alleges in this section. And many of their descendents continue to do so.
1.3 (pp. 121-123)

Here we get a brief repeat of the Euthyphronic dilemma from Chapter 1, and Meillassoux argues that the correlationist must either absolutize verificationism in the sense that the world is being thought by a non-human thinker, or try to defend the claim that the literal meaning of scientific statements have them strongly relativized to the scientist (“being no more than present thought’s retrojection of a past that gives itself to thought as anterior to thought). (AF 122)

Since the first option is actually doing speculative metaphysics, the correlationist picks the second option, which ends producing genuinely weird theories of time, contrasting vulgar accounts time with something more originary. Meillassoux thinks these attempts are perverse, as a precursor must come before a successor, something not the case with originary accounts of time where the precursor exists for the human successor.

For Meillassoux, instead of the Kantian and neo-Kantian (Marburg and Southwest schools) and neo-neo-Kantian (Phenomenology and Logical Positivism) and neo-neo-neo-Kantian (post-structuralists and Pittsburgh quietists) rigamaroles we would have better spent the last two hundred years asking how “empirical knowledge of a world anterior to all experience” is possible?
1.4 (pp. 123-126)

Here Meillassoux gives a Whig history of the Kantian catastrophe in three acts.
First, Descartes gives us a model of nature wholly devoid of thought, but he needs a non-deceiving God to have created it in such a way that we can have justified beliefs about this nature.
Second, the Galilean revolution starts to delegitimize every form of a priori knowledge. “The Hume event” ratifies this deligimization to the point of undermining justified belief in the principle of sufficient reason (since it does not follow from experience or logic). We cannot demonstrate necessities such as causality (nor obligations!)

Third, “The Kant event” responds to Hume by refusing to talk about things in themselves, but rather just about things in their relations to us (for example, why we are constrained to experience the world as if the principle of sufficient reason is true). Necessity is contingent upon the way the human mind is constrained to perceive the world. Instead of genuine a priori truths, we now just have conditions of representation.

One way out of this mess is Meillassoux’s (Harman’s will be quite different), which involves reabsolutizing mathematics without recourse to necessity. He wants to hold that that which can be mathematized is absolute, but at the same time not be committed to a principle of sufficient reason.
I don’t quite get the end of this, so I’ll quote it.

It is a question of absolutizing ‘the’ mathematical just as we absolutized ‘the’ logical by grasping in the fundamental criterion for every mathematical statement a necessary condition for the contingency of every entity. (AF 126)
1.5 (pp. 126-128)

(1) Need to derive “what is mathematically conceivable is absolutely possible.” (AF 126) Does Meillassoux also need that what is mathematically inconceivable is absolutely impossible? I’d think he would. . .
(2) Wants to absolutize, or establish as mind-independent, the stability of natural laws.

I don’t understand the connection that Meillassoux is making here with showing that the non-totalizability of the transfinite must be shown to be a particular theorem.  

Mathematically describable entities are onticly contingent (they might not have existed) and indifferent to human thought. Whereas results from Cantorian set theory end up being ontologically necessary, since they place limits on “the structure of the possible as such.” (AF 127)

His concluding gesture at an argument against foundations of mathematics that allow one to totalize is very close to Graham Priest’s version of the Russell argument.

I still don’t quite get why Meillassoux needs this in this context. It has something to do with the “non-totalizability of its [time’s] possibilities” gives us a time that is indifferent to our existence. But I have no idea why this is the case. Something to think about as we reread Harman’s chapter on the book.
1.6 (pp. 128)
Friday, Feb. 3 “Potentiality and Virtuality”
Very nice discussion of Hume’s problem and Goodman’s descriptivist take on its unsolvability.
Can clarify initial problem a bit with reference to Susan Haack’s “dumbduction” inference, which illustrates the argument of why one cannot in general use an inference to justify that very inference.

Much of this article goes over the same ground as Chapter 4 of After Finitude, and similar arguments apply (he should argue a dilemma, either the set of possibilities is totalizable or it isn’t; in either case his opponent’s argument fails; in the first case because an argument analogous to the one Meillassoux considers that biologists make against creationists, but making the argument outside of time).

One thing new that strikes me from reading this is that Graham Priest really would cause a problem for Meillassoux here. For Priest’s argument against Zermelo-Frankel set theory is just too similar to parts of Meillassoux’s own argument against correlationism. For Priest, the very act of discussing V forces you to say things that are supposedly prohibited from being said by ZF set theory.

Likewise, Priest would almost certainly argue that Meillassoux’s own talk about possibilities involve talking about a totality of possibilities in any case. I think I can extract some passages from Beyond the Limits of Thought that support this.
So the proper question, given Meillassoux’s other commitments, might be whether probability theory applies to the contradictory set of possibilities in the way his opponent would need it to. However, I think Meillassoux could at this point re-apply the argument for the first horn and be fine.

Another thing this makes me realize, when I teach my class on Priest and Meillassoux in a couple of years, I am going to make sure and teach Priest’s new book, “Torward Non-Being” because it does defend impossible worlds, and I’ll be fascinated to see how this applies to Russell-Priest type arguments concerning the totality of possibilities (John Divers goes over these arguments in his book Possible Worlds).

Finally, I think Meillassoux might make a kind of Kantian affection argument against the use of the totality of possible worlds by his opponent, and in fact think he comes very close to hinting at such an argument here and in Chapter IV. His opponent argues that if laws were contingent, we would be much more likely to end up in a world with utter chaos, instead of the one we do.

But does this even make any sense. At least for David Lewis, possible worlds are spatio-temporally closed. So what is being envisioned is not in fact the set of all possible worlds, but rather a world with the structure very much like the set of possible worlds, and somebody deciding where to end up on that world. But that was not the question.

Similarly, we make sense of possibility in terms of accessibility relations between the actual world and relevant alternatives. So what sense at all can be made concerning a possibility metric over all possible worlds. Again, the set of possible worlds is being treated like a world, which incidentally gives rise to Russell’s Paradox again.

So there is a huge amount of philosophy here. We need to read the relevant bits of Divers books and Priest’s two metaphysics books and very carefully situate Meillassoux with respect to that.

Finally, I should note that the discussion in Harman’s Meillassoux book of this essay is also absolutely central, especially the discussion over whether Meillassoux can support the kind of dualism between chance and contingency that he seems to presuppose. Everything I wrote above actually needs to be informed in terms of Harman’s discussion.

Monday, Feb. 6 “Subtraction and Contraction”
This is an incredible presentation of how an a poria in Bergson can be thought to directly motivate key parts of Gilles Deleuze’s metaphysics. While the discussion of Deleuze is unfortunately still currently above my pay grade, I can say something intelligible about the first half of the article.
In part, for me what is so exciting about this article is that we begin to see the connection between anti-representationalism and the return to speculation. Somewhere in After Finitude Meillassoux quips that it is not enough to just be against representation (surely the epigraph of my next book), and I think he delivers on this quip here.
As Harman notes, we need to be careful here as the reconstructed Deleuzian picture is not Meilassoux’s own philosophy. The article is mostly describing a fictional world where all but two fragments of Deleuze have been lost and Spinoza and Bergson’s works have not been lost. One of the Deleuzian fragments praises the “immanence” of Chapter 1 of Bergson’s Matter and Memory but then notes that this “immanence” (something the other fragment assures us is found throughout Spinoza) is lost in the rest of Bergson.
1. The Anti-Kantian Structure of Matter & Memory (pp. 70-72)

Here Meillassoux articulates the connection between immanence and anti-Kantianism.
This is a project one might call immanentists, precisely in so far as it is metaphysical: because metaphysics, for Bergson , means here (that is to say, at the point where metaphysics is opposed to critique): the refusal of the existence of an enigmatic thing in itself, supposedly different from the phenomenon. On the contrary, it will be a question of grasping that being is nothing that transcends the appearance - that being is more, perhaps, but not essentially other, than the appearance. (SC 70)

It is interesting that Bergson manages to articulate something beyond realism and idealism without collapsing back into idealism, as is usually the case. Idealism is wrong because it reduces reality to our representations of it, and realism (here the view that the real is whatever causes our experiences) is wrong because it ends up thinking of the causes of our experiences as so foreign, and thus can’t make any sense of how phenomenal properties emerge out of our interaction with the real, and potentially leads to skepticism about that very real. 

Transcendental idealism was supposed to fix this impasse, but the problem is that it is incoherent. Every totality it claims to reject is of necessity simultaneously affirmed just in the process of stating the view.
When Meillassoux’s pre-Socratic Deleuze critiques Bergson, it is because of the way Bergson’s account of memory reinstates the kind of realism that leads to skepticism or to transcendental idealism.
2. Pure Perception (pp. 72-75)
On the Kantian view, which arguably dominates contemporary cognitive science (with notable exceptions, such as Alva Noë), perception works by the mind taking in discrete bits of information caused by the environment (such as light stimulating the retina and then causing nerve impulses) and then manipulating and adding to this information in characteristic ways. This is an additive theory of perception. 
Full fledged transcendental idealism prevents us from knowing anything about the reality that is affecting the mind, but the basic Kantian view morphed through a certain era Bertrand Russell (cf. The Problems of Philosophy) back to the more Cartesian view that science describes reality as it is in itself and how we causally interact with this reality. Analytic philosophy has thus been force to readdress the Cartesian mind/body problem ever since. Since gives us mathematical formulae describing objects, forces, and things of that nature, where do sensual qualities fit into this picture?

According to Meillassoux part of Bergson’s genius was that he came up with a subtractive theory of perception. Where the activity of the mind in creating perceptions is primarily subtracting from all of the information available around one.

Bergson’s way of achieving this at least borders on pan-psychism, with objects being thought of as composites of infinite “images.” The human body dams this torrential flow.

There is much to be said for such an understanding. We are seeing things as they really are, but just seeing them in an entirely partial manner. This then allows us to make sense of animals and aliens with completely different sensory apparatuses from us. They are just subtracting out some of the worldly properties that we don’t, and we subtract out some of the worldly properties that they don’t.

But the properties are out there in the world.

The basic move has lately been taken up by enactive theorists in cognitive science (Gibson, Noë) who try to make it go in a less pan-psychic manner (for them, the properties we directly perceive are identified with Heideggerian affordances for action; while this works for spatial organization surprisingly well, I don’t think it works very well for color). 
Weirdly the subtractive view was the basis for Aldous Huxley’s understanding of mescaline in The Doors of Perception (and recent research on how psilocybin affects the brain is actually highly relevant here, as the way the drug is now known to relax specific areas of the brain is being interpreted as providing evidence for a more subtractive theory of perception).
3.Memory Contraction (pp. 75-80)

Here Meillassoux explains how memory contraction (the term is Meillassoux’s) works in Chapter 4 of Matter and Memory. Somehow, for Bergson, the qualitative aspects of experience arise because we have to contract an enormous amount of temporally distinct events into few.
According to Bergson, the heterogeneity of qualities is due to the contraction of homogeneous - and in virtue of this fact, quantifiable - vibrations, from which matter is composed. (SC 79)

I’m not sure how exactly this is supposed to work. But it is something analogous to Maimon’s theory of space, but instead of the qualitative geometric reducing to the non-qualitative algebraic (at infinity for Maimon), here we have non-homogeneous perception (e.g. discrete colors) reducing to homogenous perception (vibrations). It’s as if for creatures that lived in a vastly faster time frame than us, there would just be perception of vibrations.
Apart from the philosophy, this is actually pretty interesting empirically. Recent research into time perception for example shows that when people have that “time slows down” feeling during panic they are actually able to perceive faster things, such as a number blinking too fast for them to see it when they are experiencing time regularly. To some extent Bergson is the philosophical father of this thought (some stuff I barely remember in Mann’s The Magic Mountain is relevant here too).

[Note: It is an interesting inversion on the way vagueness worked in modern philosophers through Schopenhauer, and in fact is something that Bergson and Russell have in common. Frankie Worrell and I have written a paper on this that is under review.]

4. Critique of Memory-Contraction (pp. 80-85)

Here Meillassoux shows how Bergsonian memory contraction renders the theory of perception no longer subtractive, and in a way that ruins immanence, reinstating the Kantian division of things as they are apart from us and things as they are for us.
Wonderful passage:

. . .I find myself face to face with the following aporetic alternative: either I try to intuit the result of detension directly - but in that case I would be led back to the experience of my own duration, and not that of material duration, the experience of colours which pale or of sounds which become lower. Or I return to science, distinguishing the vibratory and homogeneous nature of matter - but in this case I content myself with registering the result of an experiment, rather than thinknig the supposedly continuous nature homogeneous matter and of heterogeneous perception. In the latter case, therefore, I accede to the vibratory nature of matter, but only by way of a science which is discontinuous with my concrete perception of qualities.

In other words, memory-contraction seems to abolish the principal result of the theory of pure perception, namely that of the cognisability of the in-itself. For matter appears to us as that which has not been made the object of the work of contraction. But since this contraction has always alread taken place, since its effect is supposed to reach the elementary components of perception, we cannot see any convincing way to take the reverse path, so as to rediscover matter in itself not yet affected by our subjective duration. (SC 82-83)
So we’re back to Kant (or Russell).
In the next two sections he shows how a certain response to this problematic yields a very Deleuzian metaphysics.

5. The Return to Pure Perception (pp. 85-87)

6. The Subtractive Model (pp. 87-107).
Monday, Feb. 13 and Wednesday Feb. 14 Quentin Meillassoux, Philosophy in the Making, Chapter 4, “Reflections on Meillassoux’s Non-Euclidean Philosophy”
Three quick notes in passing:

I. One thing is pretty clear. I should have taught the Meillassoux piece from the Speculative Realism workshop, printed in Collapse III. Harman discusses this on pages 77-85) of Quentin Meillassoux. 

For my purposes the most important thing here is Meillassoux’s discussion of Fichte, for two reasons. (1) Meillassoux’s Fichte is the Fichte of “the pragmatic contradiction” (QM 82) which is another form of Moore’s paradox. As I noted earlier, my treatment of Moore’s paradox actually also blocks the inference to Verificationism/Strong Correlationism and has resonance with what Harman writes in this chapter. Meillassoux’s reading of Fichte thus verifies my earlier intuition here. (2) Meillassoux’s critique of Laurouelle (QM 83) is as clear as day an example of a Russell/Priest argument involving Closure and Transcendence. It shows that I have been right to read the relevant bits of After Finitude in terms of Beyond the Limits of Thought. Moreover, something this kind of argument was in the air with early critics of Kant, especially with the ones Meillassoux praises to Harman in the interview (cf. QM 141), Reinhold, Jacobi, Maimon (one must add Scholze, cf. Frederick Beiser’s excellent books on this period and the connection to Meillassoux and Priest becomes clear).
Finally, just as I have brought Priest into these discussions, it is clear that one must bring John McDowell in. The debate between Meillassoux and Brassier on “intellectual intuition” is familiar to any reader of McDowell’s Mind and World (as well as to the reader of Beiser’s books, or Buzaglo’s excellent book on Maimon).

II. In these notes I have not discussed “Spectral Dilemma” or The Divine Inexistence. Some very preliminary thoughts are on my blog at http://drjon.typepad.com/jon_cogburns_blog/2012/02/another-first.html .

III. Just as it was insane to try to teach Chapter 3 of After Finitude in one day, it’s pretty crazy to teach this chapter in two days. Even though it’s incredibly readable, the sheer density of the ideas demands more time. The debate between Meillassoux and Harman is something to which one could easily devote one’s life, and this chapter is analogous to the initial map given to the band of level one Dungeons and Dragons adventurers in the village tavern. 
We’re not LARPing here though. This is the real thing, a real map of a real world, or rather of all of them. Let the adventure begin!
1. Realism (pp. 126-137)
Harman’s discussion of Meno’s paradox and philosophies of immanence is pretty interesting here.

Harman notes how important it is for Meillassoux to articulate a position in between Strong Correlationism and Absolute Idealism. Meillassoux does this by attempting to argue that just because something isn’t thinkable does not mean that it does not exist, a position Harman critiques pretty effectively in the next section of this chapter.

Meillassoux starts by accepting the Verificationism of Strong Correlationism, and then deduces from verificationism the fact that if something is not knowable to be impossible, then it is possible. Then he appeals to Finitude to argue that many things are not knowable to be impossible, but then by his deduction he is committed to all of these things being possible.

Unfortunately, as I showed in the blog posts linked to in the discussion of Chapter 3, for the Verificationist, any proposition that is such that it is impossible to know that proposition and it’s negation will be such that the proposition and it’s negation are false! So every proposition that Meillassoux uses his deduction on is going to be such that it is both that it is not not necessary and not not not necessary. A true contradiction! Shades of Graham Priest!
Likewise, as I noted, the very argument Meillassoux makes against Laourelle is the argument Priest makes against standard set theory, to the conclusion that set theory truly describes a contradictory totality.
For Harman, what is absolutely important is that his take on performative contradictions does not get him into this problem. For Harman there is three big steps- (1) First backing away from strong correlationism (verificationism) to weak correlationism (again, note that my published account of Moore’s paradox does this job for Harman). (2) Radically eternalizing the correlate. This comes from Harman’s radical reading of Heidegger (discussed with beautiful economy here around page 135). In this sense Harman is to Maimon as Marx is to Hegel (very interesting, given that Harman might be taken as arguing in the next section that Meillassoux slips into Maimonism). For Harman, whenever any two objects interact they hide from one another as much as they reveal. If we look at this in terms of an analysis of Heidegger’s Zuhandenheit (as modal, valuative, and relational), one can make Harman’s point consistent with thinking of objects as bundles of properties, (3) a rejection of bundle theory, and (4) developing an account of allure and allusiveness which is a new model of epistemic access to the things in themselves that we cannot fully know and externalizing this.

I know least about (4), and will be really excited to get to the reading in the next month.

At the end of this section Harman marks a major difference between himself on Meillassoux concerning the role of the principle of sufficient reason, which he discusses at the end of this chapter.

2. The Real and the Absolute (pp. 137-141)

This is just yet one more (a third) reason why it is going to be very hard for Meillassoux not to end up rejecting Finitude all together, accepting a contradictory absolute as Graham Priest does. Key passage:
With one gesture Meillassoux initially denies existence to the thing-in-itself because it makes no sense, but with a second gesture he admits that he knows full well what it means, and uses that very meaning to undercut Absolute Idealist’s closed circle of thought. This is especially unusual given his unyielding commitment to the law of non-contradiction. (QM 140)
Word.
3. New Laws Without Warning (pp. 141-145)

Harman argues that Meillassoux in effect presents a false dichotomy between necessity of laws and complete contingency, leading to a kind of dualism of intra-worldly laws and inter-worldly contingency. Harman promises a different picture “that connections between things do exist, but in indirect form.” (QM 145) His closing section on the principle of sufficient reason will expand on this.
4. Immanence and Absence (pp. 145-149)

Key passage with what I take to be one Harman’s deepest insights is around p. 148 (“none of this adds up to a moon”). I’ve posted some preliminary thoughts about this at http://drjon.typepad.com/jon_cogburns_blog/2012/02/harman-and-the-issue-of-an-infinite-intellect.html . It’s an issue that we will treat in great depth while reading Guerilla Metaphysics.
5. Non-totalizable Worlds (pp. 149-151)

As I noted in some of the blog posts linked to in my discussion of Meillassoux above: (a) I don’t think that Meillassoux needs to use ZF set theory the way he does to make his argument, and (b) given Meillassoux’s other commitments I think one could argue that he should in fact be committed to Graham Priest’s contradictory set theory.
Again though, his argument for contingency needn’t rely on his take on Russell’s paradox. However, if you agree with me about this, then the attack on the principle of sufficient reason ends up bearing more weight. This is why Harman’s discussion in the concluding part is incredibly important.

6. Mathematized Qualities (pp. 151-152)

Harman refers back to his discussion about immanence in the fourth section of the chapter.

Wonderful quote here.

Against Meillassoux’s claim, I hold that the primary qualities of things can only be those which are not matehmatizable, not strictly knowable. But rather than placing us in a worthless limbo where things-in-themselves exist but at an unapproachable distance from humans, this brings us to a place that is neither the knowldege foun din ods nor the ignorance found in serpents and bison, Instead it is the love of wisdom, the philosophia that lies between the bison and the gods. We know without knowing, and think without thinking, by alluding to a thing rather than reducing it to a model contained within thought. (QM 152)
There is I think a deep critique nestled here of analytic philosophers’ focus on the trinity of belief, desire, knowledge, as if these three relations to things explain all of the other relations we have with objects. The focus on what kind of justification could be added to true belief to yield knowledge is part of our legacy from Plato. Seeing us as machines moved by beliefs and desires comes largely from Hume. There is a huge literature on Kantian pushback against this, concerning whether “reasons” could be intrinsically motivating, but Harman is in the process of realizing something else.

I think only a fan of Lovecraft could have this kind of insight into the fact that desire, belief, knowledge, reasons do not exhaust our most important epistemic relations with objects. I think Harman is right here, and will be fascinated to see how he works out his model of allusion. Whatever the particulars of his model, I think we need to in advance separate those particulars from the general claim made above. 

It’s way too easy when a new philosopher has a genuinely novel insight to damn him or her on the particulars. A disgusting amount of blogospheric reaction to Harman has involved this kind of caviling, often with the characteristic “sneer from nowhere” informing it, but sometimes just people being uncharitable because they don’t want to be challenged. With philosophers like Harman and Meillassoux, we should rather be much more sensitive to the dialectical need for the insight and then we should examine the extent to which the articulation of the insight fulfills this need.
With genuinely important insights, there is probably of necessity always some room for improvement in articulation. But this opens up the door to the playa haters.

In any case, as we read Harman’s theory, we must always get clearer and clearer on why philosophy needs a theory of allusion, and why allusion is a central state at the interface of mind and world (and possibly world and world).
7. A Raid on Sufficient Reason (pp. 152-158)
This is a pretty astounding six pages. First, Harman argues that Meillassoux’s argument concerning the principle of sufficient reason assumes that there can be no infinite regress. But Harman is quite willing to accept an infinite regress.

This is somewhat complicated, because there are many respects in which Harman is the philosopher of Finitude and Meillassoux is not. But now we’ve seen two ways in which this is reversed: (1) Meillassoux’s explicit take on Russell’s paradox (one I would argue, following Priest, that he doesn’t need and that he can’t uphold given his other commitments), and (2) this very issue, whether than can be an infinite regress of reasons. 

It’s difficult because the whole issue is very paradoxical. Meillassoux can always get outside of someone’s infinite regress and say that the regress in question then has no reason. But the defender of the infinite regress would likely say that that reason is just part of the infinite regress. I have no intuitions about who wins this argument. . .
Harman’s second argument, starting on the first full paragraph of 157, doesn’t raise quite so many difficult issues, and as a result I think is more problematic for Meillassoux.
A Master Argument from Towards Speculative Realism

hfjhf

Friday, March 9, Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things, Chapter 1,”Concreteness in the Depths”
Introductory section (pp. 9-11)
Wonderful description of a carnival and a contrast between how scientific and phenomenalistic reductions of the carnival attempt to account for it.
Harman brings up Janicaud’s criticism of other theologically inclined phenomenologists to argue that all three positions (scientific reductionism, Janicaud’s traditional phenomenology, Levinas et. al.’s “theological phenomenology” which is really just realism-of-the-remainder realism) fail to make sense of the existence of objects.

A. The Most High (pp. 11-14)

Janicaud misses the first problem for Levinas. 

For Levinas, Infinity is never an issue between the forest and the flames that burn it, or even the rotten pineapple and the birds that devour it. Infinity is a uniquely human burden, one that does not belong to relationality in general (12).

But Janicaud gets the second problem.

Insofar as Levinas tends to bring Infinity back into the human fold, downplaying the notion of manifold individual surpluses laying in various individual things, he tends to regard Infinity as a single Holy Other.

This is in common to all realisms-of-the-remainder, including that recently attributed to Derrida by Michael Marder. In Harman’s Towards Speculative Realism essay on DeLanda, he argues that early DeLanda pushes towards realism-of-the-remainder, but latter DeLanda moves decisively away from it. [Also note that some versions of Buddhist and Hindu thought tend towards this, which is the reason that Schopenhauer does. But not all do! If you read the stuff in Surindranath DasGupta’s multi-volume history of Indian philosophy, it is clear that many are more Latourian or Whiteheadian in their ontology, with discrete unchanging objects caught up in a web that relates everything to everything. The Buddhist doctrine of “no self” is then the idea that a self doesn’t persist over time, but is itself just an aggregate of discrete objects each existing at one time.]
The third problem implicates all of the phenomenologists. Whether or not they engage in remainder realism, it is still the case that to the extent they can make sense of multiplicity, it is still just multiplicity for us.

For both of them, with the occasional exception of Levinas, individual objects are only phenomenal silhouettes, not real entities with autonomous power and quality. Janicaud is so good as to admit this openly. But even for Levinas, it turns out most of the time that no specific entity may lay claim to infinity; the single Most High sits upon a single throne. Notice that whichever of these two camps one enters, phenomenology or theology, objects are reduced to the lackeys and menials of a unified lofty power. Even if this power allows fora bit of concealment beneath the phenomenal realm, it is never a hidden layer of the things themselves-it is either God, or the transcendental conditions of the human subject (14)
B. A Hidden Agreement (pp. 15-16)

In the previous section Harman suggested in passing that phenomenologists have tended to accept the view that if there are autonomous objects, then scientific reductionism must be true (“their conviction, adopted from Husserl, that an object can mean nothing other than a natural empirical object as described by the sciences” 14). Husserl was attempting to carve a place off for philosophy from the sciences (I don’t know if he shared Heidegger’s view that science itself was just a “founded mode”) via a division of labor. Scientists would worry about objects, but philosophy would bracket metaphysics and just think of objects as they appear to us. 
Harman thinks this gives away too much and for bad reasons. 
At this point it is enough to mark that one could defend a multiplicity of objects that exist independently of human beings without defending scientific reductionism. For all we have learned from the phenomenological movement, it’s blindness to this possibility remains its signal failure.
[Note: it would be remiss not to quote this funny passage:

What Janicaud presents as the true path of phenomenology is really just a program for further technical description of the conditions of possibility of human access, possibly spiced up with historical accounts of the metaphysical biases of the Western tradition-which all starts to sound an awful lot like mainstream Heidegger scholarship (15).

This is actually pretty perceptive. I remember when I saw Ed Shirley give a presentation for the first time. It blew me away. Prior to that, my understanding of “phenomenology” was just in terms of what high church Heideggerians did, which is what Janicaud describes. But Shirley’s “phenomenology” actually concluded with fascinatingly interesting claims about actual objects (the talk was on walls and borders). There’s all the difference in the world between actually doing phenomenology and portentiously nattering on about the possibilities and preconditions of doing phenomenology. Unfortunately, when Heidegger gives the “phenomenology of x,” such as in his pre Being and Time lectures on religion, he does much more of the latter, which possibly left a bad example. The x in question is so unimportant in these discussions (in the whole lecture he says nothing interesting or even very substantive about religion) that the “of x” ends up getting left out all together.
Harman is doing metaphysics, not phenomenology. But the actual work of phenomenologists such as Shirley, who do reach interesting and insightful conclusions about the non-human world, fits much better with Harman’s views.] 

C. Unnatural Objects (pp. 16-20)

Lots of interesting and evocative claims in this section. First, characterizing phenemology as a via negativa:
. . .both groups offer a primarily negative concept of phenomena. For we might ask what is actually accomplished by the return to phenomena in both groups. Regrettably, the central purpose of the turn toward the phenomena is apparently nothing more than to suppress all all extraphenomenal aspects of the things. Almonds and rain are no longer secret powers lurking behind appearance, as they still are for science and metaphysics, but only luminous personae crowding a narrowly human space. At the very moment that concrete phenomena attain their apparent philosophic triumph, they are abandoned by both of the camps that claimed to defend them (16).
Harman then gives examples of the weirdly non-specific entities that theological and non-theological phenomenalists have ended up positing (the other, the pure call, radically immanent life, etc.).

Second, we get the first glimpse of one of Harman’s core hyper-Kierkegaardian commitments.

The tent is always able to surprise any of the entities that observe it, or to be described in new and unorthodox ways (17).

Lee Braver has a really nice paper where he tells a story of continental realism as beginning with this trope in Kierkegaard, where what is constitutive of the real is it’s capacity to overturn any of our conceptual schemes.
Harman keeps this intuition, but then shows what happens to it when it is de-anthropomorphized. For Harman, objects surprise one another no less than they surprise us. After noting that dogs and rats view the tent quite differently than we do. He makes his third substantive point in this section.
But neither is the tent equal to all of the possible appearances it might generate, because these are still nothing more than appearances for other entities-and it is not my perception  of the tent that shelters the carnival from injury in the storm. The tent-object is something, and that something does not have a phenomenal character. Nor does the tent merely partake in some hidden unified “Infinity”-after all, the tent-object is not the same as the snake-object or monkey-object or hailstone-object. What is concealed in each of these cases is something completely different (17).
Harman uses causal talk to mark the independence of things in themselves. 

The tent-for-Merleau-Ponty or the tent-for-Geiger cannot step into the world and do all the work that is done by the tent itself, since such appearances are never more than thin slices of the reality of any given thing (17).

ISSUE: When we get to his official account of causation, we will need to see how it makes sense of this causal talk. For Harman as far as I understand him now, causation happens when two objects become a third object and in some manner reveal properties to one another on the “interior” of this third object.

But then in what sense is it the case that one object is “doing work.”

This is a deeply troubling issue for Harman, and I suggest that we understand his writings about vicarious causation (19) in terms of it. From his radicalization of Heidegger he gets the view causality can only happen when two objects share small set of non-modal properties with one another (this is a very plausible view if you follow the argument through his Heidegger book).

But then what sense does it make to think of an object itself as “doing work” as a locus of causality?
While Harman himself motivates this problematic by by saying things like “no two objects can encounter each other directly, (19)” or by mentioning occasionalist philosophers and Hume, I think this is a bit misleading. I don’t have a clear picture of what direct encouonters are supposed to be in the first place, and Hume was worried about necessity, which isn’t the concern here.

This is easily fixable though. The way I have set up the problem reveals that a better place to frame it is by an appreciation of “the affection” argument that bedeviled Kant. Harman’s talk about “vicarious causation” is really his honesty in facing the problem.
In addition, there is a second problem of causation on Harman’s view. The problem of destruction. If causation happens the way he describes, how are objects themselves destroyed? I think that this is the second facet of Harman’s worries about vicarious causation.
� cf. Silcox and Cogburn’s paper on ontological versus epistemic emergence! 


� Compare to Wright (1994)! 


� Even the most idealistic interpretations of Quantum physics don’t in any way confirm this. On the Copehagen interpretation, the uncollapsed probability distribution exists independent of viewers. Non-local interpretations don’t even have to go this far though. 


� Intuitionists might reject the transition from line (13) to (14), as P ( KP only really follows from ((P ( (KP) with the help of a classical negation rule such as the law of excluded middle or double negation elimination.  In Williamson (1987), the author suggests that this might be thought of as providing evidence for intuitionism, albeit not very much.  The denial that any claim can be both true and unknown, as stated schematically in line (13), is problematic enough.
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