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Chapter 1.
What Is Philosophy?

A. Defining “Philosophy”

A straightforward definition of philosophy would surely prove helpful at the
outset, but the term is not easy to define. For Socrates and his Greek
contemporaries, philosophy was, quite literally, “the love of wisdom.” Others describe
philosophy as *a rigorous attempt to understand”or “a persistent and organized
attempt to see life steadily and see it whole.” There is little agreement on a plain and
simple definition that will satisfy everyone. Some regasrd philosophy as the name for
a subject area of study, some prefer to use the term to identify an individual's
general approach to life; others see philosophy as the identification of the
presuppositions and assumptions underlying a subject matter (for example, the
philosophy of science, the philosophy of history, and so forth); stil others think of
philosophy as a set of techniques o clarify the way language is used.

A clear and cogent answer to the question “What is philosophy?” might
reasonably be deferred until one has had an opportunity to see what philosophers do
and hear what they have to say .In the meantime, it can be proposed, tentatively,
that philosophy is an activity undertaken by human beings who are deeply
concerned about who they are and what everything means, and that a philosopher is
a person who perceives in some measure the ways in which the various experiences
and awareness of existence form a pattern of meaning. This is the broad and
inclusive definition of philosophy that sets the framework for the subject matter of
this book. In this light, philosophy is more than a purely technical enterprise of
analyzing words, concepts, and logical thought processes. It is more than a peculiar
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game played by academic specialists. Rather, philosophy, without apology, forcefully
directs attention to the relentless efforts of human beings to achieve an organized
view of themselves and the universe in which they live. At its most inclusive,
philosophy is as broad as life and as deep as human understanding.

B. The Fields of Philosophy

One way to approach philosophy is to describe the several branches that have
emerged as the fraditional fields of study in the discipline. Each of three
well-established areas of philosophical study is identified by the major question it
asks: How do we know? What is real? What is good, right, or beautiful? Labels have
been assigned to these broad areas of philosophical investigation. A simple diagram
shows how the study has been divided.

Epistemology: Metaphysics:

How Do We Kaow? | What Is Real?

Axiology
(Values):

What is Good, Right, or Beautiful?

The question "How do we know?" is the central focus in the field of



philosophical activity known as epistemology. Analyses and speculations in this field
of endeavor result typically in theories of knowledge. Epistemology is characterized
by attempts to deal with the age-old problems of explaining how it is possible for
human beings to know anything and what opportunities and limits accompany the
human effort to explain or understand. Epistemologists seek to clarify and refine the
process of knowing. Closely refated to epistemology are the study areas of truth,
logic, and perception.

The question “What is real?" is the prime concemn of those in the field of
metaphysics. What truly exists and how what exists is ordered or organized are
characteristic problems that metaphysicians try to solve. Some of the classic efforts
of philosophers have been directed toward the identification of the underlying or
basic nature of the world. Another activity of metaphysicians has been to elucidate
the quality of the primordial substance — is it spirit, or energy, or particles, or
timeless matter? Early Greek philosophers were tantalized by the challenge to name
and describe the original and indivisible "stuff* of the universe.

The questions “What is good?" “What is right?" and *What is beautiful?* are
dealt with in the area of axiology. In this field philosophers wrestle with their
concerns over what “should” or "ought” to prevail in the world. That is, they are
dealing with the nature and application of values. Discussions of values that
determine good and bad in human conduct are the concern of ethics. Discussions of
values that determine what is artistic or beautiful are concern of esthetics. Axiology
ranges over a wide landscape of philosophical problems, but it usually touches
heavily on issues relating to the good person, the good society, and the good life.
Social systems, political arrangements, and moral codes are typical concerns of the
philosophical realm surveyed by the axiologist.

The division of philosophy into distinct fields is only a simplifying device. The
lines of demarcation are not sacred, and they are not inviolate. For example, what a
person knows may be linked imevocably to what is assumed to be real. What a
person believes to be good may depend on what that person thinks he or she knows.
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Some of the most famous philosophers over the years have been those who
undertook to connect in a grand synthesis their interlocking views on epistemology,
metaphysics, and axiology. The problem for the student may be simply a matter of
where it is most reasonable to start.

As the chapters to follow will demonstrate, philosophers do become involved
with an exceedingly wide range of topics and concems. That they do so, however,
does not mean that the philosophical perspective is exaclly the same as the
perspective of other studies. For example, philosophy shares with science and
religion an interest in and concern about the world and the meaning of human life.
But there are some differences in the aims and the approaches of these three
important disciplines.

Science has much in common with philosophy. Both exhibit a passion for truth,
and both emerge from an inquiring and reflective attitude. Scientists, however, focus
their attention on limited fields of interest where they attempt to describe particular
facets of the world so that the world may be interpreted in systematic terms. The
sciences describe, predict, experiment, and ultimately try to provide comprehensive
theories that fit and explain factual observations. Philosophy may use the descriptive
materials and the theories of science to enhance or support a position, but
philosophy goes further by constantly challenging the basic assumptions of science
and by forever asking questions about the underlying nature, meaning, and
possibilities of things.

It has been said that religion begins at the point where a person moves beyond
philosophical speculation into the arena of personal commitment and action. Religion
is more than a knowledge or understanding of something; it implies the response of
a person’s whole being to that on which he or she feels dependent. Religion stresses
faith, devotion, and worship. In contrast, the emphasis in phifosophy is on
understanding and wisdom. The study of philosophy, then, because of the kinds of
questions it raises, may help people build their religious convictions on foundations
that are intellectually mature and defensible, but the goal of philosophy is not



commitment or salvation. The philosopher is inclined to insist on careful reasoning
and continuous examination of basic assumptions. Philosophy strives to keep the
crucial questions open to intellectual review and public discussion.

The distinctions between science, religion, and philosophy can be illustrated by
comparing the perspectives taken on the contemporary controversy over abortion. In
confronting the issue of abortion, the scientist focuses attention on the physical
condition, its causes and consequences, and the effect that the practice might have
on personal or social well - being. The religionist stresses the rightness or
wrongness of the practice in light of personal moral commitments or supematural
principles viewed from the perspective of ultimate meaning or value. The philosopher
directs attention to how the term "abortion” is used, what the word or practice means
in different contexts, how arguments for and against abortion are constructed and
defended, and how abortion fits or does not fit with other ethical, metaphysical, or
personal world views. All are legitimate concerns in the controversy over abortion. It
is important to recognize that the philosopher’s questions are more likely to address
the clarity of language, the processes of thought, and the character of the basic
assumptions or presuppositions in the arguments. It is not that the philosopher is
indifferent to the sensitive issue but rather that he or she wants to be as clear as
possible about what the issue really is.

C. Two Approaches to Philosophy

Two principal methods are used to introduce students to the field of philosophy.
The first is the historical approach; the second is the issue approach. The former
concentrates on the contributions of acknowledged philosophers, who are usually
studied in chronological order. This method has been the traditional way of teaching
philosophy. It views philosophical thought in a developmental frame of reference.
Characteristically, attention is focused on the original works of those who are judged

5.
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fo be key writers. There are many advantages to the historical approach, and it
continues to be a strongly supported and quite legitimate way to study philosophy.
However, the historical approach and the issue approach are not incompatible: The
pursuit of one ieads naturally to the pursuit of the other. The only controversy arises
over the most appropriate place to begin.

The issue approach, the one featured in this book, stresses involvement in the
activity of philosophizing. We start with issues or questions about which students
may have already formed some opinions. We emphasize modem problems and
modern philosophical discussions. The issue approach is based on the conviction
that interest in philosophical inquiry can be excited more readily and that the going
will be less tedious if, at the very outset, students plunge into the sea of ideas, where
they must begin to think or sink.

But, you may well ask, don't | need some background before | can discuss
intelligently the momentous questions posed by philosophy? Of course you do. But
the foreground is important too, and that is where most of us find it sensible to start.
Building a personal philosophy of life; asking questions and seeking answers that
make a personal difference; clarifying and identifying assumptions; making
distinctions; seeking out new perspectives because of concemn with finding meaning
inlife — these are what make philosophy an intensely intimate activity.

*Philosophic study means the habit of always seeing an alternative.” This
statement, by the American philosopher William James, introduces another aspect of
the issue approach to philosophy. The issue approach exposes students to a
provocative variety of positions taken by philosophers on major questions. By
examining this diversity of ideas, students are forced to speculate about the range of
the possible. The aim is to stretch the mind, to explore the realm of the conceivable.
By scanning the horizon in many directions, students can more firmly fix their own
positions or the positions of others.

In this book one of the conceptual devices used for surveying the field of
philosophy is the continuum. A continuum is range of possible alternatives between

-6



two logical extremes. The continuum concept is introduced in the early stages of
philosophical study as a tool for comparing ideas that differ from one another to a
greater or lesser degree. To show what a continuum is, we can use two familiar
physical concepts. The concept of "white” describes the highest concentration of
light. The concept *black™ describes the total absence of light. Between white and
black, there is a full range (a spectrum) of possible intensities of light. The spectrum
can be represented by a continuum of light intensity. The continuum provides a scale
along which various degrees of light intensity can be named and along which the
relationship between the various degrees can be specified. A graphic representation
of the continuum might take the form of a half-circle, as shown.

(Light Gray) Gray (Dark Gray)
Cream Charcoal
Chalk Ebony

White Black

In philosophy, continua can be constructed to represent the range between
such concepts as theism and atheism, freedom and determinism, absolutism and
relativism. But a caution should be introduced at this point. Continua need be
accepted only as beginning tools. There is nothing philosophically sacred or
ultimately “true” about the continuum concept. In fact, some philosophers argue that
understanding is distorted or precluded when ideas are viewed as totally opposed to
one another. Others object to the implication that intermediate positions can exist
between extremes. If, after careful consideration, the continuum concept proves to
be untenable, it should be abandoned without regret. But whether accepted or
rejected, the concept should be understood.

The issue approach to philosophy seeks to challenge and involve students.
Strong emphasis is placed on the open mind and the inquiring perspective. Students
often complete an extensive educational program without being given a fair
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opportunity to scrutinize their beliefs, explore their motives, test their values, or
compare their convictions. Even if for no other reason than enlarging intellectual
experience, a systematic effort to examine the bases on which ideas are claimed to
be meaningful and defensible is a worthy undertaking. And if it be feared that
philosophy questions everything and settles nothing, some reassurance may be
found in the words of the late English journalist-critic G.K. Chesterton, who remarked:
“Merely having an open mind is nothing. The object of opening the mind, as of
opening the mouth, is to shut it on something solid

D. Two Kinds of Philosophy

The work of philosophy begins typically with the identification of basic beliefs
and assumptions. Key concepts are analyzed and defined; alternative positions are
compared and critically evaluated. This is the starting point, the point at which
fundamental questions are asked and a distinctive direction or perspective is given
to the enterprise. Here, claims are made about the way to proceed so that
conclusions may be reached.

Once the broad foundations for the philosophical undertaking have been laid,
supporting evidence is gathered and then criticisms and objections are carefully
considered. Relevant arguments or evidences from different fields of experience are
brought to bear in the effort to determine what can or cannot be incorporated into the
eventual synthesis of ideas. The adequacy of a given philosophical proposal is then
tested by submitting it to public review so that its structure can be inspected or its
implications evaluated.

In modem philosophy a dispute often arises over the exact nature or scope of
the philosopher’s work. The controversy may center on the distinction made by the
philosopher C.D. Broad between critical philosophy and speculative philosophy. The
following continuum may clarify the differences in emphasis and objectives of



contemporary philosophical endeavors. In crude, simple terms it might be argued
that critical philosophy is where one begins, and speculative philosophy is the
farthest point to which one can go.

Critical Speculative

Critical philosophers contend that their primary function is to analyze
statements and to identify the precise meanings and the mutual relations among
concepts. They insist that if we are ever to proceed beyond fuzzy meanings or
unreliable knowledge words must be used carefully and consistently, and language
must be clear and precise. Critical philosophers accept an obligation to clarify the
meanings and determine the relations of fundamental concepts. In their view
philosophy provides a service not furnished by any other discipline. Even in the fields
of mathematics and science the philosopher stands apart and makes a special
contribution. For example, the physicist may employ concepts such as “matter,” or
“‘motion” “time"* and have a better understanding of what these concepts mean than
the ordinary person, but the physicist need examine such meanings only as they
relate to his or her own specific purposes. It is the function of the critical philosopher
to study the nature of concepts as such and to make sure that those concepts are
used accurately and consistently by the physicist or anyone else.

Critical philosophers also accept responsibility for examining and criticizing the
fundamental beliefs or basic assumptions held by people as they organize their
worlds or express their convictions. Take, for example, the common assumption that
there is a necessary connection between a cause and an effect. To most of us, this
assumption appears unquestionably obvious. But David Hume in the eighteenth
century strongly criticized it. We observe one event following another, but no matter
how often two events occur together or how repeatedly one kind of happening
follows another, the necessary connection is never established. What we in fact

-9
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experience — first the flash of lightning, then the clap of thunder — forces us to
give up the familiar idea of cause as a necessary connection between events and
permits us to speak only of a conjunction, or regular sequence, of events. This kind
of analysis, appraisal, and constant challenging of basic premises is a central
concern of critical philosophers. Their most rigorous test is to subject initial
assumptions or statements of belief to all possible objections.

Thus we see that critical philosophy restricts the philosophical enterprise to a
separate and distinct field of intellectual activity — one so important and so
technical that it recruits specialists trained to analyze, evaluate, and propose
alternatives to the concepts used by either experts or amateurs in any realm of
human thought or endeavor. In this light, philosophy tries to keep the rest of us
honest by insisting that we remain true to our premises, precise in our use of
concepts, and logical in drawing our conclusions.

Critical philosophy draws fire from those who argue that its approach is too
narrow, that it results in sterile word games, or that it renders philosophy useless and
trivial by sucking all the vital juices out of human experience.

Speculative philosophy is more in line with what the average person believes
philosophy to be. Speculative philosophy may be less exact, but it is surely more
exciting, for it seeks the broader vistas, asks more provocative questions, and
concerns itself with piecing together wholes — regardless of whether or not the
language is clear or the logic precise.

Speculative philosophy is defended as being more practical because it
attempts to construct a “big picture’ — one that gives human beings some
perspective from which to launch their aspirations, calm their frustrations, satisfy
their psychological or even their spiritual needs. Speculative philosophy does not
categorically avoid value questions, religious implications, poetic expressions, or
artistic sensitivities. The object of speculation is to put enough of the big parts
together so that life takes on meaning and integration and possibly direction.

The eminent philosopher A.N. Whitehead explains it this way: “Speculative



Philosophy is the endeavour o frame a coherent, logical, necessary system of
general ideas in terms of which every element of our experience can be interpreted.”
Speculative philosophers may strive for clarity or consistency or precision — but
not at the expense of significance. Intuitive judgments, ethical prescriptions,
visionary projections, and existential declarations are among the philosophical
expressions to which the term “speculative” might apply.

Until very recently, most philosophers in the Westem European tradition
exhibited a profound concern for the speculative side of their work. Many of them
attempted to integrate various knowledges, feelings, awarenesses, and hopes into
an overarching pattem that gave them power to reflect on the total. There were
numerous efforts “to see life and to see it whole".

Contemporary dissatisfaction with speculative philosophical systems stems
from the accusation that they are overambitious, hopelessly unverifiable, and beyond
the reach of reasoned criticism. Their critics claim that in sacrificing precision for
significance the speculative philosophers often become dogmatically entrenched in
self-validating systems that change slowly — if at all — in the face of contrary
evidence or more rigorous logic.

Some philosophers, in their reaction to sloppy thinking and in their conviction
that clarity and precision are of paramount importance in the contemporary world,
would confine philosophy to the critical end of the continuum. Others, dismayed by
the fragmentation of human experience and the lack of meaning in modem activities,
would push philosophy toward the broader, speculative end of the continuum. St
others would argue that the philosophical enterprise is both critical and speculative,
since speculation must be restrained by critical analysis, while one's analysis is to
some extent dependent on one's broader understanding of the world. We will not in
this book resolve the issue between the critical and the speculative philosophers,
Our effort will be directed toward exposing a wide variety of alternatives. We wil
present critical and speculative views, hoping that the tension this presentation
generates in students will motivate them toward deeper philosophical investigation,
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E. Concluding Comment

Philosophers emphasize the framing of significant and meaningful questions.
However, answers — or what appear o be answers — are what the student of
philosophy is most likely to confront in the early going. But answers can be used as
a starting point in the philosophical effort to develop a reasoned view of life and the
universe. Answers can be critically analyzed for their clarity and reasonableness;
they can be rigorously compared with altemative answers; and they can be
evaluated on the basis of their overall adequacy. Analysis, comparison, and
evaluation — these are the tools with which the ground of philosophy is surveyed
and the mine of philosophy worked. Both questions and answers are like raw ore —
of questionable worth until sifted, graded, refined, or fused into alloys. By carefully
stating their explicit reasons for favoring particular answers, students are led directly
to the heart of philosophy. Clear and critical thinking is expected. But it is not enough
for students of philosophy merely to make their own thoughts lucid and consistent.
There is the further challenge to test the adequacy of their ideas in an atmosphere of
constructive criticism from the philosophers whose works they encounter, from their
teachers, and from their fellow students.

1. Yocabulary:

1. straightforward a. FATREY, BHEM
(syn.. frank, open, sincere, forthright , plain, honest, truthful)
2. contemporary n. FFRAHBEHBHHIA o SR
(syn.. modern, up-to-date, fashionable, newfangled, latest, recent,
current, present, present-day)

- 12-



3.litera a. BFEHK), FFH

(syn.: word-for-word, strict, close, exact, precise, accurate, faithful, true,
actual, genuine)

4. rigorous a. [“HH), KK
(syn.: strict, stern, severe, harsh, austere, tough, stringent, firm, rigid,
inflexible,demanding, exacting, meticulous, pains-taking,
conscientious, thorough, scrupulous, precise, punctilious)
5.approach n. #{E&, L&H, FHk
(syn.: advent, coming, nearing, advance, arrival, access, passage,
entrance, way, road, path, method, procedure, technique, means,
attitude, manner) ,
6. presupposition n. THEAE, HEREHH, KRFKAE presuppose v.
(syn.: assume, take for granted, suppose, presume, postulate, posit,
imply)
7.cogenta. HRIRAM), THERRBAY
(syn.: forceful, strong, convincing, persuasive, effective, compelling,
irresistible)
8. tentative a. SLRMER), FRE), BHHHY
(syn.: experimental, exploratory, probative, trial, provisional, uncertain,
faltering, hesitant, speculative)
9.inclusive a. TR H, BFE—UIHY
10. enterprise n. IR E 5 st B AT
(syn.: undertaking, venture, project, plan, effort, endeavor, attempt)
11. relentless a. NEARK), TR
(syn.: unrelenting, unyielding, implacable, inexorable, persistent,
unflagging)
12. underlie v. I%, MR CGEICESFITHE) MERM, BE
13. perceive vr. 401G, R

(syn.: sense, feel, be aware of, see, observe, notice, discern, make out,
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distinguish, recognize)
14. discipline n. 258, 7k, M
(syn.: training, routine, drill, exercise, instruetion, schooling, practice)
15. Epistemology n. AIRI£
16. Metaphysics n. JEM L%, Z%#
17. Axiology n. #HE 1
18. diagram n. EHE, HHA
19. speculation n. BEK, BHE, #H
(syn.: conjecture, guess, surmise, supposition, theory, hypothesis,
opinion, view, thought, deliberation, contemplation,
rumination)
20. perception n. BMEINIR, MI%
(syn.: .Uhderstanding, comprehension, apprehension, awareness,
.recognition, discernment, knowledge, percipience, sense,
feeling, intuition, insight, idea, notion, conception)
21. elucidate vr. B, MRRE
22. primordial a. BEXH), WEH)
(syn.: primeval, original, primitive, primal, primary, first, earliest,
pristine, basic, fundamental, elementary)
23. tantalize vr. FETFER
(syn.: torment, torture, disappoint, frustrate, tease, taunt, titillate,
provoke, tempt, entice)
24. ethics n. RHE%, HELE
25. esthetics = aesthetics n. £
26. wrestle vi. HR, EE
(syn: fight, grapple, scuffle, tussle, battle, strive, struggle, contend)
27. demareation n. 7} 7, RE
28. interlock vt. {Fi¥45, EBH
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29.

30.
31

32.

33.

34.
35.

36.

37.

38,

39.

40.

41.
42.

43
44

demonstrate v. ALH, LIF A

(syn.: show, display, exhibit, manifest, evince, indicate, prove,
substantiate, establish)

perspectiven. IR, WA, B

exhibit vi. ¥ox, BR

(syn.: display, show, demonstrate, manifest, indicate, disclose, express,

expose)

inquiring a. ZITIHH), FlARY

position n. Fik, NAE, U

(syn.: attitude ,posture, stance, disposition, arrangemﬁ

arena n. EBNHET, EHB

devotion n. {5111, BiR

(syn.: piety, holiness, sanctity, godliness, saintliness)

conviction n. UWEBAEH I, E5E

(syn.: sentence, condemnation, punishment, judgment)

intellectual a. EEH), BEH

(syn.: learned, erudite, academic, scholarly, high-brow, intelligent,
thoughtful , rational)

defensible a. REBEP'H)

salvation n. RERFIIER, Rt

(syn.: saving, rescue, deliverance, restoration , preservation)

abortion n. Ji/=, B

well-being n. 2%

sensitive a. BURKY), BZ A

(syn.: keen, tender, irritable, touchy, delicate)

. chronological a. VN, BEHEAMFEH
.reference n. %, SR
4S.

incompatible a. SR, REERFEN

(syn.: conflicting, discordant, contrary, irreconcilable, inconsistent,

- 185
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46

47.

48.

49.
50.

51.

52.

53.

54.
55.
56.
57.
58.

59.
60.

contradictory)
. characteristically adj. 78558, HH, HEM
involvement n. ZZE|MEHE, B8&
(syn.: connection, association, concern )
conviction n. I#15, WfE
(syn.. confidence, certainty, certitude, persuasion, trust, belief, faith,
opinion, view)
intelligently ad. ¥EAZ /15840, HEEAHY
intimate a. A, HERAY
(syn.: close, dear, bosom, familiar, confidential, personal, secret, deep,
ptofound, through, detailed)
provocative a. FEEF DT NBE
(syn.. provoking, inciting, stimulating, offensive, insulting, annoying,
irritating , vexatious, exasperation, tantalizing)
diversity n. 2%, B, TN
(syn.: variety, assortment, medley, miscellany, difference, variation,
divergence, dissimilarity, unlikeness)
conceivable a. AJAERH, AHBEH
(syn.: possible, imaginable, thinkable credible, believable)
horizon n. /K¥, ERSF, 18f, WA
conceptual a. &/
continuum n. EEH—1&
spectrum n. K%, i
graphic a. EfEH, EXH
(syn.: vivid, descriptive, illustrative, diagrammatic, pictorial,
picturesque, clear, lucid, explicit)
theism n. H#IL
atheism n. JoHIE



61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

untenable a. ¥EAERIK

(syn.: indefensible, unsound, weak, flawed, faulty, fallacious,
unreasonable, illogical)
scrutinize vt. vi. 8, FHRE
(syn.: examine, study, peruse, pore over, scan, probe, search, investigate,
inspect, analyze)
journslist n. FEFICE, FAEAILIESE
critical a. #Li¥RY, HLAIK
(syn.: faultfinding, carping, caviling, censorious, captious, nit-picking)
alternative a. &R/ n. ATHLEREMY)
(syn.: choice, option, recourse, substitute)
evaluate v. VE{
(syn.: appraise, assess, value, estimate, weigh, calculate, reckon, judge,
rate)
undertaking n. 1£55, ¥k, 4l
(syn.: enterprise, affair, business, task, endeavor, venture)
incorporate vt. 58, &%
(syn.: include, comprise, embody, integrate, merge, blend, amalgamate)
synthesis n. &34, A
adequacy n. &R, EY, TS BH
(syn.: sufficiency, adequateness, completeness, capacity, acceptability)
submit ve. 3%, R
(syn.: yield, surrender, capitulate, succumb, acquiesce, resign oneself,
bow, bend, stoop, defer, obey, comply, conform)
fuzzy a. 1EHIH
(syn.: blurred, indistinct, unclear, out of focus, bleary, misty, vague,
obscure, distorted)
precise a. FEFRAY, METHAY

(syn.: exact, explicit, distinct, cleat, unambiguous, definite, express,
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74

75.

76.
77.

78.

79.
80.

specific, accurate, correct, strict, literal, particular)

. conjunction n. FHFFIF L4, RILRE
premise n. iR

(syn.: assumption, presupposition, basis, ground)

recruit ve. 3f0, 3, WBEFIAR
sterile a. SRZTMEIEE), RRTKE

(syn.: infertile, barren, unprolific, unfruitful, fruitless, unproductive)
render v. £

(syn.: give, supply, provide, furnish, present, submit, offer, tender,

deliver, yield, exhibit, display, represent, portray)

piece v. Pf&, P
launchv. 7K, 7, &

(syn.: propel, send off, dispatch, set in motion, set afloat, fire, begin,

start, commence, initiate, inaugurate, establish, found)

81. categorical a. TR
(syn.. positive, emphatic, unqualified, unconditional, absolute,
unreserved, unequivocal)
82. aspiration n. #1171, R
(syn.: hope, desire, craving, dream, goal, ambition, longing, yearning,
aim, zeal, objective, eagerness)
83. poetica. BHIFEM
84. integration n. £54—{&{L
85. coherent a. BHER), EHK, BR—BH
(syn.: consistent, connected, congruous, logical, orderly, rational,
intelligible, comprehensible)
86. intuitive a. ERH, EWH
87. prescription n. 17, 14
88. visionary a. AE[RAY, FEER

(syn.: romantic, idealistic, quixotic, utopian, impractical, impracticable,



89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.

9s5.

96.
97.

98.

99.

unreal, imaginary, fanciful)
existential a. FEE XH
overarch vt. fiiy-H0, HEF
accusation n. T, BT
(syn.: charge, allegation, impeachment)
verifiable a. A[UESER), AIHEGGHY
sacrifice n. $i%4
(syn.: offering, oblation, immolation, slaughter, surrender, renunciation,
loss, destruction)
dogmatical a. E&HRF XA
entrench vr. {H#L5E
(syn.: establish, fix, dig in, embed, root, implant, lodge, settle)
validate vi. 4L, X
sloppy a. JBITHI, FT&RHEM
(syn.: wet, watery, slushy, muddy)
paramounta. TXEH, HEM
(syn.: supreme, chief, cardinal, principal, leading, dominant)

fragmentation n. HHR, 7

100. dismay vr. 75,0, {F{HE

(syn.: upset, daunt, terrify, horrify, appeal, discourage, depress, sadden,
disappoint)

II Notes

A.

Terms

1. Epistemology IAiRi€ The subdivision of philosophy that studies the

nature, the sources, the possibilities, the limitations, and the validity of
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knowledge.

2. Metaphysics 2 L 2¢ Literally, after or beyond physics. The subdivision
of philosophy involves a critical study of the nature of reality.
Metaphysics is divided into ontology, the theory of the nature of being or
existence, and cosmology, the study of the development of the universe as
an orderly system. Metaphysics is often interpreted as synonymous with
overall worldviews.

3. Axiology f/1Ei£ The subdivision of philosophy that studies value (the
right, the good, the beautiful, the approved), an inquiry into the nature,
criteria, and application of value judgments,

4. Ethics JE{EME The branch of philosophy that attempts to determine
what is good for people and what is right for them to do; examination of
human behavior, the proper relation of one person to another, and the
ultimate ends of human life; explores the mature and limits of obligation.

5. Esthetics 8%, 5% The branch of philosophy that concerns itself with
the study of beauty, especially in art ,includes the study of the nature of
beauty, taste, and standards of esthetic judgment.

6. Continuum E44E—1{K A range of possible alternatives between two
logical extremes, or polar opposites.

7. Theism H#i€ The theory that God exists transcendent to the world as
the Creator who gives to the world its original existence; The view that
God is the source and the ultimate end of existence.

8. Atheism JC##1i€ Disbelief in or denial of the existence of a supreme being.
Distinct from agnosticism.

9. Absolutism {3fF ¥ The doctrine that reality, truth and values are
established in the eternal nature of things; They are not made and cannot
be changed by human beings; unchanging, objective, universal. Opposite
is relativism.

- 20



10. Relativism #8 3} ¥ X The idea that a whole can be completely
understood by an analysis of its parts or that a developing process con be
explained as nothing more than a resultant of its earlier and simpler
stages. The reductionist believes that the explanation of every object and
event can be reduced to a description in terms of mechanical processes.

B. Philosophers

1. Scorateszz (470—399B.C.) FF4& 1L & A Greek philosopher who forms the
boundary between “pre-Socratic” and subsequent Greek philosophy. In
his early life he was a courageous soldier, but he later turned from
military pursuits to philosophical inquiry and social criticism. Disdainful
of material goods and the ordinary conception of the good life, he took as
his pursuit the love of wisdom (Sophia) — that is, philosophy. Although
he claimed that he knew only one thing — that he knew nothing--he was
feared in debate for his cross-questioning of those who claimed to know
and for his ability to refute rhetorical and ill — founded arguments.
Charged late in his life without believing in the state gods and with
corrupting the youth, he was convicted and sentenced to death. Refusing
friends’ offers to assist in his escape, he stayed in jail and drank the fatal
hemlock. He wrote no philosophy.

2. William James (1842—1910) BiBR - &#§+ American psychologist and
philosopher, defended and made popular the philosophy of pragmatism,
specially in the areas of morality and religious belief. If the psychological,
moral, and/or social consequences of a belief are good, the belief counts
as rational, even though it cannot be proven by science. Though it is
subject to misinterpretation, he once urged, “the true is only the expedient
in our way of thinking, just as the right is only the expedient in our way of
behaving,” i.e., truth depends upon the workability of our beliefs. James



What IS PhiloSOphy « -+« ++verversee-

had a long-standing interest in psychic phenomena, which he examined
carefully in order to determine whether there is personal, survival after
death. Principal works: The Principles of Psychology, Varieties of
Religious Experience, The Will to Believe and Other Essays, Pragmatism,
The Meaning of Truth.

3. David Hume (1711—1776) XTI - {Ki¥ A Scottish empiricist and skeptic,
held that all ideas originate from impressions (immediate perceptions).
Since we have no impression of any necessary connection linking causes
and effects. We do not know past. Without knowledge of causal necessity
we have no rational justification for inferring that the future will be like
the past (the problem of induction). He also claimed that we have no
impression of the self, which we do not know whether matter exists, and
that we cannot prove God's existence. He influenced thinkers as diverse
as Kant and Einstein. Principal works: A Treatise of Human Nature, An
Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Principles of Morals,
Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion

4. Alfred North Whitehead (1861—1947) F/R3BEE « 17458 A British
mathematician, philosopher, and historian of ideas, is widely regarded as
one of the great speculative metaphysicians and as the chief proponent of
process philosophy. Whitehead stressed a universe in which change,
creativity, and interdependence are reflected in immediate experience.
Process is a creative advance in which all events (“actual occasions”)
emerge, evolve, and die through absorption in their offspring. Ordered
change is possible through the interaction with a realm of eternal objects
(similar to Platonic forms). God affects the world and is affected by it.
Principal works: Science and the Modern World, Process and Reality,
Adventures of Ideas, Modes of Thought, (with Bertrand Russell) Principia
Mathematical.



II1. Exercises

A. Review Questions

1. With what types of questions does philosophy deal?

2. How can philosophy help us to understand the world? And our lives
better?

3. How does philosophy differ from other disciplines?

B. Discussion Questions

What specific ways might the study of philosophy assist those in pursuit of a
higher education?

In what special ways might a philosopher contribute to a debate over
the use of animal furs for human clothing? Over the use of new technology
in human reproduction (for example, in vitro fertilization and surrogate
motherhood)? Over laws requiring the use of a helmet while operating a
motorcycle?
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Chapter 2.
Philosophical Thinking

A. Introductory Comment

Philosophy has been broadly characterized as the search for an enlightened
worldview. In this endeavor, philosophers typically try to identify and analyze the
basic assumptions that people depend on (but are rarely aware of) to make sense
out of their lives and their experiences. But a more specific and more technical
responsibility assumed by philosophers is the task of clarifying concepts and
constructing defensible arguments.

Philosophical thinking is distinguished from ordinary thinking. It is characterized
by its attempt to be conceptual and abstract. The stress is on the deeper-level
meanings and the symbolic representations that attend the human effort to
understand. Rather than directing its attention to the concrete events and
experiences of the world, philosophical thinking examines the underlying structure of
human thought. Particular sensations or individually distinct events, while they may
be examined as data, are not the main point of interest. The specific size, shape,
and movement of balls on a pool table become the special subject of philosophical
concern when questions are raised about cause, tactics, or what it means to play a
game of pool.

Philosophical thinking also demands that we be as accurate and precise as
possible about the definition and use of words. Words are the common currency of
communication. Words are the basic foundation on which human beings build a
system of mutually agreeable abbreviations for sharing experiences, feelings,
desires, and aspirations. But words are also combined and arranged to formulate



concepts or ideas that can be used to exchange meanings at a more general and
complex level. Philosophical thinking encourages us to examine, share, and
evaluate those broader ideas that we believe to be significant. In this regard,
philosophy moves toward a position of rationality or reason, in which spontaneous
emotion, idiosyncratic experience, or unthinking and automatic verbal expressions
do not dominate.

Finally, philosophical thinking is marked by the compelling obligation to give
reasons for whatever we affirm or conclude. Anything a philosopher says or writes is
subject to critical analysis, comparison, and evaluation by alf who care to join in the
dialogue. Philosophical positions must be publicly proposed and defended.

So, philosophers are people marked by the habit of wrestling with the deeper
meanings of concepts and the wider connections of ideas. They find significance in
the act of reflection — in the pursuit of thoughts and feelings beyond the
requirements of the moment and beyond the limits of what is comfortably ciose at
hand. The different methods and techniques of reflection they use need to be
analyzed and compared.

Some philosophers insist that ideas should follow each other in a rigorous,
formal, logical way. Others put their trust in feefing or intuition as a source of
knowledge or belief. Eastem philosophers in particular may be wary of any form of
abstract conceptualization, believing it preferable to let the mind alone, to surrender
to the flow of experience. But with few exceptions philosophers agree that it is
appropriate to reflect on what is real or what might be the best way to live a life and
then discuss it.

The processes and the products of reflection are expressed in language. In
speaking or in writing, philosophers attempt to be clear and compelling about those
things that matter to them and about which they have thought deeply. They express
and elaborate their own ideas, and they consider and criticize the ideas of others. In
a word, they communicate. They engage in an ongoing dialogue about what they
judge to be critical issues. Personal, private, and unexpressed points of view may be
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individually satisfying — even ultimately paramount — but philosophers typically
talk to one another and express to a wider public their views about alternative ways
to think, act, or exist. Ideas are presented, defended, and shared. Because the
philosophical approach involves analysis, comparison, and evaluation, it is in the
arena of public exposure and open criticism that true philosophy is practiced.
Socrates was a true philosopher; his life was an example of philosophy in action. His
special passion was to promote serious dialogue between thoughtfully concerned
human beings.

B. Language and Discourse:

From Symbols to Arguments

Philosophers devote a great deal of time and energy to the study of the forms
and functions of language because effective communication and meaningful
dialogue are founded on the clear and rigorous use of mutually intelligible symbols.
A symbol is simply something that stands for or represents something else. Words
and numbers are symbols, and symbols are the building blocks of any language.
There must be reasonable agreement on the form and organization of symbols if
philosophical dialogue is to be fruitful. There must be such agreement if everyday
speaking and writing are to be anything but gibberish.

In the prologue, clarity was listed as one of the goals of philosophical study.
Clarity can be achieved only if there is reasonable consensus on the way in which
language is to be used. Clarity of expression depends on the careful selection and
precise use of words. What is called critical thinking depends on the consistent
organization of the units of language into ordered and intelligible discourse. At this
point we may begin to recognize and appreciate the crucial importance of grammar
and syntax in the process of human communication. To be understood, even poorly



or partially, we must play the game of using structured symbols. To philosophize —
to identify assumptions, to clarify positions, to exchange meanings — we must
concern ourselves with the use and abuse of words and with the way arguments are
structured and evaluated.

Qur attention is again directed to words. As symbols, words "stand for” other
things, such as objects, events, and actions. When we communicate, we nearly
always use words. We may add gestures, facial expressions, or tonal emphasis, but
the words carry the basic message. The clarity of our ideas is intimately connected
with the manner in which we express them. If our choice of words is inappropriate or
our use of them vague or ambiguous, then clarity of expression will not be achieved.

Words, then, are the basic tools of thought. Just as a carpentry project can be
ruined by using the wrong tools, so a thought can be blurred or distorted by using the
wrong words. But how can we tell when the words are *right™? This question draws
us into the complex field of semantics. Semanticists study the meanings of words.
They are concerned with the symbolic units of language (the words) and how these
units are defined, organized, and agreed on in a system of exchanged meanings.
For example, in a given statement does the word “‘communism” refer to the theory
developed by Marx, to the political system in China today, or fo the shared
relationships in an experimental commune? When people say, “love conquers all,”
does the word “love” mean physical attraction, romantic idealization, or cosmic
compassion? Semanticists also warn us against confusing a word for a thing; they
remind us that words simplify and abstract from complex, ever-changing reality.

Beginners in philosophy must direct special attention to the meanings of words,
many of which are used in one way by people carrying on an ordinary conversation
and in a quite different way by philosophers. In everyday communication, to demand
that every word be critically analyzed and defended may have the effect of
obstructing or terminating the effort to establish human connections; in philosophy,
the precise use of carefully defined terms sets the foundation for the exploration and
exchange of significant ideas.
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Words are combined into phrases and sentences. Sentences having the
properties of statements, or, as they are sometimes called, propositions, are key
elements in the theosophical pro ass called logical reasoning. A statement is a
declarative sentence that asserts or claims that some condition or relationship exists.
It expresses meaning and must be either true or false. Not all sentences contain
statements. Some sentences express commands. Others frame questions — and
questions have a special importance in philosophy. But philosophers put much effort
into the construction of sentences that do contain statements or propositions. Then
they analyze the ways in which statements or propositions are related to one another
to provide a basis for conclusions or generalizations. Declarative sentences —
sentences that assert or claim that something is indeed so — become elements that
may be organized into what logicians call argument is. An argument is a list of two or
more statements, one of which is designated the conclusion and the rest of which
are designated premises. The conclusion states the point being argued for, and the
premises state the reasons being advanced to support the conclusion. Here are two
different patterns of argument in which it is easy to identify the premises and the
conclusion;

The clouds are getting darker overhead.
The wind is becoming stronger.

The barometer is dropping.

Therefore, a storm is on the way.

John is shorter than Gene.
Gene is shorter than Phil.
Therefore, John is shorter than Phil.

An argument can be further defined as any of propositions (statements), one of
which, it is claimed, follows from the others, which are regarded as supplying the



evidence for that one. We now find ourselves engaged in a philosophical activity that
deals with the procedures for constructing and evaluating arguments purported to be
conclusive. We are invoived in critical thinking. Critical thinking is a prized
commodity in the world today. Critical thinking is usually judged by the extent to
which arguments are organized and presented in a systematic way. When words are
ambiguous or when arguments are poorly presented, we are often accused of cloudy
thinking. To help us think more critically about statements that occur frequently in
arguments, we might raise the following questions:

Is the statement consistent with everyday experience and perception?

Does what is said actually reflect what happens in the world?

Would the statement appear reasonable or adequate to an impartial third party?

Are biases, prejudices, and selective perceptions clearly recognized and
avoided?

Is the statement ambiguous, obscure, or inteally contradictory? Is it vague or
lacking a clear referent, or does it relate ideas that are mutually exclusive?

Is the statement consistent with other statements that we have already
accepted as true? If not, must the new statement be abandoned or must the earlier
statements be reevaluated?

Are there exceptions or counterexamples that make the truth of the statement
questionable? What percent of the relevant cases fit? How strong is the contrary
evidence?

Is the statement acceptable in light of the common use of language? Is there
fairly widespread agreement on the definitions and uses of words?

Does acceptance of the statement mean accepting consequences that are
unreasonable or undesirable? Does the statement lead to a conclusion that is
absurd or that clearly denies considered judgments from previous reasoning or
experience?

Are there alternative statements that are equally or more clearly pertinent and
reasonable? Would a different statement make the point more accurately and
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adequately?
These questions provide a basis for analyzing critically such statements as the

following:

The truth will make you free.

You can’t change human nature.

Pleasure is the only ultimate value.

Violent revolution in underdeveloped countries is necessary and
desirable.

Human beings are inherently selfish and competitive.
Moral people look out for themselves first.

Man is condemned to be free.

Science is the only valid way of knowing.

Beauty is in the eye of the beholder.

Good and evil are two sides of the same coin.

Let us examine more closely the relationship between what is commonly called
critical thinking and what philosophers call logic. The study of logic is a study of the
rules of reasoning by which people arrive at conclusions. Logic is defined popularly
as the science of reasoning, but that is not entirely accurate. The term “reasoning *
merely identifies the practice of drawing conclusions from premises. There two
distinctive processes of reasoning: psychological and logical. The psychological
process of drawing conclusions from premises is called inference. The psychological
process is difficult to describe, but we know that human beings do it all the time; it is
somehow related to the activities of the human brain and nervous system. Logical
reasoning, in contrast, takes place only when evidence is stated in the form of
propositions and those propositions are formally related as premises and conclusion.

On the basis of my current state of health, my childhood frustrations, and my
interest in geopolitics, | may conclude (infer) that the world will come to an end



tomorrow. | have my reasons! But unless the evidence can be organized declarative
sentences and the resulting propositions ordered in the correct form of an argument,
my conclusion cannot be evaluated logically. Philosophers are concerned with the
structure of logical reasoning, and they attempt to discriminate between valid and
fallacious forms of reasoning. Logicians are not primarily concerned with the
psychological aspects of inference. Psychologists or neurologists might study the
mental or physical processes leading to a person’s acceptance of a particular belief
or opinion, but logicians are interested in the relationships among propositions and in
the logical order of the argument. They are concemed with the formal correctness of
the completed structure of the argument. Logicians study the methods and principles
used {o distinguish correct from incorrect arguments. It is their intention to be formal
and objective.

A warning is in order. Distinguishing between reasen and rhetoric-two concepts
that are all too frequently confused — is important. Reason implies some sort of
orderly thought process that can be traced, analyzed, and judged by intellectual
standards. Reason claims to increase human knowledge or understanding, often
apan from its practical applications. Reason may be valued for its own sake because
it illuminates meaning, order, and perspective. Reason emphasizes the passion for
clarity and truth; it stresses criticism and the search for sound arguments. Rhetoric,
on the other hand, is a form of communication designed to persuade, to motivate
people toward a predetermined action or opinion. Rhetoric is the skillful use of
language in an effort fo elicit a particular response. Rhetoric is a means; it takes the
form of intellectual coercion or psychological persuasion. Rhetoric tends to be
uncritical and dogmatic.

The distinction between reason and rhetoric raises some sticky semantic
questions, but it is a similar distinction to that sometimes made between “education”
and “propaganda.” Education seeks to give persons the power to make decisions
and the knowledge to make choices on their own. Propaganda is designed to
produce a predictable opinion or response, whether or not responders understand
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what they do or why they do it. Over the years philosophy has been tilted toward the
broader view — toward reason and education.

Logical reasoning is one of the most important areas of contemporary
philosophical study. The traditional way of classifying logical arguments is fo
designate them either inductive or deductive. Different criteria are employed in
evaluating each type, and we shall consider them separately.

C. Inductive Reasoning

Induction refers to the process of drawing conclusions from specific evidence. It
is a process of reasoning in which conclusions are typically drawn from the
observation of particular cases. Inductionists claim that we can experience directly
only what is concrete and particular. Particulars are the individual units of perception
or experience rather than the general or universal aspects. When we generalize
about these particulars, we go beyond the immediate experience of those particulars.
Consequently, a conclusion reached through the inductive process is never
absolutely certain. In induction, reasoning proceeds to conclusion that is not
confined to the scope of the premises but is somehow additional to, or beyond, them.
Inductive logical procedure is tightly linked to the concept of probability. The
conclusion is based on the evidence, but the conclusion is never absolutely certain.
It is only probable: After all, there is the possibility of discovering new evidence.
Courtroom drama on television and in the movies often illustrates this point.

The inductive probability of an argument is the likelihood that its conclusion is
true as long as the premises are factual, Inductive arguments are *strong” or *weak.”
The claim is that their premises constitute some evidence for their conclusion. The
greater the weight of the evidence, the stronger the argument. The terms *valid * and
‘invalid” and the concept of “validity" are not appropriately applied to inductive
arguments. Inductive logic is concerned with tests for measuring the inductive
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probability or strength of arguments and with the rules for constructing strong
inductive arguments. This method of reasoning has been identified with scientific
activity, but we shall discover that the scientific method involves much more than the
strict application of inductive logic.

We use induction constantly in our daily lives to guide our choices. We “leam
from experience” by classifying particular events into *kinds® or “classes” and then
discovering how these kinds or classes of things are related to one another. We are
then in a position to make predictions about what is likely to happen in the particular
situations that occur in our lives. A child is bitten by an ant, is subsequently bitten by
aflea and a mosquito, and is later stung by a bee. The child comes to the conclusion
that insects cause pain. A generalization about small creeping and flying organisms
(Yinsects cause pain”) is established that becomes a principle by which the child acts
toward a certain class of creatures. Later knowledge and experience may modify the
child's concept or confirm it, but, in either case, specific experiences have led to the
general idea.

One of the more obvious advantages of inductive thinking is that it helps human
beings to frame their expectations of the future on the basis of what they know about
the past and the present. Conclusions about what is most likely to happen in the
future are guided by the accumulation of available evidence. Inductive logic gives the
power to project forward in time and predict what will probably occur. It is this kind of
reasoning, for instance, that is used by the weather forecaster to predict the
likelihood of rain tomorrow and by the pollster who attempts to foresee the result of
an election. Inductive logic is a most valuable human tool. It stresses the
effectiveness of basing conclusions on the careful and extensive accumulation of
pertinent evidence.

One of the arguments presented earlier in this chapter showed the inductive
form. The factual premises were listed and the probable conclusion followed:

The clouds are getting darker overhead. (premise)
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The wind is becoming stronger. (premise)
The barometer is dropping. (premise)
Therefore, a storm is on the way. (conclusion)

Another example:

The first grape in this bunch tasted sour. (premise)

The second grape in this bunch tasted sour. (premise)

The third grape in this bunch tastes sour. (conclusion)

Therefore, the next grape in this bunch will also taste sour
(conclusion)

Now examine the following inductive generalization: “Practice makes perfect.”
How is this generalization desired? We survey many particular cases of competent
performance — concert pianists, tennis champions, expert typists, skilled bricklayers,
chess masters, successful airline pilots, and professional golfers. We observe that
long, intense practice is part of every one of these different activities. In other words,
practice is a common factor in all cases. We then go beyond our specific
observations and induce the general principle that “practice makes perfect.”
Assuming that this is a fair example of how the inductive process works, it should be
clear that inductive thinking is subject to serious hazards and limitations. it is not a
simple, straightforward matter to make reliable inductive inferences from particular
cases to general conclusions.

Before deciding that the statement °*Practice makes perfect” is a reliable
inductive generalization and not a hasty generalization, we would have to raise and
answer certain questions. Must people practice fo perfect all kinds of skills? Does
the generalization apply, for example, to a child prodigy in mathematical calculations?
These questions point to a distinction that is made between two kinds of causes. A



necessary cause or condition exists if, in its absence, an effect cannot occur. It is
one of the factors needed to produce a given effect. A sufficient cause or condition is
one in whose presence an event must occur. The generalization “practice makes
perfect’ implies that practice is not only a necessary cause of skilled performance
but also a sufficient cause of it; anyone who practices long and hard on the piano
can become a concert pianist But does this implication square with what we know
about piano players? Another question arises. In some or even all cases of expert
performance, can there be two common factors rather than just one — for example,
practice and natural ability? The problem immediately becomes very complex.

In this brief introduction to logical reasoning, no attempt will be made to cover
all the rules and procedures for checking the correctness or reliability of all inductive
generalizations or conclusions. There are, however, a few preliminary guidelines:

1. How complete is the evidence on which the conclusion is based? What
proportion of the total number of relevant cases has been examined?

2. How reliable is the evidence? How sure is it that the facts have been
observed carefully? It should be clear that the reliability of the conclusion
could be no greater than the accuracy and objectivity of the evidence on
which it is based.

3. Since it is usually impossible to inspect all relevant cases, is the sample
selected representative; that is, are the examined cases typical of the total
population of cases?

4. Have negative instances, cases that do not fit, been actively searched out
and taken into account?

5. Are there alternative theories (different conclusions) that can equally well
or better relate and explain the facts?



Philosophical Thinking -+« -+« +++++++«+-

Critique of Inductive Reasoning

Even simple inductive logic presents some serious difficulties.

Facts do not speak for themselves; they do not flash lights to show their
interrelationships to an impartial observer. Any concept, then, that organizes or
relates the facts or any generalization made about those facts is additional to the
facts themselves. This limitation of strict induction is expressed in the maxim “There
is nothing as practical as a good theory.” Human knowledge in general and orderly
thinking in particular depends on concepts and theories by which the particular facts
selected from the countless number available are given relevance or meaning. Facts
and experiences must be selected according to some criterion that dictates what is
pertinent and what is irrelevant. In other words, there must be a theory that makes it
possible to draw conclusions from the evidence. Many scientists besides Darwin
possessed elaborate collections of living and extinct organisms but failed to see how
the specimens could be related significantly and used as evidence for a theory of
evolution. Inductive logicians are hard pressed to explain the foundations of their
theories and generalizations.

D. Deductive Reasoning

The basic principles of deductive logic are fairly well established. There is
widespread agreement on the definitions of its basic concepts, and the rules of
procedure are precisely formulated. The defining characteristic of a valid deduction
is its certainty. If the conclusion is necessary — that is, if it is forced by the
premises — the argument is certain.

A deductive argument involves the claim that its premises provide all the
evidence required for a conclusion. Additional evidence does not affect the credibility
of a valid deductive conclusion. A deductive system of argumentation is a closed



system; it cannot advance beyond the scope of its premises. Consider this point in
the light of the following deductive argument:

All human beings are mortal. (premise)
Socrates is a human being. (premise)
Therefore, Socrates is mortal. (conclusion)

There is nothing in the conclusion that was not already contained in the
premises. Deductive arguments are typically analytic. They are analytic in the sense
that they analyze, or separate out, something that has already been included in the
premises, and then they state it in the conclusion.

In deductive arguments, premises, in the form of statements or propositions, are
often established as self-evident or "given”, which means that no proof is necessary,
and the premises are accepted as obvious before any reference is made to the facts.
Such premises, whether accepted for logical or for intuitive reasons, set the
foundation and prescribe the limits for the deductive reasoning process that follows.

Instead of labeling arguments “strong™ or “weak” or even *correct” or “incorrect,”
the deductive logician applies the terms valid and invalid. A valid argument is one
that has property of being legitimately derived from premises by prescribed logical
deduction. To be valid, the argument must — without ambiguity or exception —
follow the established rules. Any flaw or error in the logical procedure immediately
renders the argument and its conclusion invalid. The task of deductive logic is to
clarify the nature of the relationship that holds between premises and conclusion in
valid arguments and to propose techniques for discriminating valid from invalid
arguments.

One pattern of deductive reasoning is found in the syllogism. A syllogism is a
precise and standardized form of argument that contains two premises and a
conclusion. Two types of syllogisms will be introduced. First is the categorical
syllogism, which consists of three categorical propositions. A categorical proposition
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is a statement that consists of only two terms and relates a class of things (called the
subject) to another class of things (called the predicate). In a categorical syllogism,
the three propositions together supply exactly three terms, each of which appears
twice and is used in the same sense throughout the argument. Following is an
example:

All fire fighters are brave.
Max is fire fighter.
Therefore, Max is brave.

This is a valid syllogism because the conclusion is forced by the premises.
The terms establish clear and definite categories for the argument and are related to
one another in @ manner that conforms with the definition for a categorical syllogism
set forth above.
Another type of syllogism is the hypothetical syllogism, which exhibits a
somewhat different form. The hypothetical syliogism is expressed conditionally using
if-then propositions in the premises:

If a person is a fire fighter, then he or she is brave. (major premise)
Max is a fire fighter. (minor premise)
Therefore, Max is brave. (conclusion)

Because this straightforward argument obeys the logical rules for deduction
applied to hypothetical syllogisms, it is valid. Again, the conclusion is forced by the
premises. If the premises are accepted as given, then the conclusion must be the
case.

Because hypothetical syllogisms are employed so frequently in everyday
discourse, examples will be given to show how the rules of reasoning are applied.
The task is to identify the critical parts of hypothetical syllogisms and to describe the



basic criteria for judging them to be valid or invalid. A familiar example will start
things off:

If a person is a fire fighter, then he or she is brave. (major premise)
Max is a fire fighter. (minor premise)
Therefore, Max is brave. (conclusion)

The major premise contains two keys terms, “fire fighter,” and “brave,” which are
linked or related to each other in a particular way. The first key term (fire fighter) of
the major premise is called the antecedent, and the second key term (brave) is
called the consequent. The minor premise introduces a third term (Max) and relates
it to one of the terms in the major premise. The validity or invalidity of the syllogistic
argument is determined by the way the terms of the minor premise relate to the
terms of the major premise. When the minor premise affirms the antecedent of the
major premise, the argument is valid. When, however, the minor premise affirms the
consequent of the major premise, the syllogism is invalid. Hypothetical syllogisms
are also valid when the minor premise denies the consequent of the major premise;
they are invalid when the minor premise denies the antecedent of the major premise.
Using our familiar example, we can diagram and describe the four syllogistic forms
and identify the valid and invalid arguments.

Form #1 (Valid. The minor premise affirms the antecedent of the major
premise.)
If a person is a fire fighter, then he or she is brave.
Max is a fire fighter.
Therefore, Max is brave.
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Fire Fighters
Max

In the diagram, the most inclusive term (brave) in the syllogism is represented
by the larger circle. Everything brave is encompassed by this circle. The smaller
circle all includes fire fighters. The smaller circle is completely enclosed by the larger
one. Max, as a fire fighter, is necessarily included in the smaller circle. If Max must
be in the smaller circle and the smaller circle is totally enclosed by the larger one,
then Max must be in the larger one. The conclusion is forced by the premises. Max
must be brave. The antecedent is affirmed, and the argument is valid.

Form #2 (Invalid. The minor premise affirms the consequent of the major
premise.)

If a person is a fire fighter,
then he or she is brave.

Max is brave.

Therefore, Max is a fire fighter.
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Fire Fighters

In this form, the larger and smaller circles exhibit the same relationship to one
another as in Form #1. But while it is clear that Max is in the larger circle, it is by no
means certain that Max is in the smaller circle. It cannot be stated unequivocally that
Max is a fire fighter. He is brave, but he could be a brave police officer. Here the
minor premise affirms the consequent of the major premise. Doubt about Max's
classification puts the conclusion in question and renders the argument invalid.

Form #3 (Invalid. The minor premise denies the antecedent of the major
premise.)

If a person is a fire fighter,
then he or she is brave.

Max is not a fire fighter.
Therefore, Max is not brave.
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Fire Fighters

Max

Here it is certain that Max is not in the smaller circle, but it is not clearly
established that he is even in the larger one. Max could be either inside or outside of
the farger circle. For this reason, Max's classification is in doubt, and the fact that the
minor premise denies the antecedent of the major premise makes the argument
invaid.

Form #4 (Valid. The minor premise denies the consequent of the major
premise.)

If a person is a fire fighter, then he or she is brave.

Max is not brave.
Therefore, Max is not a fire fighter.



Fire
Fighters

Max

In this last diagram, it is established that Max is totally outside of the larger
circle. All fire fighters are inside the targer circle. Therefore, Max cannot possibly be
found in either of the circles. The minor premise denies the consequent of the major
premise, and the argument in this form is valid.

These are but simple first steps in the field of deductive logic, and they are
taken here primarily to demonstrate how deductive reasoning differs from inductive
reasoning. The differences are fundamental and can be summarized as follows.

Inductive Arguments

1. If all of the premises are true, then the conclusion is probably, but not
necessarily, true. Such an argument is considered strong.
2. The conclusion contains information not present in the premises.

Deductive Arguments

1. Given the premises, if the rules of reasoning are followed, the conclusion
necessarily follows. Such an argument is considered valid.
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2. All of the information is already contained (at least implicitly) in the

premises.

Now additional questions arise concerning deductive logic. Firstwhat does
deductive fogic have to do with truth? It has been shown that deduction is concerned
primarily with the formal structure of argument and with validity. But establishing a
proposition as a major premise in no way guarantees its truth. An argument can be
valid even though the experiential “truth” of its premises cannot be demonstrated.
The truth of the argument’s three propositions may have to be decided using criteria
that are external to the argument itself. Using our working example again, we can
ask critical questions that bear on the truth of its propositions.

If a person is a fire fighter,
then he or she is brave.
Max is a fire fighter.
Therefore, Max is brave.

Are all fire fighters really brave? Are they always brave? Is it clearly established
that Max is, indeed, a fire fighter? The ‘truth” of the conclusion depends on
demonstrating, by using criteria outside of the argument itseff, that the major and
minor premises state with accuracy the actual state of affairs Finally, is the
conclusion, which in our working example is clearly forced by the premises, a
reasonable one in light of what else may be known about bravery, fire fighters, and
Max? A valid conclusion may also be an unacceptable conclusion. Remember that
although the question of truth is always relevant to the judgment of a sound
argument (that is, one that has valid form and true propositions), it is not relevant to
the judgment of a valid argument.

Another kind of question can be directed to deductive arguments. Do the terms
and propositions of the argument have any meaning? Does the argument make any
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sense? What useful purpose does it serve? These questions cannot be answered
from within the framework of the formal argument. External criteria suddenly impinge
on the process when the issue of “meaning” is raised.

Propositions may be true (factual) or not; they may be meaningful or not. The
following syllogism, because it conforms to the rules of syliogistic reasoning, is valid.

If anything is glynx,

then it is flurgh.

Pzyok is glynx.

Therefore, pzyok is flurgh.

The terms used in this argument are neither true nor false. They have no
acceptable definition and are, therefore, meaningless or nonsensical. Yet the
argument is valid. Once the major premise has been established as a starting
proposition, the question of truth or meaning is (at least for a time) set aside the
question becomes “Does the deductive reasoning proceed validly to a conclusion?”
Deductive logicians may prefer that beginning premises be true and significant, but
they are primarily concerned with the logical procedure.

In mathematics, the formula 2 + 2 = 4 is accepted as a self-evident proposition.
Those who question the proposition cannot proceed very far in their understanding
of even simple arithmetic. But what, exactly, is 27 Like the other elements in the
proposition, it is a pure symbol. It is not a thing or a feeling. It has no specific
reference fo an object or an action. It is an arbitrary symbol that must be accepted at
face value, along with the other symbols to which it is related in clear and consistent
ways, so that mathematical reasoning can advance through ever more involved and
intricate logical processes. But the truth, and surely the meaning, of the proposition
2 + 2= 4 may be incomprehensible beyond the scope of the reasoning process itself.
Yet to deny that 2 + 2 = 4 excludes one from the all-important field of conventional
mathematics.
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The beginning propositions must be taken as self-evident and inviolate so that
clear and consistent reasoning can take place. Students of algebra recognize the
necessity even as they move on to a greater appreciation of the intricacies and wider
applications of mathematical principles.

In recent times, a whole new field called symbolic logic has grown up in which
logicians have introduced many new and special symbols that can be related to one
another in ever more precise and consistent ways. Modem symbolic logic has
become a powerful tool for analysis and deduction partly because it developed its
own highly technical system of symbols — its language. This language.permits the
clearer exposure of logical arguments that are often obscured by the use of ordinary
language. It is easier to divide arguments into those that are valid and those that are
invalid when they are expressed in a special immaculate symbolic language
because such problems as vagueness, ambiguity, ambiguity, and metaphor do not
arise. However, there is a pitfall associated with using technical symbolic language.
If vagueness, ambiguity, and the like are not eliminated before symbolization occurs,
they lock themselves into place, with the possibility that they might not be detected
as questionable elements in the system. Deductive logicians take special care to
avoid criticism on these points.
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. Critique of Deductive Reasoning

We have cautioned that inductive arguments should
not be accepted without critical examination. Deductive
thinking has its dangers also. The deductive thinker runs
the grave risk of focusing attention on the validity of an
argument while neglecting to examine with sufficient
care the reliability of the statements (premises) on
which the argument depends.

The propositions that become major premises are
often just “given.” Reasoning can proceed whether or
not the propositions are factual, whether or not they
have any humanly significant meaning. Serious and
systematic thinkers have found themselves in
fundamental disagreement on the best or most
productive starting propositions.

The seductive danger in syllogistic thinking is
illustrated in the following syllogism, which, by the
rules of deductive logic, valid. Whatever deters crime is
socially desirable. (major premise)

Capital punishment deters crime. (major premise)

Therefore, capital punishment is socially desirable.
(conclusion)

The argument is valid, but is the conclusion true?
There are strong grounds for doubting the truth of both
the major and minor premises. And if either premise is
doubtful, the conclusion is doubtful.
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E. Informal Fallacies

An error in logical reasoning is called a fallacy. If the structure of an argument is
wrong or if the language of an argument is vague or confusing, then the conclusion
of that argument cannot be accepted with confidence. The term “fallacy” is also used
to refer to an argument that persuades for psychological or emotional reasons rather
than for logical ones. If the selection or arrangement of words is contrived so that the
effect is fo trick or delude another person, we also call that a fallacy.

The trouble with so many statements or arguments that are fallacious is that on
the surface they may look good; they seem to carry weight and conviction. It is not
untif they are analyzed from a rigorously logical point of view that their inadequacies
can be exposed.

Formal fallacies are those that occur when there is something wrong or
unsound in the form or structure of an argument or in the way the rules of reasoning
are followed. This problem has been addressed in the foregoing discussions of
inductive and deductive logic.

Informal fallacies are errors related to the content or clarity of statements that
may or may not be used as propositions in a formal argument. Whether intentional or
unintentional, statements containing informal fallacies abound in everyday discourse,
and the forms they take are so numerous that no attempt will be made to present a
comprehensive list at this level of study. Just a few of the more common and more
seductive types of informal fallacies will be illustrated at this time. If the goal is to
sharpen one’s reasoning skills, some of the more obvious mistakes should be noted
and avoided.

Amphiboly. A form of confusion that results when the grammatical construction
of a statement makes the meaning unclear. (This is sometimes called “syntactical
ambiguity.”)

Example: The archivists examined an original flag that had led Union soldiers



into battle at the Civil War Library & Museum in Philadelphia.

The statement, because it is carelessly structured, is not entirely clear.

There could be two quite different meanings. The fault lies in the loose
grammatical construction.

Semantical ambiguity. A form of confusion that results when a word or phrase
can have two or more different meanings. (The word “ambiguous” comes from two
Latin words that mean “to drive on both sides.”)

Example: The trustees asked security personnel to stop drinking on campus.
The phrase “to stop drinking” could be understood in two very different ways. The
substitution of a less ambiguous phrase would clarify what is meant.

Equivocation. This could be classified as a form of semantical ambiguity. Often
it is employed to establish a conclusion by using a word in two different senses in the
same argument.

Example: Anyone who is considered old enough to join the army and fight for
his country is a mature person; and anyone who votes must be mature, too. So,
anyone mature enough to fight is mature enough to vote.

In this example, the term “mature” is used in two quite different ways. When a
term in a statement or an argument is related to other terms, it is logically demanded
that the meaning of that term remain unchanged.

Post hoc fallacy. The incorrect assumption that merely because two events
occur together or in a time sequence, one is the cause of the other.

Example: Evelyn carried a rabbit's foot, so naturally she won the race.

The cause-effect relationship between winning the race and carrying a rabbit's
foot is not at all certain. Other possible contributing factors are completely ignored.

False dilemma. The assumption is improperly made that an issue has only two
sides or that there are only two alternative choices in a situation.

Example: People are either Christians or atheists.

Placing people in two mutually exclusive categories in no way describes the
actual situation in the world. The content of the statement does not square with the
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evidence.

Argumentum ad ignorantiam. The mistaken argument that what one person
asserts is frue because another person cannot disprove it, or that an assertion is
false because another person cannot prove it to be true.

Example: God exists because you cannot prove that God does not exist.

The inability to prove a particular statement has no bearing at all on whether or
not its opposite stands proved. Evidence, not ignorance, is required to make a
statement acceptable.

Argumentum ad hominem.The faulty assumption that if you discredit the
person, you thereby discredit his or her argument.

Example: What can he know about patriotism? He speaks with a foreign accent.

No evidence for a relationship between patriotism and a person's manner of
speaking is established. Attaching the emotional connotation of “foreign accent’ to a
person cannot legitimately be used to distract attention from the issue of patriotism.

Begging the guestion. We beg the question when the argument is based on
the very conclusion we are trying to prove. The argument merely moves in a circle
and says the same thing twice.

Example: Leaming is important because everyone should acquire knowledge.

This is not a meaningful statement. It is not a premise; it does not advance an
argument. Learning and acquiring knowledge are synonomous, and reasoning does
not go beyond the initial statement. It is like saying what is already obvious: Leamers
should learn.

Hypothesis contrary to fact. The very questionable claim that one can know
with certainty what would have happened if a past event or condition had been
different from what it actually was.

Example: If my father had been rich, | would be a successful surgeon today.

The initial proposition does not describe the actual situation that existed in the
past. It is purely imaginative and does not set a factual basis for the reasoning that
follows but turns into a speculative apology that illogically asserts to know what



would have happened if what had happened had not happened. The logical
inconsistency here is easy to detect.

Straw man. Misrepresenting a statement or an argument, or substituting
another one, in order to attack the original statement or argument more easily.

Example: Go ahead and build your nuclear power plant. | guess you don't care
about the environment.

Arguing for or against nuclear power plants is not necessarily an indication of
one's ecological concerns; but it is easier to attack a lack of concem for the
environment than it is to argue the merits or demerits of nuclear power.

False obversion. The misuse of contrasts and opposites; the faulty assertion
that if a statement is true, its opposite must therefore be false.

Example: Children leam easily; therefore, adults learn with difficulty. Even
though “children” and “adults” are set up as mutually exclusive or opposite terms, the
capacity for learning among adults is not established simply by characterizing the
learning capacity of children.

False conversion. The switching of subject and predicate in a statement with
the result that the new statement does not meet the requirements for correct
reasoning.

Example: Al patriots salute the flag; therefore, all who salute the flag are
patriots.

When one term is set up to totally encompass another in an affirmative way, it is
unacceptable and illogical to switch suddenly and make what was originally the
enclosed term into the encompassing term.

Testimonial. The strategy of directing attention to a well-known or attractive
person in order to create a positive image of a product or cause that might be
temporarily associated with that person.

Example: | always buy Bulgarian motorcars because on TV my favorite movie
star says they are well made.

An impression (in this instance, a positive one) is created by focusing attention
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on a side issue that has no necessary connection with the main thrust of the
argument. In the typical advertising testimonial, it is highly unlikely, and certainly not
proved, that a movie star knows very much about the product he or she
recommends.

Bandwagon. Appealing 1o common practice (whether actual or alleged) in
order to get others o do something or to share the same point of view.

Example: Chew Bozo Bubble Gum — ten million people can't be wrong.

While many advertisers use this fallacious form of reasoning, the truth or merit
of an idea or a behavior is not dependent on the number of people who believe it is
true or worthy to practice.

Reification. The practice of treating a word or a concept as if it were a thing
with a life or power of its own.

Example: Science will turn all of us into robots.

This proposition gives a personalized life and power to what is usually regarded
as a collective concept covering many aclivities and attitudes. The fallacy lies in
making an object or a force out of what is a general and abstract concept. Science
does not do anything. Scientists do. ‘

Fallacies can be innocent fun. We equivocate when we make a pun: “The army
made me a private, but it did not respect my privacy." We express a hypothesis
contrary to fact when we tease an opponent by saying, *I could have won that tennis
match if | had really tried.” Some logicians have even argued that there may be
times when the use of an informal fallacy is legitimate. But fallacies can also lead us
to misinterpret a situation or misjudge a person, a practice that may have serious
consequences. False conversions like “Crooked politicians support high taxes;
therefore, any politician who supports high taxes is crooked" may result in judging a
person guilty by association. The false dilemma “All women are either feminists or
victims of male chauvinism’ fails to describe the world as it actually exists. The initial
recommendation of the logician stands firm. Be clear about what you want to say,
and be careful how you say it.
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F. Concluding Comment

A chapter on philosophical thinking can only point to a traditional aspect of
philosophy that has in modem times assumed a new vitality. It is important for those
attracted to the field of philosophy to recognize that critical thinking and logical
reasoning will present intellectual challenges and require special competence in
‘close-order” thinking. If students contemplate the pursuit of philosophy as an
academic major or a professional career, they must face the likelihood that certain
areas of philosophical study will demand intellectual skill and an intensive knowledge
of various logical procedures in what has become a very technical and intricate
discipline.

For those just beginning their explorations in philosophical territory, a few
general remarks may help to keep expectations more realistic. Philosophical thinking
demands that we be accurate and precise in the use of symbols and words.
Structured language is essential to the process of communication, the mutual
exchange of meaning. Clarity and consistency are among the criteria by which
philosophical activity is judged. Logical reasoning is a time-honored philosophical
trademark.

In the attempt to be clear and honest about what they have to communicate,
those who take seriously the admonition to “think critically” come to realize that they
must be very intimate with words in order to understand their deceptions and their
limitations. Yet, despite fundamental differences and disagreements in basic
philosophical postures, the study of the principles of sound reasoning does provide
an excellent starting point for those who wish to understand and exchange ideas
about significant issues and altematives.

Our observations lead us to the inductive conclusion that the ability of people to
reason logically provides no guarantee that they will reason logically. We propose a
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syllogism that students can analyze and evaluate in terms of its validity and its truth.

To think clearly, people must not let their emotions interfere with the process of
logical reasoning.

But most people do allow personal feelings to intervene in the course of
reaching inductive and deductive conclusions.

Therefore, most people do not think clearly.

I . Vocabulary

1. intelligible a. JEMEEMER), FAERSIER
(syn.: comprehensible, understandable, clear, plaih, distinct, explicit)
2. gibberish n. € ABRBEAIH
(syn.: drivel, nonsense, rubbish, twaddle, prattle, chatter, gabble, blather,
balderdash, humbug, mumbo, jumble, claptrap)
3.prologuen. BT, F5
(syn.: introduction, preface, foreword, preamble, exordium,
prolegomenon, proem, prelude)
4. consensus n. —3 (BN %)
(syn.: agreement, concurrence, unanimity, common, consent, harmony,
concord, accord, unity)
5. clarity n. TEBT, BAMT
(syn.: clearness, limpidity, transparency, purity)
6. consistent a. FHERY, —HM
(syn.: accordant, harmonious, agreeing, corresponding, consonant,
coherent, congruous, compatible)

7.syntax n. F)35, A)FLEH
8. structured a. HEMK, HHRER



9. abuse n. M, 1A

10.
11.
12.

13.

14.

15.
. semanticist n. B X ¥ K
17.

18.
19.

20.

21.
22.

(syn.: misuse, misapply, misemploy, pervert, exploit, take advantage of)
philosophize ve. BB %
tonal a. FAK, FHRE/
inappropriate a. NEER), AMEHM
(syn.: unsuitable, unfit, ill-suited, unfitting, inapt, inapposite,
incongruous, out of place, unseemly, unbecoming, improper,
inapplicable, untimely, infelicitous, irrelevant)
ambiguous a. 5B XK, BARFETH)
(syn.: vague, obscure, unclear, uncertain, indefinite, indeterminate,
cryptic, enigmatic, doubtful, dubious, equivocal)
blur ve. {----- BRI T
(syn.: dim, obscure, becloud, befog, make indistinct)

semantics n. BEXFE¥

commune n. X, R, A
(syn.: community, collective, cooperative, kibbutz)
shared a. 3 £HH
obstruct v¢. fHF8, #5758
(syn.: block, clog, choke, bar, barricade, hinder, impede, hamper,
prevent, stop, arrest, check, curb, retard, inhibit, frustrate,
thwart, interrupt, interfere)
terminate vr. PRI, it
(syn.: end, conclude, complete, close, finish, stop, cease, discontinue,
abort, expire, lapse)
declarative a. #iRH), FRiRH
purportvt. FHR, HIR
(syn.: claim, profess, pretend, allege, maintain, assert, declare)
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23.

24.

25.

26.
27.
28.

29.
30.
31.

32.

33.
34,
3s.

cloudy a. ERAREDN

(syn.: dim, obscure, confused, blurred, indistinct, vague, indefinite)

biasn. WA, KL

(syn.: tendency, inclination, proclivity, predisposition, bent, propensity,

leaning,  predilection, partiality, prejudice, favoritism,
one-sidedness) '

inference n. HE¥, HEMT

(syn.: conclusion, deduction, corollary, presumption, assumption,
surmise, guess, conjecture)

psychological a. ¥§#iff), LHEH

geopolitics n. HESXBUIA %

fallacious a. FEAERY, FHIEH

(syn.: wrong, erroneous, mistaken, incorrect, misleading, deceptive,
delusive, illusory, false, untrue, fictitious, spurious, illogical,
unsound, invalid, sophistic)

rhetoric n. ¥

predetermine vi. TSEIRE, FASLHE

elicit v. 5/, #H

(syn.. evoke, educe, bring forth, draw out, extract, derive, cause, give
rise to)

coercionn. 11, BN

(syn.. force, constraint, compulsion, pressure, duress, browbeating,
bullying, intimidation)

beholder n. FI&E

induction n. 34N, VAR

premise . Hiji}

(syn.: postulate, proposition, hypothesis, assumption, presupposition,
assertion, argument, basis, ground)



36.
37.
38.
39.

40.
41.

42.
43.
44,
45.

46.

47.

48.

49.
50.
51.

52.

probability n. BUSRTE, B, FIREME
courtroom n. ¥ERE, HHEE
likelihood n. FTHENE
identify ve. Ay~ %FRT (with)
(syn.: recognize, name, label, perceive, make out, detect, pick out,
single out, classify)
flean B, &
modify v. B2, EX
(syn.: change, alter, vary, adjust, adapt, remodel, revise, transform)
pertinenta. HXERK, HXH
convertpollster . REFEA
bricklayer n. IFRHITA
prodigy n. &
(syn.: genius, wonder, child, wunderkind, whiz kid)
maxim n. ZiE, BT
(syn.: saying, proverb, adage, aphorism, axiom, dictum, saw)
relevance n. Xt
specimen n. BEA, ¥R
(syn.: sample, example, exemplar, illustration, case, instance, pattern,
model, type)
deductive a. THEH
intuitive a. EH LAY
prescribe vt. ¥L5E, ¥BE
(syn.: direct, bid, enjoin, order, command, rule, ordain, decree, dictate,
impose, lay down, urge, recommend)
legitimate a. S3H), & FEHM
(syn.: legal, lawful, licit, constitutional, authorized, proper, rightful,
permissible, allowable)
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54.
55.
56.
57.

58.
59.

60.
61.

62.

63.

64.

65.
66.

. syllogism n. =E&1&

predicate n. 1H

subject n. T, Fid

categoricala. EEHJ

category n. JOB%

(syn.: class, classification, division, section, heading, grouping, group,

grade, order, rank, sort, kind, type)

hypothetical a. fRE )

antecedent n. B

(syn.: precursor, forerunner, harbinger, herald)

consequent 7. J=tas

unequivocally adv. BAHfittt, EHEHD

(syn.: clearly, plainly, obviously, evidently, manifestly, explicitly,
unambiguously, unmistakably, unquestionably, undeniably,
indisputably, indubitably, surely, certainly, absolutely,
categorically)

impinge vi. #£{EF, ¥ (on)

(syn.: encroach, infringe, trespass, intrude, invade)

inviolate a. A&, KFZWIARH

(syn.: intact, whole, undamaged, unimpaired, unharmed, uninjured,
unhurt, unsullied, undefiled, pure, virginal, untouched, stainless,
unpolluted)

nonsensical a. FTIEH), TE XK

(syn.: senseless, meaningless, ridiculous, ludicrous, absurd, crazy, silly,

foolish)

intricacy n. $5E5RR %

exposure n. £, BN

(syn.: revelation, disclosure, expose, unmasking, unveiling, airing,
divulgence, publication, presentation, display, exhibition,



baring)
67. immaculate a. XK, TEH
(syn.: spotless, pure, pristine, unsullied, undefiled, unpolluted, stainless,
untarnished, perfect, impeccable, faultless, flawless, unblemished,
sinless, virtuous, irreproachable, clean, neat, spick-and-span)
68. pitfall n. HILHEEIR, FERIAVEEIR
(syn.: trap, snare, catch, hazard, danger, snag, drawback)
69. seductive a. FERRA
(syn.: tempting, alluring, inviting, appealing, attractive, exciting,
provocative, sexy)
70. deter vt. FHIE, #lib
(syn.: discourage, put off, dissuade, warn, daunt, disincline, inhibit,
restrain, prevent, stop, check, hinder, thwart)
71. fallacy n. BHR, FiRHEHE
(syn.: misconception, misapprehension, mistake, error, illusion,
delusion, chimera, falsehood, untruth, deception, sophistry,
casuistry)
72. contrived a. RNERHK, ATHUSH
(syn.: artificial, forced, unnatural, elaborate, recherch € )
73. delude vr. ¥X¥R, W3R
(syn.: deceive, mislead, misguide, dupe, beguile, cheat, fool, trick,
cozen, take in, hoodwink, bamboozle)
74, address vr. X1, HE, HE
75. amphiboly n. & X R ]
76. syntactical a. AJER), HBAEN
77. archivist n. HREER
78. substitution n. L, Hift
79. equivocation n. I3, RHAE

(syn.: prevarication, evasion, hedging, ambiguity, vagueness,
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80.
81.

82.

83.
84,

8s.

86.
87.
88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

tergiversation, waffle)
post-hocn. RETEE, LREZR
dilemma n. FEHEHE
(syn.: quandary, predicament, plight, fix, spot, difficulty, problem,
perplexity, strait)
square vi. f¥4, —% (with)
(syn.: straighten, set, regulate, adjust, align, tailor, fit, adapt, accord,
suit, accommodate, balance, harmonize, conform, reconcile)
patriotism n. REE X, FEFH
accentn. 0%, K
(syn.: stress, accentuation, emphasis, force, beat, rhythm, cadence, pitch,
tone, intonation, modulation, pronunciation, inflection)
connotation n. IR X
(syn.: implication, significance, meaning, nuance, undertone,
suggestion, inference, association, allusion, reference)
beg vr. Hlig, [E]&
speculative a. BHR), RN
apology n. F¥fE, R
(syn.. explanation, excuse, justification, defense, plea, vindication,
confession, acknowledgment, expression of regret)
ecological . 48K
obversion n. /i
conversion n. #fif
(syn.: change, transformation, metamorphosis, transfiguration,
alteration, modification, adaptation, remodeling, reconstruction)
testimonial n. IEFA, HFEH

(syn.. recommendation, reference, credential, endorsement)
thrustn. 5, BE, B



94. bandwagon n. JREi, B
95. reification n. (FHRBEEH) ViEit
96. pun n. YFi&

(syn.: play on words, double entendre, witticism, quip)

97. chauvinism n. ZHEHIFE—F X, PXEX

I1. Notes

A. Term

1. Reflection AR Consideration of some subject, idea, or purpose in the
attempt to understand or accept it by viewing it in its true relations;
Introspective contemplation of the contents or qualities of one’s own
thoughts, feelings, or experiences

. Intuition E% A direct or immediate awareness not a product of any other
awareness, insight. Intuitionism, the theory that directs awareness is the
most valid source of knowledge. Ethical intuitionism, the theory that
human beings have a special faculty (for example, conscience) that is able
to make valid moral judgments or somehow just “knows” what is true or
right.

. Argument i1 A group of two or more propositions or statements, one of
which is claimed to follow from the evidence supplied by the others.
Important in the philosophical activity called logic.

. Proposition B A declarative sentence that asserts or claims that some
condition or relationship exists. Propositions express meaning and must
be either true or false. Synonymous with statement.

. Conclusion £5i£ In an argument, the proposition that follows from the
premises.
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6. Premises A1 A beginning statement or proposition from which an
inference or conclusion is drawn; Hence, a presupposition or something
taken for granted or assumed. In logic, the first two propositions in a
syllogism are called premises.

7. Inference 33 The psychological process by which conclusions are drawn
from evidence or premises; the mental process of arriving at certain
opinions or beliefs on the basis of other opinions or beliefs. Not
synonymous with logic

8. Rhetoric i€ A form of communication designed to persuade or motivate
people toward some particular opinion or action; The skillful use of
language to elicit a particular response

9. Fallacy ##iR An argument that is logically incorrect or in which the
reasoning process is unsound. More specifically, an argument that
persuades for psychological or emotional reasons rather than logical ones.

II1. Exercises

A. Review Questions

1. In what ways is language important to the thinking process?

2. Do symbols serve to reveal or obscure the truth?

3. What does it mean to think “critically™?

4. Are there reliable rules for sound reasoning?

5. Is there more than one way to arrive at a logical conclusion?

6. Must an argument be logical for a conclusion to be true?

7. How do you go about criticizing a philosophical statement?

8. What are some of the common logical mistakes that people make in their
thinking?
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B. Discussion Questions

1. When so many of the close personal relationships between human beings
seem to be based on subtle emotional factors, is it or is it not desirable to
insist on logical exactness in all of our interpersonal communications?

2. What are the best reasons for demanding that a formal education include
rigorous practice in the construction of sound arguments?

3. In an age of technological complexity, what are the advantages and
disadvantages of putting everything into a form that can be handled
precisely by a computer?

4. What are some examples of the informal fallacies commonly used by
advertisers and politicians in their efforts to influence the attitudes or
behavior of people in modern American society?
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Chapter 3.

Perception and Truth

A. Introductory Comment

As a way of leading into the three major substantive areas of traditional
philosophy, we will stop here to consider briefly two important philosophical issues
that people have faced repeatedly in their attempts to make sense of their lives and
their world. The issues are concemned with the “process of perception” and the
“nature of truth”. A consideration of the alteratives proposed under these headings
will direct attention once more to the core problems in philosophical study.

Both of the issues present themselves whenever there is an attempt to make a
distinction between appearance and reality. Intense philosophical investigation has
been directed toward resolving the human dilemma expressed in the often-voiced
statement “Things are not what they seem.” Attempts to explain the differences
between what the world “looks like” and what it “is* have evoked thoughtful
responses for centuries. Is there or is there not something more basic underneath or
beyond what we commonly observe to be so? Is there or is there not something
structured and certain behind or inside of what is often experienced as cloudy or
changeable? Attempts to answer questions like these lead directly to deeper levels
of philosophical inquiry where philosophers make special efforts to clarify the
distinction between perception and external reality.

It is appropriate, therefore, that in an introductory book designed to be as
concise as possible, the problem of perception and the problem of truth be
confronted in the same chapter. The study of either one typically involves a
consideration of the other. Furthermore, a preliminary discussion of the altemative



views held on perception and truth should aid in understanding the complex
epistemological and metaphysical positions to be analyzed later.

B. Perception

As it is commonly used today, the term “perception” refers to the psychological
process by which we become aware of ordinary objects such as rocks, frees, and
tables when our sense organs are stimulated. For most of us, seeing and hearing
are such familiar processes that we accept them uncritically as “natural” activities
and seldom analyze the dynamics involved. But in philosophy, perception may have
several meanings, for here it is necessary to describe more precisely the nature of
the relationship or “connection® between the knower and the known. The exact
character of the relationship is a matter in fundamental dispute.

We will first look at the extreme and middle positions: then we will present two
positions that attempt to mediate on either side of the center.

1. A Perception Continuum

Epistemological

Dualism

Contemporary Phenomenalism

Realism
Commonsense Subjective
Realism ldealism

Realism Idealism
(objects independent of mind) (objects dependent on mind)
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2. Theories of Perception: Alternative Views

a. Commonsense realism. Commonsense realism, or what is also called naive
realism, is the view of perception held by those who believe that when they
perceive an object, they experience that object exactly as it actually exists. If an
object is perceived as yellow, round, soft, tart, and fragrant (for example, a
grapefruit), commonsense realists conclude that what they have perceived are the
actual color, shape, texture, taste, and smell of the object exactly as that object is
materially constituted. There is no distinction between what the senses detect and
what is grasped mentally. The object exists in its own right separate and apart
from the human perceiver, but what that person experiences or perceives is the
obiject itself. No distinction is made between how an object appears and what that
object really is. This is the straightforward and uncritical view of perception that
many people take for granted and apply with confidence in their everyday lives.

L R e N el |
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Critiques of Commonsense Realism

1. Commonsense realism is often charged with being

naive because it does not provide an adequate
explanation for certain recurrent perceptual experiences
such as dreams, hallucinations, and mirages.
Commonsense realism does not recognize what many
of us have learned: that we must often make an
important distinction between what our senses convey
to us and what we know to be the case. On a dry
summer day we notice that the highway in the distance
before us appears to be wet, but we have learned that,
when we move forward for a closer look, we often find
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no trace of water on the road. .!
2. On critical examination, commonsense realism i
discloses some disconcerting contradictions. Either it .
suggests that a perceived object exists in the mind as a !
material thing (which tends to contradict the view that i
the object has a separate and independent existence) or
it asserts that objects themselves may have !
contradictory properties (such as a straight stick that i
appears to be bent when it is partially immersed in '
water). !
|
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b. Epistemological dualism. When certain kinds of deeper-level questions were
asked about perception, the naive realists found it difficult to provide satisfactory
answers. The inability of commonsense realism to address a growing list of
disturbing questions led to the development of a more complex theory to explain
the connection between the knower and what is known. Epistemological dualism,
or what is also called the representative theory of perception, is a theory originally
proposed by John Locke, an English philosopher of the seventeenth century who
undertook an extensive and systematic analysis of the elements in the perceptual
process. According to Locke, there is a real world of objects that exists “out there”
apart from and independent of a human being. But there is also a world of ideas
that exist in their own right as psychological entities in the human mind (and
“mind” cannot be equated with the physical organ called the *brain"). Both objects
and ideas exist, and they are separate and distinct from one another. Locke
argued that in the human process of perception, external objects stimulate the
sense organs, The resulting sensations trigger ideas or conceptions in the human
mind, and, in this way, the mind perceives, or makes connection with, what exists
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externally, The mind produces a conceptual picture or idea of an object. The
epistemological dualist views the human sense organs as cameras that take
*pictures” of objects. But just as a photograph of a child is not the same as the
child itself, a mental image is not the same as the external object it depicts. Itis a
representation. The sense organs “copy” or “represent’ the things in the world
outside, and then the human mind develops or processes the sensations and in
so doing produces ideas about external things. The dualism is evident. Extemal
things exist as objects; internal representations or “pictures” exist as subjective
ideas in the mind.

-—-—-—-—-—-—-—--—-.—-—-—-—‘

Crmques of Epistemological Dualism

1.

N

Epistemological dualism is subject to the same criticism
directed at commonsense realism; our senses do not
always take clear, sharp pictures. But the theory faces
the additional objection that minds do not always
organize and interpret perceptions in consistent and
mutually verifiable ways.

. The camera analogy used in the representative theory of

perception has other shortcomings. What the camera
“sees” depends on the location of the camera with
respect to direction and distance from the object of
perception. If direction and distance are varied, pictures
of the same object will not coincide. Climbers in the
Himalayas noted that the native Sherpas applied
different names to a single mountain when its features
were viewed from different sides. The people of the
local area, with nothing but their different “pictures” to
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guide them, apparently did not realize that they were
looking at one and the same mountain. Representations,

interpreting and communicating about the world of
objects.

P - -

1
.
I
in and of themselves, provide insufficient grounds for i
'
|
H

c. Subjective idealism. At the opposite extreme from realism on the perception
continuum is found the position identified as subjective idealism. This theory of
perception, which also goes by the name of mentalism, was proposed by George
Berkeley, an eighteenth-century Irish philosopher. Dissatisfaction with the position
that there are two separate realities is shown in the effort to develop a monistic
theory — one based on the conviction that there is but one underlying reality.
Berkeley agreed with Locke that all we can know are the ideas produced by
sensations. But Berkeley raised a crucial question: If all we can know are the
ideas produced by sensations, what possible grounds do we have for inferring the
actual existence of external objects that cause sensations in the first place? How
can we be sure that our ideas “‘copy” any thing at all? Berkeley could find no
justification for asserting the independent existence of objects or external things.
All that we perceive are the sensations from which our minds construct ideas.
Perception is viewed as the process by which sensations are interpreted and
organized by the mind to produce ideas. ideas are all that the mind has to work
with. The reasoning mind arranges and relates the ideas in a pattern of perception.
Berkeley argued that what a person perceives as “real” is made up entirely of
ideas in the mind. His conclusion is summarized in what has become a famous
maxim of the subjective idealists: “To be is to be perceived.”

If subjective idealism is carried to an extreme and proposed as a theory of
perception applying to a single individual — to the one subject who perceives
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— it results in what philosophers call solipsism. This position maintains that
there is only one perceiver — myself. Therefore, reality is limited to what |, the
solipsist, perceive it to be. The world ceases to exist when |, the only perceiving
subject, stop thinking about it. To most people this position appears fantastic and
excessive, so to avoid the excesses of solipsism the cautious subjective idealist
relies on some outside source for ideas. Berkeley avoided the absurdity of the
extreme position by introducing God as the ultimate source of ideas. Reality
consists of ideas, but ideas have a continuous existence because God continually

has them “in mind".

-70-

There was a young man who said, “God
Must think it exceedingly odd,

If he finds that this tree

Continues to be

When there's no one about in the Quad.”

—Ronald Knox
Reply:
“Dear Sir: Your astonishment's odd:
I am always about in the Quad.
And that's why the tree
Will continue to be
Since observed by
— Yours faithfully,
—God.”
—Anonymous



1. Subjective idealism has not been a very popular theory of
perception in Western philosophy. Some theorists hold that
science gives only knowledge of correlations among
perceptions and has no need to assume the existence of
external objects. But the average person believes that
science has extended our knowledge and improved our lives
by dealing very directly with a real world of objects.
Furthermore, the world of practical affairs is conducted on
the assumption of a natural universe of material things that
exist in their own right and that human beings must take
into account.

raised when it comes to the problem of proof. It is argued
that if there is no outside material reality to which we can
refer, then we can never be sure that any two people
perceive the same thing in the same way and that no
common denominator can be established for assessing the
accuracy or inaccuracy of our perceptions. Furthermore, if
to be is to be perceived, how do we know that the mind,
which does the perceiving, exists? Those who defend
idealistic theories are often found to express quite different
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d. Phenomenalism — mediating idealism and dualism. Immanuel Kant, the famous
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eighteenth-century German philosopher, fully appreciated the impact that the
ideas of the scientific revolution had had on life and thought in Westem civilization,
but he was convinced that in the stampede to explain everything in scientific
terms, something of critical importance had been neglected. He argued that the
philosophical claims of idealism that had been so strongly championed by Plato
many centuries before were now being ignored or denigrated in mankind's love
affair with science. The effort to restore the balance between the legitimate
demands of both experiences and ideas is illustrated in Kant's theory of
perception, in which the claims of science and reason are reconciled. Kant's
theory of perception has come 1o be called phenomenalism.

Kant argued that external things exist but that human beings do not perceive
those things as they really are. Human beings can never perceive a thing-in-itseff,
the noumenon. There is no way to know or prove what a thing really is out there
by itself. All that can be known is how the thing appears, the phenomenon. The
noumenon stimulates the senses, but the raw sensations are translated by the
mind info concepts. What is perceived is not the object (the thing-in-itself) but only
the phenomenon, the idea of the object produced by our minds. Thus, Kant began
his theory of perception by making a distinction between the form of knowledge
and the content of knowledge. The form is the way the mind structures what is fed
in. The content comes from sensory experience. The senses provide data such as
colors, sounds, and smells, but these data are discrete and singular. Senses do
not reveal relationships or categories or causes or laws, it takes the mind to
integrate and interpret the data presented by the senses.

Kant argued that the mind was constructed of structural categories by which
the sense data are ordered into patterns that can be recognized or known,
Because these structures, or forms, must be present before the data of the
senses can be organized into meaning, Kant concluded that they must be a priori.
That is, structured categories for organizing and interpreting experience exist in
their own right prior to the introduction of the specific content of sensory



stimulation. Just as a container must have a certain shape to hold a liquid, the
mind must have a certain form in order to hold knowledge. To know an object
involves more than a succession of sensory stimulations. it requires the ordering
of these sensations by a priori categories of the mind that are intuitive and thus
independent of sensations. It is because forms preexist as intuitions in the human
mind that human beings can claim to perceive. Perception depends on form as
well as content. Both reason and experience play a part. "Conceptions without
perceptions are empty; perceptions without conceptions are blind.”

Kant faced the same sort of problem that bothered his predecessor, Locke.
But Kant's phenomenalistic theory places a far greater stress on the claims of
idealism. It insists on the fundamental role of ideas in accounting for human
perception.



. Critiques of Phenomenalism

1. Phenomenalism must face the objection that the content of
knowledge depends on sense organs that are far from
perfect. Furthermore, it cannot assure us that everyone’s
senses are activated by the same stimuli. If everything that
people can know is reduced to sensory stimuli, and if we
can never know things as they really are, in and of
themselves, how can we be even reasonably sure that our
perception and the resulting knowledge are not
fundamentally illusory? The phenomenalist appeal to a
priori forms does not solve the problem because there is no
agreement on what the a priori forms are.

. What difference does it really make whether we distinguish

[ ]

phenomena from noumena? Of what importance or
relevance is this distinction if the noumena remain totally
beyond the reach of perception and thus can never be
known?

S SR |

e. Contemporary realism — mediating realism and dualism. Modern theories of
perception are very complex, and many technical disputes arise. But
contemporary realists tend to accept the view that the external, or objective, world
is actually present and that it is open to human sensory experience. Moreover,
they agree that in the process of perceiving an object, that object is not changed.
What we experience with our senses, what the scientists detect with their
instruments is not changed by the activity of observation. It is true that our
awareness is selective, but that does nothing to modify or constitute the object



being perceived In this view, perception reveals things to a human organism —
things to which that organism may adapt or toward which it may take some action.
Perception is viewed as a process by which connections are made between the
functioning nervous system and the outside world. Through sensory stimulation,
the brain comes to infer the properties of things. Contemporary realism as a
theory of perception postulates (1) a world of objects, (2) a conscious organism or
functioning brain, and (3) a natural process by which the object and the organism
are connected.

Contemporary realists typically propose theories that are subject to
modification as a result of new evidence or experience. They tend to be
suspicious of closed systems or absolute conclusions. They attempt to develop
theories from which the most productive inferences can be drawn and from which
the most confident action can proceed. Perception is viewed as one aspect of
mankind's reciprocal interaction with its natural environment, and the theories of
explanation rely heavily on the application of the scientific method to the problems
that are confronted. (See “The Scientific Method” in Chapter 4.)

1. Contemporary realists are open to the charge that their
theories are nothing more than camouflaged dualism and
are thus subject to the same criticisms leveled at dualistic

If objects are truly separate and independent, how can
they in any sense affect an organism and cause a reliable
perception? Unless the “connection” between object and
perceiver is more thoroughly explained, the whole process
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2. Further dissatisfaction with contemporary realism is
expressed by those who are not content with any theory
that does not rest on unshakable foundations. These critics
find the trial-and-error experience of fallible human
beings to be an unsound basis for the construction of
reliable explanations. Answers based on inference from
experience are highly variable and provide no grounds for

pragmatic, there is little hope of counteracting human
bias.

If a theory of perception does not refer to some clearly
fixed, nonhuman criterion, then that theory cannot
discriminate between adequate and inadequate proposals
and cannot claim any true explanatory power.
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It should now be clear that to evaluate the theories of perception, some other
fundamental philosophical questions must be asked. Too many interconnected
issues are as yet unresolved. Attention can be directed to upcoming discussions of
the nature of truth, the broader theories of knowledge, and the nature of what is
ultimately real. Theories of perception are based on crucial assumptions, many of
which have yet to be identified and analyzed.

C. Truth

Truth is a difficult concept to define because the word “truth® has long stood as
a symbol for such a variety of our deepest concems and highest aspirations.”
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Stubborn zeal has characterized the human search for truth. Especially in westem
civilization there has been strong support for the conviction that the hunger for truth
is one of humankind's noblest passions. Science and religion alike claim to seek and
to profess the truth. But what is truth? When this question is examined carefully, it
becomes apparent that there are quite different ways of viewing truth. Three
alternative stands on the nature of truth will be explored in this chapter.

1. A Truth Continuum
Pragmatic

Theory of Truth

Correspondence Coherence
Theory of Truth Theory of Truth

2. Theories of Truth: Alternative Views

a. The correspondence theory. “True” and “false” are terms typically used to assess
the quality of a statement. Correspondence theory holds that a statement is true if
it corresponds to objective reality; that is, an expression of truth is one that states
a fact or describes an event as it really and independently exists. The fact or
event is ‘there’, and its independent existence is affirmed by the experience or
perception of a human being. Proof that it is “really there” is established by one or
more other human beings who also experience or perceive it and who then
confirm the original statement. If | say, “There is an airplane flying overhead”, you
can look up and see whether my statement is correct. If you see the airplane, you
will no doubt conclude that | have spoken the truth. We will be in agreement that
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something actuafly exists in the air above us and that the word “airplane”
accurately describes what it is. Further discussion might reveal that we disagree
on the particular kind of airplane it was or on the speed of its flight, but my original
statement that there was indeed an airplane flying overhead would not be judged
false.

Scientists constantly direct our attention to the “facts’, or the data, and stress
the need for accurate perceptions. Scientists then insist on the objective
verifiability of our observations, which means that the same facts we have
reference to must be observable by others. Disagreement about the existence of
pertinent facts or differences in the reported perceptions of those facts means that
any statement made about the facts is open to serious question.

These disagreements — and the doubts that result — increase the
possibility that the statement may not be tfrue. Under such conditions, the
statement might indeed be judged false. But, in the final analysis, supporters of
the correspondence theory of truth argue that accurate perceptions or
observations are a sufficient basis for reporting the existing state of affairs and
that accurate perceptions precisely stated cannot result in reasonable
disagreement.

The correspondence theory of truth is likely to figure prominently in the
arguments to prove the commonsense theory of perception and certain aspects of
the perception theories of contemporary realism and epistemological dualism.



Critiques of the Correspondence Theory

1.

[

Certain difficulties with the correspondence theory are
encountered when we expand the hypothetical illustration
involving the airplane. Suppose a third person were to
look into the sky and say, “The two of you have poor
eyesight, That is not an airplane; it is a hawk.” Now who
is most accurately describing what is actually up there?
We know that each person does not have the same visual
acuity. We also believe that at times (in dreams, for
example) people see what is not really there. Perception
can be distorted. If each of us persists in our conviction,
how is it possible to decide who is speaking the truth?
Few people would be satisfied with bringing the issue to a
vote and letting the majority decide, for one of the things
that the history or science has tended to demonstrate is
that the majority is often mistaken on points of fact.

. The correspondence theory does not help us to resolve

questions of truth in those fields where there are no
“facts,” in the sense of things capable of being verified or
measured by objective criteria. There is no way of
demonstrating whether or not the principles of love or
justice are true. There is no basis on which the
correspondence theory can assert the truth or falsity of the
belief that a human being possesses an eternal soul. Or
take the case of a theory such as evolution, which is
defended by citing verifiable and measurable “facts.”
How do we decide whether or not the theory of evolution
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! “corresponds” with those “facts”? Evolution itself is not
i an object or a thing “out there” that we can perceive as
. existing or not existing.
! The correspondence theory has another weakness.
i Within the theory itself there is no way to judge the
: adequacy of the generalizations being used. Since most of
! our knowledge consists of generalizations, this is a
|, _ seriousshortcoming.
b. The coherence theory. The coherence theory of truth maintains that truth is a
property exhibited by a related group of consistent propositions. A particular
statement, or proposition, is true if it is totally integrated with other statements or
propositions already established as part of the whole system. New propositions
can be added to the conceptual foundation to form a more intricate pattern. As
long as a new proposition can be incorporated in such a way that it does not
contradict or invalidate the basic propositions (or any propositions derived
therefrom), then the new proposition can be affirmed as true; what does not fit
cannot claim to be true. The coherence theory can be described as the
“hang-together” theory.

Mathematics illustrates the theory of coherence. A mathematical system is
built, step by step, from a certain number of basic propositions. Plane geometry
affords a familiar example. Using Euclid's geometry as a model, Plato developed
a coherence theory of truth. He believed that he had discovered a means for
aftaining truth that owed nothing to observation or sensory experience beyond
what could be represented in a symbolic or diagrammatic way. Plato was
persuaded that he had discovered the true and perfect world of ideal (or
non-sensible) Forms, which are connected to one another by eternal and
necessary relations that the reasoning mind alone can trace. This world of ideas,



when grasped by thought, reveals a complete system of immutable and
necessary truth.

Scientific theories also exhibit a pattem of coherence. In general, a theory is
acceptable only if it is consistent with already established laws or principles. For
example, although there are claims that extrasensory perception (ESP) has been
experimentally demonstrated, the theory is not widely accepted because it fails to
cohere with many of the organized principles on which physical science relies.
The same would apply to phenomena such as UFOS,

The coherence theory is illustrated in the world of everyday affairs by the
person who wants some center to his life — some reliable categories to use in
ordering and classifying the confusion. Countless stimuli attack him. Contradictory
opinions and judgments are imposed on him. Without some established criteria by
which he can discriminate, organize, or judge, he feels lost and directionless. If he
can find one or more basic propositions worthy of his allegiance, he then has the
power to integrate his experience, separate what is worth keeping from what is
not, and organize his knowledge. In short, using the principle of coherence gives
him a way to organize and view his life,

Kant's phenomenalistic theory of perception would place heavy reliance on
the kind of proof afforded by the coherence theory of truth. The coherence theory
might also be called on to defend the part of Locke's perception theory of
epistemological dualism that deals with mental representations or ideas.
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one set of starting assumptions is ultimately better than
another. Within the coherence tradition itself,
philosophers have violently disagreed about the basic
postulates on which coherence systems of truth should
be constructed. Plato's basic assumption that ideas are
fixed and unchanging stands in dramatic contrast to the
assertion of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, late Roman
Catholic priest and paleontologist, that evolutionary
change is the fundamental characteristic of all things.
Plato and Teilhard erected their coherence theories on
radically different foundations. Even if coherence is the
criterion of truth, a person could, by putting faith in a
particular coherence theory, run the risk of being
unalterably wrong because the starting premises were
inadequate or incorrect; thus, one's whole system of
“true” facts may actually be wrong. Yet how could a
person distinguish being consistently true from being
consistently false using only the coherence theory?
Furthermore, since it takes two propositions to apply
the coherence theory (something has to cohere with
something else), there is one proposition to which this
theory cannot be applied — namely, that truth means
coherence.

. Coherence theorists not only fail to agree on a starting

point, but when they get around to integrating
propositions from many and different areas of
experience, they also reach no consensus. Religious and
scientific  world views continue to express
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irreconcilable contradictions and inconsistencies — no
matter how beautifully coherent each may be as a
separate system.

-—- e e —

¢. The pragmatic theory. We now shift our attention to a criterion of truth that seeks
to avoid both the limitations and the extremes of either the correspondence or the
coherence theory. The distinctively American approach to the problem is
expressed in the philosophies of men like C.S. Peirce, William James, John
Dewey, and C. |. Lewis and is called pragmatism.

Pragmatism takes the stand that what is true is what works. Truth can be
defined only in terms of consequences. According to the pragmatist, a statement
is true if it accurately describes a situation or relationship on which a person can
act in order to achieve a desired result. In this view human beings in their ongoing
activities create truth. Truth is judged in terms of its effectiveness in assisting
people to integrate their knowledge, predict the course of events, or achieve a
desired goal. The pragmatist is content to find truth in the successful completion
of an invention (for example, a comptiter), in a theory by which a course of events
can be more accurately predicted (for example, a theory of personality
development), or in the organization of life experiences into a pattern that satisfies
human needs or desires (for example, a democratic form of government). For the
pragmatist, truth has a “cash value”. It pavs off.

The pragmatic theory of truth is humanity-centered; people make truth.
Pragmatists do not concern themselves with absolute or ultimate truth. For them
truth does not possess an independent existence; it is not “out there” waiting to be
discovered. Pragmatists adopt the position that truth is being continuously shaped
by human thought and action as particular hypotheses are subjected to the
practical test of action and its consequences. They often point to the activities



Perception and Truth « -« ««+++ecevees

carried out in a scientific experiment as an example of truth making.

The pragmatic theory of truth has been called on in many cases to prove the

claims of contemporary realism as a theory of perception. Final judgment rests on
the answer to the question “Does it work?”

-84 -

| Critiques of the Pragmatic Theory

1. Many people are totally dissatisfied with viewing truth
as tentative and changeable. They find no security or
hope in a theory of truth that is not solidly grounded in
the stable nature of things. If the nature of what is so is
not definite and clearly identifiable, it has no right to be
parading under the banner of “truth.”

2. More sophisticated critics point out that there is no
necessary connection between what is ultimately true,
on the one hand, and what just happens to work or what
it is useful to believe, on the other. They note that the

that there is more to the universe than what stumbling
seekers might happen to find or what nearsighted
viewers might happen to see. In short, they maintain
that humankind is not the measure of all things and that
truth cannot be based on the fallible judgments of finite
human beings.

These critics might accept the proposition that
“what is true works” while rejecting the pragmatic
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One does not necessarily have fo choose only one of these alternatives. In fact,
most of us probably use each of them at one time or another. On the same day a
person might employ the correspondence theory fo determine whether the
announcement of a solar eclipse is true, then decide the truth of a claim made about
God's action in the world by appealing to the coherence theory, and, finally, use the
pragmatic theory to test the truth of her belief that a loose wire is responsible for the
malfunction of her stereo.

D. Concluding Comment

Truth and perception are issues that have long attracted the interest of
philosophers. The discussion in this chapter may have prompted the suspicion that a
particular point of view taken on one of these issues is associated with a specific
stand on the other. That may well be the case. An overall philosophical perspective
typically exhibits a number of predictable relationships among the kinds of answers
proposed to a variety of more limited questions. It is hard to divorce one's stand on
the nature of truth from one's stand on the kind of activity involved in perceiving the
world.

It may also have occurred to the reader that truth theories and forms of logic
can exhibit interesting parallels. The correspondence theory of truth and inductive
logic have some common phifosophical characteristics. Similarly, the coherence
theory of truth and deductive logic are usually expressed in certain philosophically
compatible ways.

The discussions of logic, perception, and truth have better prepared us to study even
broader questions about the nature, source, and validity of knowledge, These issues
will be explored in the next chapter.
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I .Vocabulary

. uncritically ad. NII#LITERE, TINEFIH, TR it
. epistemological a. IAIRIEHY]
. dualism n. ZJ018
.idealism n. W8, HEOIR
.naive a. FNEH] (KiF)
tarta. BREY, FHEH

(syn.: sour ,bitter , sharp , pungent)
7. texture n. 4EF, B

{syn.: c omposition, construction, grain, make-up, structure)

8. recurrent a. 2H X EH

(syn.: recurring, repeated, frequent, regular, periodic, cyclical,

QN bW N =

intermittent, persistent)

9. perceptual a. 1% (17) Hy, BEM

10. hallucination n. $5%, 4140

11. mirage n. ¥HEH, I8

12. disconcer a. {# MR

(syn.. embarrass, discompose, ruffle, discomfit, fluster, unsettle,

perplex, bewilder, nonplus, takeback, abash, worry, agitate,
trouble, upset)

13. contradiction n. FJ&, X3, [EHK

(syn.: denial, opposition, negation, refutation, confutation, dissension,

contravention)
14. phenomenalism n. MR F X, HRiH
15. mind n. KM

(syn.: intellect, brain)



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.
26.

27.

28.
29.
30.
31.

object n. Y11k, Fi&, K

(syn.: thing, article, entity, body)

subjective a. FWLA), FH&EH

(syn.: objective, internal, mental, nonobjective, personal, biased,
prejudiced, idiosyncratic)

representative . fURVERY, A

(syn.: agent, deputy, delegate, spokesman, spokeswoman, proxy,
substitutestand-in)

entity n. SKEEY), Eh (B4R, XRSHER)  FE, £F

trigger v A FIEEERRA, 58, 5%

(syn.: begin, fire, kindle, start, touch off)

depictv. #5, #%

(syn.: characterize, describe, illustrate, picture, portray, represent)

representation n. ®-x, RIE, F

Himalayas n. E3H Lk

idea n. Y&

(syn.: opinion, thought, notion, conception, impression)

monistic a. —JCIEH], —ITH

crucial e REWH), XREAM

(syn.: decisive, important, urgent)

justification n. EH

(syn.. defence, plea, apology, explanation, reason, grounds, excuse,
vindication, exculpation, exoneration)

solipsism n. HEFKR

correlation n. fHEXFR, XEBE, HX

denominator n. 5}, %

stampede n. K&, %1

(syn.: flight, panic, rush)
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32. denigrate v. TKE, 1K, R
33. noumenon n. &, AKik
34, discrete a. THE
(syn.: separate, distinct, individual, detached, disjunct, discontinuous)
35. integrate v. {F454, F—i&{L
(syn.: amass, balance, coordination, equalize, proportion)
36. priorin. i
37. intuitive a. HHRK], EMA
{(syn.: discursive)
38. preexistv. %£F - MHFE n %E, %&F
39. relevance n. TISEE X, XH{EA
40. reason n. B
(syn.: mind, intellect, intelligence, understanding, sense, rationality)
41. thing-in-itself n. ¥ B 1%
42. organism n. EYE, Bk, #HLSHHA
43. camouflage n. PEHH, i, 3%
(syn.: disguise, masquerade)
44. fallible a. SIFERA), BEHEIRK
(syn.: imperfect, erring, weak, frail, mortal, human, unreliable)
45. validation n. ERAIE#
46. pragmatic a. SLHF XK
47.bias n. AR, 1R
(syn.: prejudice, tendency, inclination, proclivity, predisposition, bent,
propensity, eaning, predilection, partiality, favouritism)
48. explanatory a. FREER), HBHRY
(syn.: explicative, descriptive, elucidative, illustrative, interpretative,
expository, justificatory)

49. aspiration n. ¥, FE, By



50.
51,

52.

53.
54.

55.
56.
57.
58.

59.
60.

61.
62.
63.
64.

65.
66.

verifiability n. R[iE3E4E
pertinenta. HXH), FHM, kT K
(syn.: relevant, germane, apposite, apropos, apt, appropriate, fit, fitting,
suitable, proper, seemly)
intricate a. 7K, S AMLIT AERY
(syn.: complex, confused)
incorporated a. A8, B&H
invalidate v R, FIER
(syn.: annul, nullity, abrogate, repeal, rescind , quash, cancel,
overthrow, refute, undermine, weaken)
therefrom adv. 1RIFI—, AFRE
Euclid BXJLEE
diagrammatic o. #{EZRY, EFRAH
immutable a. NEJEEEAY
(syn.: constant, invariable, unalterable, unchangeable, unchanging,
changeless, fixed, constant, stable, enduring, abiding, ageless,

perpetual)

extrasensory a. RBELH )
allegiance n. £07, M, AR

(syn.: devotion, faithfulness, fidelity, loyalty)
postulate v. BRE, %, Ll AHRSA
paleontologist n. TAEYIFEK
inconsistence n. ANHE, FHEM
tentative a. ZIRK), HHTHY

(syn.: experimental, exploratory, probative, trial, speculative,

provisional, unsure, uncertain, faltering)

malfunction n. AWM, REMEH
stereo n. M, HUNXE
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Il .Notes

A. Term

1. Perception %55, #1135, EX%0 The act or process by which things are
apprehended or brought into awareness, commonly applied to ordinary
sense objects such as books, trees, and so forth.

2. Realism 3 7Eif The doctrine that the objects of our senses exist
independently of their being known perceived or related to mind. It denies
that the universe can be reduced to mind or thought and holds that the
existence of the existence of the universe is independent of human
consciousness. Opposed to idealism.

3. Dualism ZJTif The view that reality is composed of two different .
substances, neither one of which can be reduced to the other. Spirit and
matter, mind and body, good and evil are often designated as the opposing
realities.

4. Phenomenalism I § % The belief that we can know only appearances
and to our senses.

5. Subjective idealism FE I ME (> F X The theory of perception that
maintains that what can be known is limited to a person, sideas; Therefore,
the ideas of a particular perceiver constitute reality. Also called
mentalism.

6. ldealism ME«(>FE X The theory that asserts that reality is ideas, thought,
mind, or selves rather than material forces. There may be a single or
absolute Mind or a plurality of minds. Idealism stresses the mental or
spiritual aspects of experience. Opposed to materialism.

7. Solipsism M £ The view that only I (that is, the solipsist) exist, that
other persons and objects have no independent existence of their own but

.90



exist solely as creations of my consciousness when and insofar as [ am
conscious of them; The most extreme form of subjective idealism.

8. Noumenon Z{X A thing as it actually exists; a thing in itself, apart from
how is may appear to us; to be distinguished from a phenomenon, or a
thing as it appears to us.

9. Correspondence theory Ff& 1t A term of the rest of truth that stresses
fidelity to objective reality; the view that truth is that which conforms to
fact or agrees with the actual situation. Opposed to coherence theory.

B. Philosophers

1. John Locke (1632—1704) £4%§ «i& %= A British empiricist who held that
the mind can only know its own ideas. He argued that at birth the mind is
a “blank tablet” devoid of all ideas. Using what he called the “historical
plain method” he sough to trace all ideas to their origins in sensation
(experience of the material world), and reflection (experience of the
mind's own activities, e.g., judging). His empiricism influenced later
empiricists such as Berkeley and Hume. Locke was a staunch defender of
democracy, and the essentials of his political theory are embodied in the
U.S. Constitution and Declaration of Independence. Principal works: An
Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Two Treatises of Civil
Government.

2. George Berkeley (1685—1753) 3F¥i& - 523k Bishop in the Church of
England, was an empiricist and a subjective idealist. Arguing that esse est
percipi (“to be is to be perceived”), he held that the objects of perception
are not material substances but rather “ideas” or collections of sensations
that cannot exist apart from their being perceived (e.g., an apple is
nothing more than the sensations of red, round, sweet, etc., unified in a
single “complex idea”). Since matter is not perceived, it does not exist.
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Minds cannot be perceived but they must exist to cause ideas. Reality is
composed of finite minds, God’s mind, and the contents of those minds.
Human minds create imagined ideas; perceived ideas (ideas of “real ”
objects) are perceptions in the mind of God that He communicates to us.
Principal works: A treatise Concerning the Principles of Human
Knowledge, Three Dialogues Between Hylas and Philonous

3. Kant (1724—1804) FR{® A German philosopher Who produced a
synthesis of rationalism and empiricism often called the “Copemican
Revolution” in philosophy. He argued that the mind is active in perception
(it “filters” raw data) and that this action' helps create the world we
experience and know (phenomenal reality). Because the mind helps create
phenomenal reality, we can know, Prior to experience, that this reality
must have certain characteristics (i.e., we have knowledge that is both
synthetic and a priori, such as “All events are caused”). Things in
themselves, independent of experience, cannot be known. In ethics Kant
was a deontologist who held that our duty is to follow those principles
that can be universally applied to all rational begins without contradiction.
Principal works: Critique of Pure Anson. Critique of Practical Reason,
Critique of Judgment, Principles of the Metaphysics of Ethics

4. Plato (429—347B.C.) ¥AHIE Greek philosopher, who founded his own
school of philosophy in Athens, the Academy Combining strands of
thought from Heraclitus, Parmenides, and Pythagoras, Plato represented
reality as twofold: the' physical world, subject to change and incapable of
being known, and the intelligible world, or World of Forms, which is
eternal, unchanging, and knowable. The object of the philosopher is to
reach this second world and thus to obtain knowledge of such entities as
the form of triangles, beauty (as opposed to earthly imitations of this
form), and justice (as opposed to imperfect systems such as the one that
convicted Socrates). He wrote chiefly in dialogue form, and almost all of



his works survive. His principal philosophical works include: Protagoras,
Gorgias, Meno, Apology, Phaedo, Crito, Republic, Parmenides,
Theaetetus, Sophist, and Laws.

5. John Deway (1859—1952) #4% - 4B An American psychologist,
philosopher, educator and general defender of Pragmatism in a wide range
of contexts. He stressed that the primary purpose of philosophy should be
to solve the problems of democratic society by the use of (a broader and
more flexible version o0 scientific method. Like Peirce, he advocated
fallibilism, and he defended democracy on the grounds that it provides the
best possible conditions for correcting our mistakes and solving common
human problems. In education he stressed the importance of learning
intellectual and practical skills in preference merely to memorizing facts.
Principal works: Logic: The Theory of Inquiry, The Quest for Certainty,
Human Nature.

II1. Exercises

A. Review Questions

1.Can I trust my senses to tell me about the world, or are my senses too
often deceived?

2. How can a physical organ like the brain produce intangible concepts and

ideas?

3. Do my thoughts accurately represent things the way they actually exist?

4, Do things exist when they are not being perceived? If a tree falls in the

forest and no one is there to hear it, does it make any sound?

5. What does it really mean to say that a statement is true?

6. What means are at our disposal for ascertaining the truth?



Perceplion and Truth «»+vevevevenaces

7. Is truth something that must be discovered, or is truth a human invention?
8. Can something be true today but not tomorrow?
9. Is something true because I believe it sincerely?
10. Does understanding the nature of truth make any practical difference in

our lives?

B. Discussion Questions

1. What view of perception offers the most reasonable means by which
human beings can make their way in a complex world?

2. Does it or does it not make sense to insist that how each person “sees”
things depends entirely on that person's unique time, place, and subjective
judgment?

3. Which theory of truth offers the best defense for the argument that “the
truth will make you free™?

4. Is the search for truth a compelling human aspiration, or should human
beings heed Sartre's advice to settle for an error that is liveable?

5. Would any one of the theories of truth adequately help us to determine the
existence of God, Napoleon, and Antarctica?



Chapter 4.

Epistemology: How We Know

A. Introductory Comment

Epistemology is the branch of philosophy concerned with the nature, source,
flimitations, and validity of knowledge. It deals specifically with theories of knowledge,
systematic efforts to explain the nature and content of thought and to describe the
process by which human beings acquire reliable knowledge. The term
“epistemology” identifies the philosophical activity directed toward questions about
how and what a knower knows.

Epistemology is intimately invoived in the development and analysis of criteria
(the plural form of the word criterion). Criteria are the standards by which something
is measured or judged. To establish a basis for comparing and evaluating judgments
about the accuracy or extent of human knowledge, the philosopher must analyze the
various criteria used in the process of knowing. The nature of what can be known
and the process of knowing it can be fruitfully discussed only if we can establish
precise criteria. Each of the alternative theories of knowing presented in this chapter
should be critically analyzed to determine the adequacy of the basic criteria on which
it depends.

For many human beings, the simple and direct way of knowing through trial and
error results in an epistemology that is relatively unsophisticated by philosophical
standards. It simply works, and why or how it works is not something to be analyzed
or pondered. This is not a bad way for most of us to ricochet through life and
accumulate from personal experience what we think of as knowledge. However,
trial-and-error procedures involve the distinct possibility that the consequences might
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be disastrous or fatal. Trying again may not turn out to be a viable option. Trial and
error has its staunch adherents, but there has been a long and intensive search for
other ways of knowing that are more rigorous, more systematic, and more
dependable.

B. An Epistemological Continuum

To provide an initial contrast from which further analysis may proceed, we
present a sample continuum featuring three theories of knowledge that have made
strong claims for priority in Westem philosophy. The issue can be framed between
the epistemological altematives proposed by the empiricists and the rationalists, with
the scientific method occupying a position somewhere between the two.

Scientific
Method
Empiricism Rationalism
(sense. evidence. (mind. reason.
induction) deduction)

All three might agree that knowledge comes from the refation of mind to
experience, but they differ on the issue of where to place the primary emphasis.
Other epistemological postures will be presented following the initial comparison of
empiricism, rationalism, and the scientific method.



C. The Classical Positions

1. Empiricism

The search for knowledge that is both absolute and certain has been fervent
and continuous. However, since at least the time of Aristotle, there has been a
strong epistemological tradition based solely on human experience, not directed
toward the possibility of achieving absolute knowledge. This tradition is exemplified
in the doctrine of empiricism. Empiricists argue that it is unreasonable to set a goal
of absolute and all-inclusive knowledge — especially when there is close at hand
the power to increase practical knowledge by slower but dependable methods.
Empiricists are content to build a system of knowledge that has a high probability of
being true even though its absolute certainty cannot be guaranteed. Empiricists find
that high probability is a stable and realistic foundation for the knowledge accessible
to human beings.

Empiricists insist that human knowledge is acquired from experience — that
it is a posteriori, or post-experiential. If we were trying to convince an empiricist that
something exists, the empiricist would say, “Show me!” On points of fact she would
have to be assured by her own experience. If we told her that there is a tiger in her
bathtub, she would first demand that we tell her how we arrived at such a conclusion.
if we explained that we saw the tiger in the bathtub, the empiricist would listen to this
report of our experiences, but she would accept it only on the grounds that she or
someone else could check the accuracy of our claim by taking a firsthand look for
herself.

Two aspects of empirical theory are brought out in the illustration. The first is the
distinction between the knower and the thing known. The knower is the subject, and
the thing known is the object. There is a real world of external facts and objects that
the person can perceive. Second, the truth or verification of facts or objects depends
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on their being experienced by other human beings. To be meaningful to the
empiricist, statements about the existence or nonexistence of anything must meet
the criterion of public verifiability.

A more complicated problem arises when statements are made about objects
or events no longer available for direct verification. When it is asserted that George
Washington chopped down his father's cherry tree, empiricists would have to be
convinced of at least three things: first, that the words “George Washington™ and
‘cherry tree” refer to the kinds of things that one does experience; second, that
someone was there and actually observed the event; and third, that if empiricists had
been there themselves, they also could have observed the event.

Another aspect of empiricism is its dependence on the principle of regularity.
Knowledge of the natural world is based on a perception of the regular way in which
things behave. Nature is orderly. By describing the way things have happened in the
past or by describing the uniform ways in which similar things behave in the present,
the empiricist feels justified in making predictions about the probable behavior of
things in the future.

Besides appealing to regularity, the empiricist invokes the principle of
resembiance. Resemblance means that those phenomena that are experienced as
identical or similar really are enough alike to warrant making generalizations about
them. If we learn that one banana is tasty and nutritious, we want to be reasonably
sure that the next object that looks and tastes like what we call a banana is not going
to be fatally toxic. The more experience we have with banana-like things, the more
reliable is our knowledge about what bananas are and what they mean in our
experience. Resemblance involves the human ability to abstract likenesses from
distinctive objects or perceptions.

Typically, empiricists base their theory of knowledge on the experiences
provided by our five senses. John Locke, wha has been called the father of British
empiricism, proposed a theory of knowledge in which the features we have
discussed are combined in a clear fashion. Locke claimed that the human mind at



birth is like a smooth wax tablet (tabula rasa in Latin) on which sensory data etch
themselves. As life progresses, more and more sensory impressions are transcribed.
From the combination and comparison of sensations, complex ideas are produced.
Locke viewed the mind as a receptacle that receives and stores sensations.
Knowledge results from the natural activity of the mind as it combines basic
sensations. It is like a pantry with one opening (the senses) through which cans
(sensations) enter to be kept and rearranged on the shelves.

Those who insist that all knowledge can be reduced o sensory experience and
who further insist that what cannot be traced to specific sense experiences is not
true knowledge are called sensationalists, or radical empiricists. Modem radical
empiricists might paraphrase Locke in the following manner: Knowledge is the result
of a complex neurochemical process in which external objects stimulate one or more
sense organs and cause a material or electrical change in the physical organ called
the brain

Cnthues of Empiricism

1. Empiricism is grounded in experience. But what does
the term “experience” mean? At times it refers only to
the stimulation of the senses. At other times it appears
to refer to a sensation plus a judgment. As a concept,
experience does not directly refer to the objective
reality so dear to the empiricists. The critics point out
that there is nothing inherently or necessarily
self-evident about facts. Facts do not of themselves
point out their interrelationships to a neutral perceiver.
When critically analyzed, “experience” is found to be
far too ambiguous a term on which to base a systematic

theory of knowledge.
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2. A theory that places such a heavy emphasis on sense
perception does not make adequate allowance for the
fact that human senses are limited and imperfect. Our
senses are often deceived, affect that even the
empiricists themselves recognize. Empiricism is not
well equipped to separate fact from fancy.

w

. Empiricism gives no certainty. What is only probable
knowledge is by the same token wholly questionable
knowledge, Unless we mount guard and have an
unbroken sequence of sensory experiences, we can
never be sure that the automobile we drove into the
garage at night is the same one we drive out in the
morning,.
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2. Rationalism

Advocates of rationalism are intent on attaining knowledge that is absolute and
certain. In their pursuit of such knowledge they start with propositions that are
self-evident. The basic axioms on which they build their system are derived from
ideas that are claimed to be clear, distinct, and certain to the human mind. The
human mind has the capacity to "know" these ideas, but human beings do not create
them or leam them through experience. The ideas are somehow “there” as part of
basic reality, and the human mind, because it partakes of this reality, thereby
contains the ideas. It is in this sense that the mind reasons. The rationalist argues
that since the mind comprehends principles, the principles must therefore “exist”;
that is, they must be true and real. If principles do not exist, it is impossible for
human beings fo conceive that they do. Principles are regarded as a priori, or
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pre-experiential, and therefore principles are not developed from experience; on the
contrary, experience can be understood only in the light of principles.

Plato provided the classical expression of rationalism. In a dialogue called the
Meno, he argued that, in order to leam something, one must discover a truth one
does not already know. But if the person does not already know the truth, how can
he possibly recognize that it is the truth? Plato contended that a person couldn't tell
whether a proposition is true when he leams it unless he already knows it to be true.
Furthermore, a person cannot learn what he does know since he already knows it.
The conclusion is that people do not leam anything; they only remember what they
already know. All the basic and universal principles are preexistent in human minds.
Sense experience can at best merely stimulate memory and bring to consciousness
the knowledge that is in the mind all the time.

Plato's theory of knowledge is integrated with his stand on the nature of what is
ultimately real. For him, basic reality is composed of ideas, or principles. These
ideas he called Forms. Beauty, truth, and justice are among the Forms that exist
absolutely and changelessly — for all time and for everyone. People can come fo
know the Forms through the process of rational intuition — an activity peculiar to
the “mind”. The proof that Forms really exist is established by the fact that we can
conceive of them. Thus, Plato viewed knowledge as discovery that takes place
during the orderly process of rational thought.

Geometry is one of the rationalists' favorite illustrations. It is argued that the
basic axioms of geometry (for example, “a straight line is the shortest distance
between two points”) are clear and distinct ideas that human beings just know."
From the basic axioms a system of subaxioms can be deduced. The result is a
formal and consistent network of propositions that are logically included within the
limits set by the original self-evident axioms.

Rene Descartes, a seventeenth-century mathematician and philosopher, made
a strong case for the rational approach to knowledge. Living in a period of ideological
ferment, he had an intense desire fo establish his beliefs on a foundation of absolute
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certainty. To accomplish this goal, he undertook to subject his knowledge to a most
exacting test. He applied the method of rational doubt. He decided that if he found
any reason to doubt a category or principle of knowledge he would set that category
or principle aside. He would accept only that to which he could raise no objections.

Descartes considered the knowledge produced by the senses, but, because he
admitted that the senses can be deceived (as in dreams or hallucinations), he was
forced to conclude that sense data are unreliable. He tested his belief in an
all-powerful God, but here too he found he could conceive of a God who might
deceive human beings. Rigorously pursuing his goal of absolute certainty, Descartes
was forced to question the refiability of perceptions, feelings, beliefs, and traditionally
established truths as acceptable sources of knowledge. They were all judged to
admit of possible exceptions. They were flawed. The only thing that he could not
doubt was his own existence; he could not doubt that he was doubting. Even if he
was deceived into thinking that he existed, he reasoned that the deceit itself implied
someone being deceived. Descartes’ rock of certainty was expressed in the Latin
phrase cogito, ergo sum (‘f think, therefore | am”).

The story is told of an American philosopher whose class was studying the
problem of existence. The students were asked to read Descartes' Meditations. The
next day a worried and haggard student came to the professor with the complaint
that he had been up all night trying to decide whether or not he really existed. “Tell
me, please tell me, do | exist?* The professor considered the question and then
asked, “Who wants 1o know?”

In his attempt to explain why the one truth (I think, therefore | am) is true,
Descartes concluded that he had been convinced because of the clarity and
distinctness of the idea. On this ground he reasoned that all truth could be
recognized by the clarity and distinctness with which it occurs to the mind: “Whatever
is clearly and distinctly conceived is true.”

What has been demonstrated by these examples of rationalist philosophy is that
absolutely certain and reliable knowledge is believed to derive not from sense
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experience but rather from the realm of the mind. (And in rationalism “mind” is not
synonymous with “brain.”) Both Plato and Descartes claimed that true knowledge is
already within us in the form of ideas, which we do not acquire (learn) but which are
innate. Rationalists further maintain that the world we come to know by the method
of rational intuition is the real world. Truth and falsity reside in ideas and not in
things.

1. Rational knowledge is constructed out of ideas that are
neither visible nor tangible. The existence of self-evident
or innate ideas has not been affirmed by all human beings
with equal force and conviction. Furthermore, there is a
notable lack of agreement among rationalists themselves
on the basic truths from which they reason. Plato, St.
Augustine, and Descartes developed quite distinctive
rational theories.

2. Relatedly, genuine starting points, like Descartes’ cogito,
ergo sum, do not tell us too much and cannot get us very
far. To develop a body of truths from such skimpy
beginnings, rationalists are accused of smuggling in ideas
from other sources (such as experience or tradition).
Often these ideas are principles that are “self-evident”
only to a particular culture or group.

3. Many thoughtful people have found it extremely difficult
to apply rationalistic concepts to the practical world of
affairs. The tendency toward abstractness and the
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! experience have been roundly criticized. Sophisticated
i critics are likely to complain that the rationalist treats
: ideas or concepts as if they were somehow objective
! “things.” To devalue sensory experience, to de-emphasize
i the importance of physical entities, and then to substitute
: a nebulous set of abstractions is judged to be a highly
! questionable method of acquiring reliable knowledge.

i 4. Rational theories fail to account for the vast change and
' increase in human knowledge over the years. Many ideas
! that were self-evident at one time are no longer allured
i any respectability. At one time in history, the idea that the
: earth is the center of the solar system was almost
!. universally accepted as a self-evident proposition.
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D. The Scientific Method

It is a widely held view that science is basically an inductive-empirical method
for obtaining knowledge. There is some justification for this popular assessment,
because scientists do put great store in specific facts, observations, and sense data.
However, a careful analysis of the scientific method reveals that what the scientist
does in the search for knowledge is more accurately described in terms of a
particular combination of empirical and rational procedures.

Scientific epistemology is both complex and controversial, but an effort will be made
to present a concise philosophical analysis of the scientific method as a distinctive
theory of knowledge.

Simply stated, the scientific method is one way of going about the business of
acquiring knowledge. A definite sequence of procedures is followed in order fo find
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specific kinds of answers to specific kinds of questions. Perhaps the epistemology of
the scientific method can be discussed most profitably by directing our attention to a
typical formula in which the sequential steps in the thought process are arranged.
While there are many different versions of the "scientific method,” the bare outlines
of the procedure can be described in the following six steps:

a. Awareness and definition of a problem.

b. Observation and collection of relevant data.
¢. Organization or classification of data.

d. Formulation of hypotheses.

e. Deductions from the hypotheses.

f. Testing and verification of the hypotheses.

Let us consider each of the six steps separately so that our analysis can be
incisive and especially so that we can point more directly fo the empirical and the
rational elements in the scientific way of knowing.

a. Awareness of a problem. The world that the scientist looks on is made up of an
almost infinite number of separate facts and events that in and of themselves
exhibit no meaningful order. It is only when people encounter obstacles as they
seek {o deal intelligently with that world that thought takes shape. In other words,
people somehow create problems and propose what they think are answerable
questions. Without a clearly defined problem, there is no way of knowing what
particular facts to collect. The scientific method stresses at the outset the clear
and precise statement of a problem.

The initial phase of the scientific method assumes a world of empirically
observable objects and events, but people impose on that world an order or
context by which a limited range of perceived facts can be given meaning. The
rationalist's claim is supported at this stage by the argument that it is reason that
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structures and guides investigation. Reason provides a *sense of the problem,”
without which it would be impossible to order or arrange facts in any intelligible
way. if there is no question, how can there be an answer?

b. Observation and collection of data. Observation and the collection of data is the
most familiar step in the scientific method. It is because so much of the specific
activity of scientists is directed toward the gathering of data that many have come
to equate science with fact-collecting. The meticulous observations made possible
by ingenious instruments give dramatic support to the conception of science as a
basically empirical and inductive procedure. The reliance on direct or indirect
sense perceptions and the demand for precise observation conspire to keep our
attention on the empirical aspect of scientific investigation.

c. Organization, or classification, of data. The organization, or classification-of-data,
phase of the scientific method stresses the arrangement of facts into groups,
kinds, and classes. In all the particular sciences, the attempt to enumerate,
analyze, compare, and contrast the relevant data depends on the establishment
of systems of classification. The special study that develops and elaborates
adequate systems of classification is called taxonomy, and modemn scientists work
continually to perfect their specialized taxonomies. But it is important to rememiber
that categories or classes are not facts. Rather, they are the conceptual boxes
into which the facts are inserted so that those facts can be organized according to
their relevance and thus be given general names and meanings. Both empirical
and rational elements are evident at this stage in the procedure.

d. Formulation of hypotheses. Facts do not speak for themselves. in the world
confronted by science, a group of molecules or cells does not jump up and down,
wave, whistle, and declare, “Look at me! Here!” | am a rock, or a tree, or a horse.
What a thing is depends on the labels assigned to that thing. How a thing comes
to be explained depends on the conceptual relationships with which it is viewed.
This fact brings us to one of the most difficult aspects of scientific methodology:

the role of the hypothesis.
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Hypotheses are tentative statements about relationships between things.
These hypothetical relationships are proposed in the form of working guesses, or
theories, according to which it is hoped that explanations will become possible.
Hypotheses are typically suggested on a trial-and-error basis. They may be
merely reasonable hunches, or they may be extensions of previously verified
hypotheses to new data. In either case, hypotheses serve to frame the data in
such a way that a presumed relationship is set up and a possible explanation
suggested. A hypothesis is usually stated in the form of an “if X, then Y"
proposition. If human skin lacks pigmentation, then it will bum quickly when
exposed to the direct rays of the sun. This hypothesis offers a tentative
explanation of at least some of the relationships between skin pigmentation and
sunlight. The hypothesis aiso tells us what conditions must prevail and what
observations are needed if we wish to verify our original working guess.

In the concept of the hypothesis, so crucial to the scientific method, we can
find both empirical and rational elements. There must be empirical data in the
form of observable and measurable facts, and there must also be conceptual
categories by which the kinds of data are logically separated and arranged so that
probable interconnections can be suggested.

e. Deductions from hypotheses. Those who think of science as a method of strictly
inductive reasoning that proceeds directly from facts to explanations should pay
special attention to the function of hypotheses. Hypotheses establish logical
propositions from which it is possible to infer, or deduce, relationships between
the particular things being investigated. Furthermore, hypotheses can assist us in
predicting and discovering new facts. The deductive reasoning that is so
necessary 1o the hypothesis stage points out that much of what we call scientific
knowledge is theoretical rather than empirical in nature and that prediction is
dependent on a form of syliogistic logic.

f. Testing and verification of hypotheses. Verification in science means testing
alternative hypotheses by actual observation or experimentation. Final reference
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is made to the facts. If the facts do not bear out one hypothesis, another
hypothesis is selected, and the process is repeated. The last court of appeal is,
however, the empirical data; scientific generalizations, or laws, must meet the test
of experience. At this point, one might not be surprised to find the pragmatist
applying the test of consequences as the ultimate criterion in evaluating the
scientific method: Does it work? Neither do the rationalists surrender the field
during the verification phase. They point out that a hypothesis is scientifically
acceptable only if it is found to be consistent with previously established and
verified hypotheses (refer to the coherence theory of truth).

To summarize: The scientific method is a theory of knowledge by which
people seek particular kinds of answers to particular kinds of questions. The
method emphasizes a rigorous sequence of procedures by which a continuously
expanding and self-correcting body of knowledge is achieved. The scientific
method rests on the assumption that there are discoverable regularities in the
relationships among phenomena and that the human sense organs (or the
instruments by which they are refined) are basically adequate. Through the
systematic organization and verification of observations, people are able to
accumulate a growing body of knowledge that has a very high probability of being
true. The scientific method does not claim to be a method by which one can arrive
at any changeless or ultimate knowledge.

|

i 1. The scientific method arbitrarily limits what we can know
' to those things that can be studied by the tools and
! techniques of science. If a chemist employs the postulates
i and techniques of her special discipline, she can learn
. only about those things that can be framed in chemical

commny - .o



terms. To claim that science is the only valid way of
knowing would be to maintain that the world is only as
large and as significant as this one method by which it is
known.

o

. The sciences permit many interpretations to be made
about a thing or an event. Each interpretation may be true
as far as it goes. Various hypotheses may be proposed that
have equal validity in explaining a given set of facts even
though each hypothesis may use a different language or a
different system of classification. The unity and
consistency of scientific knowledge are not as obvious as
many people think they are.

w

. Science describes the mechanisms of nature — how
things are causally related — but it never tells us what
things are, much less why they are the way they are.
Scientific verification is basically pragmatic; it is indeed
useful to know “if X, then Y,” but we also want to know
what reality is and means — the reason for things. On
these points science remains silent.
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E. Other Epistemological Theories

1. Analytic Philosophy

Analytic philosophy is the general label given to a vigorous philosophical
movement that emerged in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. It
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stresses aspects of philosophy that are neither speculative nor metaphysical and
stands as a distinctive and widely supported contemporary alternative.
Encompassing the varied contributions of thinkers like Berrand Russell,
Wittgenstein, Ryle, Ayer, and a host of others, analytic philosophy is difficult to
summarize. However, there is a shared concem with the use and function of
language. The consensus is that philosophical problems are, at least in part,
linguistic problems, and, if such problems are to be confronted directly, there must
be a rigorous clarification of the language employed. Whether statements take a
grammatical or a mathematical form, the symbols used must be precise and logically
related. Knowledge results from the consistent integration of mutually acceptable
systems of symbols. Analytic philosophy received strong impetus from the logical
positivists, who asserted that there are only two types of meaningful statements:
empirical propositions and analytic propositions. Empirical propositions can be
verified by reference to experience in the world. Analytic propositions are true or
false by definition. All other statements are regarded as meaningless. Metaphysical,
ethical, and religious statements are generally classified as meaningless. Positivists
maintain that statements not framed as either precisely verifiable empirical
propositions or rigorously logical analytic propositions are simply nonsense. They
argue that much of what has been said — and continues to be said — in the
name of philosophy can be dismissed as nonsensical. Examples of meaningless
statements include the following: "God exists™; “Life has a purpose”; and “The
unexamined life is not worth living.” Since most metaphysical and ethical statements
do not qualify as either empirical or analytic propositions, they are obviously
meaningless. Such statements can only reflect the subjective feelings of individuals
(compare the emotive theory of value); they have no discemible reference to
objective reality, and they cannot be given a logically intelligible structure.

There are few logical positivists today. The position is too exireme. For one
thing, logical positivists could not even accept their own working premise and remain
consistent, since their working premise was neither an analytic nor an empirical

- 110



prapasition. But the revolutionary trend continues in the method of contemporary
analytic philosophers called linguistic analysis. Linguistic analysis stresses the idea
that the method we use for investigation has profound implications for the way we
think. The emphasis is clearly epistemological, and the work done by philosophers of
this persuasion tends to be restricted to problems involved in the use of symbols.

Modern analytic philosophy can be divided roughly into (1) philosophy of
science and (2) ordinary-language philosophy. These two branches share the
following attitudes. They contend that the special function of philosophy is to clarify
concepts. They believe that the clear description of symbols and statements helps
us avoid the temptation to accept metaphysical presumptions that can be so easily
converted info unjustifiable ontological commitments. Philosophers of science and
ordinary-language philosophers distinguish among the various uses of language,
and they attempt to discriminate among types of language employed in different
sorts of investigative procedure. They analyze the difference between substantive
issues and conceptual issues. In other words, they maintain that what we say about
what the world is may be quite different from what we say when we discuss ideas.
For example, there is a difference between saying “The noise of the explosion gave
me a headache” and saying “Noises cause headaches.” in the first instance we are
speaking of an event in the world. IN the second case we are dealing with the ideas
involved in the relationship between cause and effect. Analytic philosophy
subscribes to the view that it is the philosopher's special task fo study the concepts
that are integrated into a structured pattern of communication rather than to talk
loosely and fruitlessly about reality or values in and of themselves.

In the particular case of the philosophy of science, it is the philosopher's role to
look over the shoulder of the scientist and examine carefully the descriptive concepts
and statements to see that they are precisely defined and consistently related. The
meticulous methods of symbolic logic are often used in this sort of watchdog activity.
Rather than concerning themselves with the subject matter of scientific research or
the particular techniques of scientific observation and description, the job of
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philosophers of science is to raise certain kinds of questions that must be answered
at the conceptual level. When and under what circumstances is it legitimate to
generalize from particular findings? What exactly is meant by a “scientific law?” What
does it mean to say that something is "caused"? Is observational language adequate
for all science, or must no observational language be used sometimes when making
reference to hidden or suspected processes? The philosopher of science is thus
seen to have a unique function — one that is distinct from scientific investigation
per se (= in itself).

Ordinary-language philosophy does not lend itself to such an uncomplicated
definition. The ordinary-language philosopher agrees that philosophy is not a realm
of inquiry; it is a position regarding a method of inquiry. But here the emphasis shifts
to an analysis of language in everyday use. One way to characterize
ordinary-language philosophy is to trace a typical sequence of language-related
propositions:

A word is a sound or a squiggle.

The meaning of a word is its use.

The use of a word is a concept.

Thought depends on language.

Language is a social convention; private language is impossible.
Reference to particulars is prior to reference to generalizations.

The objectivity of ideas lies in the agreement on the rules for the usage of
words.

The objective or public aspects of language are crucial because thinking is the
use of words in a reciprocally intelligible way, and knowledge is the ability to do
something based on prior conceptualization. An analysis of the actual everyday
employment of words will reveal the metaphysical and axiological distortions to
which they have been subjected.
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It is said that the analytic philosopher talks about language, not about the world.
But in a deeper sense, the analytic philosopher is concerned primarily not with mere
words but with the work that people do with them.

1. Analytic philosophy is not philosophy in the traditional,
or generally accepted, sense. The traditional philosopher,
in addition to seeking clarity of expression, seeks for
vision and for new ways of understanding humanity and
the universe. The study of language remains a legitimate
activity, but clarification is not synonymous with
knowledge, and analysis does not produce or reveal
meaning. The models offered by analytic philosophers
tend to limit the range and depth of philosophical
discourse. What cannot be logically structured is
disqualified from consideration. Many of our most serious
and persistent questions are thereby excluded from the
realm of philosophical inquiry.

2. Language analysts concern themselves with word games
and techniques rather than values and beliefs. Therefore,
they tend to leave substantive knowledge, reasonable
action, and applied ethics to scientists, politicians,
theologians, or anyone else. Linguistic analysis becomes
aloof, ingrown, and sterile — like the “criticism of
criticism” in literature — and often appears to be a kind
of exclusive recreation engaged in by an intellectual elite

disillusioned about its ability to cope more directly with



the human problems of a living world.

3. Linguistic analysts try to maintain the view that there is
no necessity in thing, only in language. But they tend to
deal with words as though they were causes. In spite of

frequently attempt to settle issues of reality in terms of
language as if somehow language caused reality. This
involves them in metaphysical questions after all — an
involvement that they began by repudiating.
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2. Authoritarianism

The viewpoint characteristic of authoritarianism presupposes that knowledge is
possessed by someone or something outside the individual. To attain knowledge, the
individual must rely on this outside agency and accept what that agency teaches or
proctaims. The church, the state, the family, the cutture, or the expert represents the
more common sources of knowledge to which people turn. Authoritarianism stresses
the sources of knowledge rather than the method by which knowledge is attained.

a. Culture and tradition. Few people deny that much of what they know comes
to them from the culture or society in which they grow up and participate. It is more
than coincidence that the French speak French and that New Zealanders speak
English. Human beings are social animals who leam. Particularly, they learn those
things formally taught or informally communicated by the groups in which they live
their lives. A great deal of the collected knowledge of specific cultures is available to
people. In the process called socialization, or enculturation, the skills, attitudes, and
beliefs of a person's society become part of his or her very personality and operate
as authoritative sources of knowledge. If human beings had to start from scratch and
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invent their own knowledge, it would be hard to conceive of a pattern of life very far
removed from that of the primates.

The accumulated knowledge developed and perpetuated by a culture
constitutes that culture's tradition. Tradition expresses itself in standardized ways of
perceiving and thinking that, because they are inculcated in the emerging
personalities of any society, have a necessarily coercive effect on the way particular
groups of people “know™ — that is, know both themselves and their broader
environment. The advantage of tradition as a source of knowledge is that it provides
continuity, stability, and a base for consensus and correction that transcends the
capabilities of any single individual. Those who argue for the authority of tradition are
likely to conclude that the older ways or beliefs are the surest — they have stood
the test of time. On the basis of a survival-of-the-fittest assumption, those beliefs
have proved their superiority.

b. Majority opinion. Democracy carries the implication that what the majority
knows or believes must be somehow better or truer than what only a few stand for.
Here again is an appeal to authority. What is true for the largest number is also true
for any individual. The majority is assumed to represent the most reliable source of
knowledge.

c. Prestige and expert opinion. One of the standard devices used by book
publishers in this country to interest the public in a book is to print blurbs on the dust
jacket that indicate the educational or social standing of the author as well as the
author's claim to professional competence. This device is an attempt to establish the
author as an authority. And many people, because they want to know something
they do not already know, seek out those whom they believe to be experts in a given
field. In an effort to increase our knowledge, every one of us puts trust in those who
are “in a position to know.” In today's complex world most of us freely admit our
dependence on “experts.” It is hard to imagine how it could be otherwise if we are
trying to become educated people.

d. Charismatic authority. Charisma refers to a quality reported to be the
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possession of a limited number of human beings who, because of something
"dynamic” or unexplainable in their personalities, are able to capture the allegiance
of others. Not because of their social prestige or their stores of information but
because of some intangible and indefinable power, these people establish their
authority in the lives of their fellow mortals. People as different as Gandhi and Hitler
have been perceived as charismatic leaders. Whether or not these people claim to
be authorities, they are characteristically looked on as fountainheads of knowledge,
power, and right; “If it were not so, | would have told you.” Charismatic leadership
seems to depend on a more or less total emotional commitment from a body of
followers. Those who are convinced as a result of their intensely personal
experiences with charismatic leaders become disciples. For them, truth and right are
embodied in the person of the leader, who is the source and proof of both.
Knowiedge is attained through one's surrender to charismatic authority.

Crlthue of Culture and Tradition

Reliance on the authority of culture and tradition is
misplaced because not all cultures have survived, and
those that have survived show marked differences in both
the amount and the kind of knowledge they possess and

have been established as basic and unchangeable. An
appeal to the authority of traditional knowledge offers no
explanation for the fact that cultures do, in fact, change,
and it cannot account for the appearance of new
knowledge. Furthermore, those individuals who do
innovate or show great sensitivity to what is new or
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of tradition. The sixteenth-century philosopher-scientist
Bruno was burned at the stake for his early acceptance of
a modern view of the universe.

Critique of Majority Opinion

The principal difficulty with the majority-opinion point of
view is that the accumulation or advance of knowledge
has often depended on a stubborn minority (often a
minority of one). At one time almost everyone believed
that the earth was flat.

Critique of Prestige and Expert Opinion

There is a danger in accepting ideas not because of their
intrinsic merit but because of the person who expresses
them. Another peril exists when we accept the statements
of those we respect even though they are commenting on a
subject not within the area of their established competence
(as when an athlete recommends breakfast cereal or a
movie star discusses foreign policy). And even when we
are extremely careful to give weight to only the facts and
opinions expressed by those who are experts or authorities
in their fields. how can we be sure that what they say is
true? No field of knowledge is free from internal
controversies or new and different interpretations. It has
wisely been said, “Great men make great mistakes.”
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, Critique of Charismatic Authority

Deeply felt attachments to a charismatic authority have no
doubt been amply satisfying to a host of human beings.
But what about those who have not had the experience,
those who seek knowledge along rational or scientific
lines, or those who are not satisfied with secondhand
knowledge? If the question “Why is one authority’s word
any truer or more ultimate than that of another?” is raised,
we are forced to introduce noncharismatic criteria to

evaluate conflicting claims.

P i I T S
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3. Intution

The discussion of charisma forces attention to another way of knowing. The
charismatic authority is the source of knowledge for followers, but how does the
authority attain his or her knowledge in the first place? One answer to this question
is found in the idea of mysticism.

Mysticism can be defined as the belief that the most reliable source of
knowledge or truth is intuition rather than reason, sense experience, or the scientific
method. The mystic maintains that immediate and true knowledge is attained
through a direct awareness that does not depend on systematic mental activity or
sense impressions. A reasoned explanation of mysticism is difficult and probably
unfair, for the mystical awareness, while true and basic for those who have had it is
held to be incommunicable. The literature of mysticism is full of references to ‘the
inner light,” *spiritual rebirth,” “the peace that passeth all understanding,” and “the
unnamable name.” The literature often reports an awesome and indescribable
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feeling of the oneness of all things. More formally, it might be said that mystics
perceive intuitively — that they experience total responses to fotal situations.
However described, the experiences of the better-known and more influential
mystics are characterized by a feeling, or intuition, of meaningful synthesis between
self and reality, with the result that e discovers its center and the springs of
knowledge run pure and fresh,

A more common type of experience occurs when suddenly, for no apparent
reason, a person becomes aware of meaningful relationships or feels a new depth
and clarity in existence. At one time or another this may have happened to most of
us. It is not unusual for a person to experience, in some special moment, the feeling
of being sure — an awareness of reality somehow distilled and free of sham and
irrelevancy. This experience is sometimes called insight; Maslow refers to it as a
‘peak experience.” The difference between the person who has a flash of insight and
the true mystic may be simply a matter of degree (although there is great
disagreement on this point), but the difference may aiso depend on the extent to
which the experience becomes the core and meaning of life. Many people value their
particularly lucid moments, but few find that these events basically alter their
everyday patterns of life.

4. Revelation

Revelation is a distinctive way of knowing in which what is revealed
(knowledge or truth) is somehow beyond or separate from what is perceived by the
senses or logically thought out. The idea is that there exists a store or source of
knowledge external to human beings, and that at least some of that knowledge can
be communicated to individual persons by unusual means not open to the ordinary
channels of investigation. Frequently revelation is described as the communication
of the Divine Will to human beings, of God breaking through to mortals in a very
unique way. Knowledge may come like a bolt of lightning or by way of “a still, small
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voice.” In either case there is the suggestion of a distinctly different dimension a
person comes to know. Historically, the Christian religion has placed strong
emphasis on revelation and its epistemological authority. Prophets and lawgivers are
believed to have shown exceptional sensitivity to this special dimension of knowing.

e - G S e A M e S S R S S D OO e o

Knowledge obtained through intuition or revelation is
subject to criticism on the grounds that it is not always
consistent, that different people have quite different
awarenesses of the nature of truth, that there is no criterion
for determining which is the better of two conflicting

is true) and therefore not generally available. Those who do
not experience intuition or revelation and those who cannot
accept the word (authority) of those who claim such
experience must and do rely on some alternative way of
knowing. Additional problems connected with religious
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5. Existentialism

Those who adopt an existential posture typically express the conviction that
human beings can never be certain of anything beyond the sheer fact of their own
existence. If knowledge is defined as something with an independent structure and
logical consistency, then the existentialists’ insistence that it must originate with and
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remain dependent on unique and improbable human “knower” renders it impossible.
What human beings assert that they know is wholly capricious and unreliable. The
subjective quality of the process of knowing is seen by the existentialist as inevitable.
When we claim to "know™ something, the *knowing® seems to be rather an intuitive
grasp that has, or can be given, personal significance. There is nothing stable or
objective about it. It is neither rational nor empirical in the traditional sense. To state
that one knows is merely to express a personal affirmation that may shift or change
at random with no outside criteria by which it may be evaluated or criticized. It boils
down to this: Truth is what 1 affirm it to be. It is for this reason that there can be no
existential theory or system of knowledge. It is for this reason that nonexistentialists
are likely to apply, and existentialists not likely to reject, the label “irrationalists.”
Atheistic existentialists seem to be completely disillusioned about the possibility of
knowing or finding “truth.” A person may respond or act, but in no way can that
person be certain about anything. These existentialists tend to deny that life has, or
can have, any more than a subjectively chosen meaning. Religious existentialists
also exhibit extreme pessimism about the acquisition of reliable knowledge or
fundamenta truth. They are likely to argue that human beings cannot know; they can
simply believe. And belief is a nonrational “leap of faith.” A person affirms himself or
herself by jump into darkness. There is no way to know for sure where or why. The
only justification for such a leap is “This | am.”

6. Zen

Zen Buddhism is one of Eastem philosophies that puts little store in intellectual
theories of epistemology. Although it is risky to use Westem language to
characterize an Eastemn philosophical posture, the Zen way of knowing appears to
favor the intuitive and the mystical elements in the process. The goal in Zen
Buddhism is to achieve an enlightenment (satori) that transcends the formal
categories of reasoning as well as the generalizations resulting from the amassing of
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discrete experiences in the sensory world. Any system of formal or objective
‘knowing™ is devalued on the ground that it provides only an abstract picture of total
reality and thus distorts rather than aids comprehension. The futility of trying to attain
precise and structured knowledge is illustrated by the case of a man who paints lines
on his plate glass window in order to locate more accurately specific points of
interest in the vast panorama outside. The more coordinates he paints on the
window, the more the panorama is deformed and segmented, and the less he or
anyone else can see of the magnificent view.

For the followers of Zen, total reality simply exists. ‘Knowledge about” that
reality separates one from direct “acquaintance with” all inclusive “Being”. The
human experiential vision should be total and peripheral rather than partial and
narrowly focused. The Westem compulsion to structure and divide knowledge is
viewed as a misguided attempt to describe the indescribable — to substitute a wall
and a door for the “gateless gate”. In the worldview of Zen, the wise person, or sage,
is one who ceases to make objective distinctions and becomes identified with the
underlying oneness of that which is. Such an anti-knowing posture is likely to be
seen by Western philosophers as a type of skepticism.

The rejection found in existentialism and Zen of all ways of
knowing it too subtle to make sense to the average person.

answerable questions. The posture of anti-knowing is
fatalistic, defeatist, and unreasonable. The avid pursuit of
systematic knowledge has brought about demonstrable and
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l Precise, consistent, and communicable knowledge has ‘!
promoted human mastery of the environment, raised i
standards of living, and enriched experience. Without an .
active and ordering intellect, a human being would simply !
not amount to anything. Anti-knowing thus becomes a i
barrier to human evolution, i
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7. Skepticism

Some worldviews encourage an attitude of fundamental distrust or colossal
indifference toward the whole field of epistemology. How we attain knowledge is
judged fo be a futile or irrelevant question.

Myself when young did eagerly frequent

Doctor and Saint, and Hera great argument

About it and about: but evermore

Came out by the same door where in | went.
— Rubaiyat of Omar Khayyam

It may be admitted that belief, action, and feeling have their place in human
existence, but certain and dependable knowledge (should such a thing exist at all) is
inaccessible.

The term skepticism is applied to the view that knowledge is beyond
reasonable proof, highly uncertain, or totally impossible. These three levels of
skepticism are found in philosophical works. The first type is characterized by an
attitude of suspended judgment. All assumptions or conclusions are questioned until
they pass the test of critical analysis. The prescription is to hold off until all the
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evidence is in. Socrates practiced this type of skepticism by insisting that we always
question our answers. His stand lays claim to philosophical merit because it helps to
free people from superstition, prejudice, and error and opens the way for intellectual
progress. This sort of skepticism is closely related to agnosticism, which is a
profession of ignorance rather than a denial that there is valid knowledge. The
agnostic stresses the point of view that, at least for the present, human beings must
remain ignorant of the real nature of such ultimates as matter, mind, and God. Belief
is suspended until such a time as knowledge claims can be validated or confirmed.

A second type of skepticism is found among those who hold the view that
knowledge deals only with experience or phenomena and that the mind is unable fo
know the real source or ground of experience. This brand of skepticism is found in
Kan's phenomenalism, where it is maintained that the best we can do is deal with
the surface appearances of things (the phenomena) because the real nature of
things, what things really are in and of themselves (the noumena), is forever
inaccessible fo us.

The third type of skepticism is revealed in the extreme stand that human
beings can never attain certain or reliable knowledge about anything. These
hard-core skeptics echo the forceful assertions of Gorgias, a well-known orator and
philosopher of ancient Greece: Nothing exists; there is no such thing as true
knowledge; even if there were such a thing, a person would not be able to recognize
it; and even if he or she recognized i, it could not be communicated fo anyone else.
In this adamant expression of skepticism we encounter a devastating rejection of the
whole field of epistemology.

As a group, skeptics tend to emphasize the follies and excesses present in
attempts to attain knowledge. They remind us of four things: (1) knowledge is a
human achievement; (2) human faculties are weak and limited; (3) the human
senses and human reason are both equally unreliable; and (4) even the experts
exhibit a great diversity of theories and opinions. On the positive side, skepticism
often precedes and stimulates philosophical reflection. It stresses the importance of
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keeping an open mind, considering alternatives, proceeding with deliberate caution,
and avoiding the perils of dogmatism. Elements of skepticism are evident in the
epistemological inquiries of Descartes, Kant, Locke, and, especially, Hume.

While there is a place for philosophical skepticism, then, there is also a place

for a kind of practical skepticism. In fact, all of us are skeptics at one time or another,
and this is often good, for it keeps us from uncritically accepting statements made by
politicians and salespersons.

Critics of skepticism point out that, while an admission of
ignorance or an insistence on reasonable doubt may provide
an antidote to dogmatism and irresponsible truth claims,
total skepticism cannot be taken seriously as a philosophical
postulate. To assert that knowledge is impossible implies
that something is known about the nature of knowledge in
the first place. Thus, a thoroughgoing skepticism is
self-contradictory (like the statement “All generalizations
are false”). Only a partial or pragmatic skepticism is
reasonable for those who make statements about the nature
or method of knowing,

Another problem with an uncompromising skepticism
is that it fosters a noncommittal attitude that makes any
intelligent and consistent human activity virtually
impossible. Such skepticism just cannot serve as a workable
basis or as feasible ideal for either personal or social life.
Absolute skepticism turns out to be not only illogical but
impractical as well.
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F. Concluding Comment

The problems of epistemology are extensive and technical, but thoughtful
persons often find it useful or interesting to make a rough initial distinction between
*knowledge about’ and “acquaintance with™ a particular event, object, or condition. it
makes sense to contrast what one can “know about® another person or a foreign
country with how one is “acquainted with" or directly experiences that specific
individual or place. Reading about the life of a famous movie actress is not the same
as being her director or her husband. Watching a television special on poverty is not
the same as living or working in a ghetto. “Knowledge about” a person puts that
person into a conceptual pattem by which we can classify and compare him or her
with other persons — and perhaps predict what he or she will do under specified
conditions. “Acquaintance with” that same person requires that we become
intimately involved in a relationship of loving, hating, sharing, grieving, rejoicing, and
so on. ‘Knowledge about” tends to be objective, impersonal, and logical.
“Acquaintance with” tends to be subjective, personal, and involved.

If we accept John Dewey's illustration of a toothache and apply it in the first
person singular case, the point can be made very clearly. The dentist surely knows
more than { do about my toothache — its causes and its cure. But only | am
intimately acquainted with the pain and inconvenience of this personal and unique
bodily disorder. The dentist knows my toothache. He can describe its manifestations
and prescribe treatment. He can predict the probable conditions and consequences
of my ailment. But I have the toothache; | feel, or directly experience, it.

The basic distinction between two kinds of knowing may help us to sort out and
evaluate conflicting knowledge claims, especially in areas where our personal
experiences lead us to conclusions that may or may not be supported by objective
evidence. For example, some people claim to know from their personal experiences
that domination and aggression are the essential factors in human motivation. The
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distinction spotlights the contrast between empiricism and intuition on one side and
scientific method on the other. *Knowledge about” gives us intellectual power with
which to scrutinize our world and then organize it and predict what it will do . it is the
only kind of knowing acceptable to scientists and logicians. “Acquaintance with”
provides us with personal experiences that contribute to our sense of involvement or
identity. These experiences are valued in and of themselves because of their
intensity and immediate personal significance. The question remains whether the
insights and hunches arising from personal experiences should be relied on as a
form of independent, intuitive knowledge or should be considered as hypotheses that
needs to be examined on a scientific basis.

Another helpful way of thinking through the problems of epistemology is to
distinguish between subjectivism and objectivism.

Subjectivism expresses the view that what is known about the world is
dependent, at least to some extent, on the consciousness of a perceiver. Objects or
ideas do not exist independent of the person through whom they are known.
Knowledge shows up as the organization of experiences or ideas that are somehow
conceived by the workings of a person's mind. Knowing is an inner or interior
process that produces propositions conceming what can be affirmed. The extreme
view of subjectivism is that the knowing or experiencing of conscious beings is what
makes reality.

Objectivism reflects the view that things or ideas exist in their own right
independent of the knower or the conditions of their being known. A real world of
some kind exists “out there”, and the epistemological problem is to identify, describe,
and explain the process by which what is external to persons (things, ideas, or
values) can become something that persons assert that they know.

Epistemology raises more problems than it settles. Contemporary philosophers
continue to debate the conflicting claims of empiricist, rationalist, scientist, language
analyst, mystic, and skeptic. Subtle new combinations, technical innovations, and
theoretical disputes add spice and profundity to an age-old question. it may be, as
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Bertrand Russell, the late controversial British mathematician-philosopher, suggests,
that no one has succeeded in developing a theory that is both credible and
consistent. The more believable theories appear to contain serious inconsistencies;
the more logical theories appear to be unbelievable. Perhaps it is unnecessary to
regard the theories as mutually exclusive. Perhaps one theory is really true and the
others false. Or perhaps one theory is more basic or inclusive than others. Perhaps
all disclose what is real and true. Perhaps! The philosopher's quest goes on.

I . Vocabulary

1. epistemology n. A2
2. criterion n. H|ETRIERAHE, SR AIHET
(syn.: standard, norm, test, rule, measure, touchtone, benchmark,
yardstick, canon, principle, guide, model, example)
3.trialn. X%, WA, B, F3H
(syn.: test, experiment, assay, analysis, examination, proof, probation,
audition, hearing, inquiry, tribunal, litigation,try, attempt, effort,
endeavor, go, shot, hardship, adversity, trouble, tribulation, pain,
distress, suffering, grief, affliction, ordeal, nuisance, pest,
annoyance, vexation)
4. ricochet n. &v. [EIRk, 8Bk
5. option n. EIEIY, EFEZY)
(syn.: choice, alternative, selection, election, preference, wish, will,
discretion) '
6.staunch a. /XK, XEH), B
(syn.: loyal, faithful, constant, true, reliable, dependable, steady,
steadfast, firm, unwavering, stout, resolute)

- 128 -



7. featurev. 71, BE, 8
(syn.: highlight, emphasize, accentuate, play up, spotlight, give
prominence to, promote, star)
8. priority n. RSB, L, B
(syn.: precedence, antecedence, preference, prerogative, superiority,
- supremacy, seniority, rank)
9. empiricism n. 2583 X
10. rationalism n. B X, MEEE Y
11. ferventa. FAZUH), PUER), BAH
(syn.: fervid, ardent, passionate, eager, keen, earnest, zealous, animated,
intense, vehement, burning, glowing, warm)
12. all-inclusive £1% 77 R HY
13. close at hand 7E55301, FERRA]
14. posteriori n. J§RFIEHE
15. regularity n. #12, E#
16. invoke v. #73K, JBYIEK, Bk
(syn.: adjure, call on, appeal to, implore, entreat, supplicate, beg,
beseech, pray, summon, call forth, conjure up, raise)
17. resemblance n. 2K
(syn.: likeness, similarity, semblance, similitude, analogy, parity,
correspondence, comparison, closeness, affinity)
18. warrant n. IEHFEH, B, RIE
(syn.: authorization, authority, permission, permit, sanction, license,
carte blanche, commission, warranty, guarantee)
19. toxic n. B, B o HEMN, $EM
(syn.: poisonous, pestilent, pernicious, noxious, harmful, deadly, lethal)
20. in a clear fashion FH{HY
21. tablet n. AREVRTE, K, BES wax tablet ¥53R
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22.etch v THZ|
(syn.: corrode, eat into, cut, engrave, carve, incise, impress, stamp,
imprint)
23.sensory a. BRI, BLH
24. pantryn. RRE, &#RE
25. transcribe v. /5, %
(syn.: copy, write out, translate, transliterate)
26. reduce v. {fiL[R, 1E@EL
(syn.: lessen, diminish, decrease, shrink, contract, shorten, cut, abridge,
curtail, abate, attenuate, moderate, lower, weaken, impair)
27. sensationalist n. B&H F L F
28. paraphrase v. X, ®i¥, @R
(syn.: reword, restate, explain, interpret)
29. token n. RIE, EE, 5
(syn.: symbol, sign, representation, emblem, mark, indication, evidence,
proof, expression, manifestation, reminder, remembrance,
memorial, keepsake, souvenir, memento)
30. axiom n. A
(syn.: truism, postulate, maxim, adage, aphorism, precept, dictum)
31. partake v. 7310, FF
32. comprehend v. 13, f1i%
(syn.: include, comprise, embrace, involve, contain)
33.in the light of 1R1E, &8y, #HE
34. intuition n. HK
(syn.: insight, instinct, clairvoyance, divination, sixth sense,
presentiment, hunch, perception, discernment, knowledge,
understanding)
35. ferment n. BER}
(syn.: yeast, leaven, enzyme, bacteria ,excitement, commotion, tumult,
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36.
37.

38.

39.
- 40.
41.
42.

43.

44,

45.

46.
47.

uproar, turmoil, agitation, unrest, stew, heat, fever, frenzy, in a
ferment FERBEIF)
ideological o. JET L% /), BAREKH
hallucination n. £J%
(syn.: delusion, illusion, dream, fantasy, mirage, vision, apparition,
phantasm, figment of the imagination)
genuine . HIER), HXH
(syn.: real, authentic, sterling, pure, unadulterated, true, veritable, actual,
bona fide, legitimate, honest, sincere, earnest, unaffected, frank,
candid)
skimpy a. FEH, TRESH, BEH
nebulous a. SHIRY, EHIAHH
controversial a. AIREGIESF LK), AEIRAK, TR
incisive a. BB, HHH, FEH
(syn.: sharp, keen, acute, piercing, penetrating, cutting, trenchant,
mordant, biting, acid, caustic, sarcastic, satirical, sardonic)
meticulous a. {F4HAY, HHEH
(syn.: precise, exact, scrupulous, punctilious,fastidious, particular,
finicky, painstaking, thorough)
ingenious a. HLEH], RITH]
(syn.: clever, skilful, adroit, dexterous, talented, gifted, masterly,
inventive, resourceful, creative, original, shrewd, subtle, crafty)
conspire v. T, BX&, &1, HER
(syn.: plot, plan, scheme, intrigue, machinate, collude, combine, concur,
collaborate, cooperate)
taxonomy n. 7335
confront v, {FEIX, 5------ A%, Ext
(syn.: face, encounter, challenge, defy, brave, beard, tackle, face up to,
accost, oppose, resist, stand up to)
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48.
49,

50.

51.
52.

53.

54.
55.

56.

57.
58.

hunch n. [EEY), BH

(syn.: guess, intuition, feeling, notion, idea, premonition, suspicion)
pigmentation n. 35, BEENK, EE

crucial a. XK, BREMH, REEM

(syn.: critical, decisive, central, pivotal, vital, all-important, momentous,

essential, imperative, pressing)
pragmatist n. K ¥ U HE
arbitrarily adv. TR, E¥ih, E4Ei0, BEOTERH
(syn.: capriciously, whimsically, randomly, subjectively, discretionarily,
willfully, unreasonably)
postulate n. fRE, FHRiF, BEAFHE

(syn.: assumption, supposition, theory, hypothesis, axiom, principle,

condition, prerequisite)
analytic philosophy {4
metaphysical a. JE L2/

(syn.: abstract, theoretical, intangible, immaterial, supernatural,
spiritual, intellectual, philosophical, ideal, speculative, abstruse,
esoteric)

impetus n. 171, RIF, D)
(syn.: force, energy, momentum, push, spur, goad, stimulus, incentive,
motivation, impulse)
logical positivist n. BHBTIEF L&
reference n. £

(syn.: mention, allusion, quotation, citation, note, remark, hint,
intimation, suggestion, insinuation,regard, respect,
consideration, concern, bearing, connection, relation,
relevance,testimonial, character, recommendation,
endorsement)
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59.

60.

61.
62.
63.
64.
65.

66.
67.
68.
69.
70.

71.
72.
73.

ethical o. ETEH), RIEM
(syn.: moral, right, proper, just, fair, righteous, honest, upright,
conscientious, honorable, decent, principled)
discernible a. R[E K, FIHHIK
(syn.: perceptible, noticeable, apparent, obvious, plain, visible,
conspicuous, distinct, palpable, detectable, recognizable)
linguistic analysis &5 57
ordinary-language philosophy H#ESEH %
ontological a. &1L HY
substantive a. LR, LER
subscribe v. [F]#&, ®E, A&, T
(syn.: pledge, promise, pay, contribute, donate, chip in,endorse, support,
assent, consent, agree, approve, countenance)
descriptive concept iR tEHE:
symbolic logic 755
watchdog n. BEXKN, WE
squiggle n. REMZEE
convention n. #5E, AIAKIRME, S8
(syn.: meeting, assembly, conference, congress, council,
convocation,agreement, contract, treaty, entente, concordat,
compact, arrangement, pact,custom, tradition, practice, protocol,
etiquette, usage, formality)
reciprocally ad. HE Y, X EHH#, IR
axiological a. MMEILH
vision n. £, £IR, L1480, =N, EERH
(syn.: sight, eyesight, seeing, view, perception, insight, discernment,
penetration,apparition, specter, phantom, ghost, mirage,
hallucination, illusion, figment of the imagination, chimera,
dream, conception, image)
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74

75.

76.
77.

78.

79.
80.

81.
. blurb n. Xt $H_EHIRERIEA
83.
84.

82

85.
86.
87.

disqualify v. FAEE, LR, E1E6H
(syn.: incapacitate, disable, injure, invalidate,preclude, debar, disenable,
prohibit, exclude, rule out, eliminate)
aloof a. LEHY
(syn.: distant, detached, apart, remote, unapproachable, forbidding, cool,
haughty, supercilious, standoffish, unfriendly, reserved,
uninterested)
ingrown a. [H[a] Y _
sterile a. TERY), TEM
(syn.: barren infertile, unprolific, unfruitful, fruitless, unproductive,
abortive, empty, bare.,Sterilized, disinfected, germ-free, aseptic)
elite n. ¥4, RHHAY
(syn.: best, cream, flower, aristocracy, nobility, gentry, upper class,

cream de la cr € me)

authoritarianism n. A HFE X, FHRMAUR
inculcate v. X EEH, FiEHE
(syn.: instill, infuse, ingrain, implant, impress, drum, drill, indoctrinate)

coercive a. FRIBH), FIIAFTER

dust jacket F 5, HHL

competence n. FEAE, PR, BES1, WA

(syn.: ability, capability, capacity, adequacy, fitness, suitability,
qualification, skill, expertise, proficiency, mastery)

charisma n. FHAIBE, BRGNS IAERAA G

dynamic n. 5| ENEBEHE

allegiance n. B, BN

(syn.: loyalty, faithfulness, fidelity, constancy, devotion, obedience,
duty, fealty, homage)
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88.

89.
90.
91.
92.

93.
94.

9s.

96.
97.

98.

99.

intangible a. ANATALIERY, TR
(syn.: impalpable, insubstantial, airy, vague, indefinite, shadowy,
evanescent, incorporeal, unreal, imperceptible)
indefinable a. 1NGEE XA, SRR
Gandhin. Hih
characteristically adv. TERPRFERIH, 155, S4EXH
disciple n. {5%€, %F
(syn.: follower, adherent, partisan, votary, devotee, supporter, believer,
student, scholar, pupil, convert, proselyte, apostle)
a minority ofone B IXFHHCH, REHCIFHED
intrinsic a. NFER), BEHK
(syn.: inherent, essential, basic, fundamental, built-in, inborn, innate,
immanent, natural, native, real, true, genuine)
weight n. 00, BN, Bh, &R
(syn.: heaviness, gravity, pressure, mass, load, burden,importance,
consequence, significance, moment, substance, power,
influence, effect, impact)
mysticism n. #HEN, T
immediate a. HEK, BHEEH
(syn.. instant, instantaneous, prompt, direct, next, nearest, closest, near,
close, adjacent, contiguous, proximate)
impression n. W&, &
(syn.: feeling, sensation, sense, idea, notion, fancy, belief, concept,
awareness, perception, recollection, remembrance)
sham n. 1B
(syn.: counterfeit, forgery, fake, imitation, pretence, feint, imposture,
impostor, fraud)

100. irrelevancy n. A1
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101. lucid a. EER, BHEH, FHHEHHH
(syn.: clear, plain, intelligible, comprehensible, distinct, explicit,
obvious, sane, rational, sound)
102. revelation n. J37R
(syn.: disclosure, exposure, exposition, manifestation, unmasking,
discovery, broadcast, publication, announcement, proclamation,
betrayal, leak)
103. distinctive a. HHFEEHY, FEX A
(syn.: distinguishing, characteristic, individual, particular, unique,
idiosyncratic, notable, remarkable, different, unusual)
104. bolt n. [NH,, BE
(syn.: bar, latch, catch, lock, fastening, rod, pin, peg,arrow, dart, shaft,
missile, projectile)
105. criticism n. #ti¥, ¥ig
"~ (syn.: judgment, evaluation, appraisal, assessment, analysis,
examination, review, notice, commentary, critique)
106. render v. B, HWHH, BF
(syn.. translate, transcribe, construe, interpret, explain)
107. capricious a. £/, AR, RELEH
(syn.: fickle, inconstant, changeable, mercurial, whimsical, fanciful,
freakish, impulsive, wayward, odd, queer, erratic, fitful, irresolute,
uncertain)
108. atheistic a. TLHIEH
109. non-rational a. JTEER
110. put little store in 241
111. amass v. ¥
(syn.: gather, collect, accumulate, heap up, pile up, assemble, aggregate,
agglomerate)
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112.
113.
114.
115.
116.
117.
118.

119.
120.

121.

122,

123.

124.

futility n. TR, T8

(syn.: uselessness, vanity, fruitlessness, idleness, worthlessness,
pointlessness)

panoraman. £

sagen. BE, ®’A, A

(syn.: philosopher, savant, wise man, guru, master, expert, authority)

make sense HE X, FHER

fatalistica. TEAFIE, WREMH

defeatist n. KW F N &

demonstrable a. 7] FIIEIE S HHERAH

bestiality n. &%, Bf%, BRZ

mastery n. L3, IFHIFL -

(syn.: command, control, domination, upper hand, supremacy,
ascendancy, sway, rule, dominion, power, conquest, victory)

futile o. FTCR R

(syn.: useless, vain, fruitless, bootless, ineffectual, unavailing, idle,
empty, profitless, worthless, abortive,  unsuccessful,
unproductive, pointless)

colossal a. EKHY

(syn.. enormous, huge, gigantic, immense, massive, mammoth, vast,
mountainous, Herculean, titanic, prodigious, tremendous)

indifference n. REM, TXL, 2, B

(syn.: apathy, unconcern, lack of interest, disregard, negligence,
inattention, coolness, aloofness, detachment, disinterest,
neutrality, impartiality, objectivity, dispassion, insensibility,
insensitivity)

evermore adv. jKiZ

(syn.:lways, ever, eternally, perpetually, forever)
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125.
126.

127.
128.
129.
130.
131.
. noumena noumenon (Z&{&, LHF) HEEEA
133.
134,
135.
136.

132

137.

138.

139.

140.

skepticism n. P1REEE N, REEID

applyv. 5 Hx, &H

(syn.: use, utilize, employ, put to use, exercise, practise, execute, bring
to bear, assign, administer, be relevant, be appropriate, pertain,
appertain, fit, refer, relate)

bein THEIRY, CHUIRK

lay claim to B/ FARE

superstition n. ¥f5

agnosticism n. ANAJE01E

phenomenalism n. FIH ¥

hard-core n. %0, BEMFL, EE, ERE

Gorgias M/RE L

orator n. {RIRIK, WiHE

adamant a. 'ZEH), BEIE, NLEH

(syn.: unyielding, inflexible, rigid, firm, unbending, intransigent,
determined, resolute, stubborn, obdurate)

folly n. TE/EHIHE, BREMITH, BES

(syn.: foolishness, stupidity, silliness, absurdity, nonsense, madness,
craziness, idiocy, lunacy, rashness, recklessness, indiscretion,
imprudence)

excess n. (pl) EAHITH, BEEBEALMITH

(syn.. surfeit, overabundance, glut, plethora, profusion, surplus,
remainder, balance, superfluity)

diversity n. ®t¥, FRIEZEXEZH

(syn.: variety, assortment, medley, miscellany, multiplicity, difference,

variation, divergence, dissimilarity, unlikeness)
reflection n. B4R, B, %E
(syn.: image, echo, shadow, likeness, thought, idea, opinion, view,
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141.
142.

143.
144,
145.

146.

147.
148.

149.
150.

151.
152.
153.
154.

impression, feeling, meditation, contemplation, cogitation,
rumination, deliberation, consideration)
dogmatism a. F&E L, JH¥T, M
antidote n. fEEHN, NEFH
(syn.: remedy, cure, corrective, restorative, neutralizer, antivenin,
antitoxin, antibody)
thoroughgoing a. IIERY, T&HK, +EM, RZHH
self-contradictory BHF /&
raise v. i
(syn.: 1ift, elevate, uplift, hoist, heave, jack up, erect, put up, build,
construct, arouse, awaken, stir, rouse, excite, provoke, stimulate,
activate, cause, occasion, produce)
uncompromising a. FNEMNE], NiLHHy, BEH
(syn.: inflexible, unyielding, unbending, rigid, firm obstinate, stubborn,
obdurate, inexorable, implacable, determined, dogged)
noncommittala. (FEW - i) FEAHHH
foster v. 155, ILH, B
(syn.: promote, advance, further, encourage, stimulate, cultivate,
support, maintain, cherish, nurture, nurse, harbor, sustain,
nourish, raise, rear, bring up)
workable a. FI{EH, AI#{E, 11EFRAY, LM
feasible a. AI{ERY, LIFHEE, AER
(syn.: practicable, workable, viable, possible, likely, reasonable,
practical, realistic, realizable, attainable)
ghetton. WRAE, PBREREHH, WAABER
casen. JHA, W, WR
ailment n. 78, &
manifestation n. B, /R, T8
(syn.: illness, sickness, disorder, complaint, affliction, infirmity,
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malady)
155. spotlight v. 8T, FREE, HEEFT
156. scrutinize v. #i%, #H
(syn.: examine, study, peruse, pore over, scan, probe, search, investigate,
inspect, analyze, sift)
157. contribute to HEIT, {2
158. spice n. TH}, KA, (W) &Ik, EIK, KK
(syn.: flavor, savor, relish, tang, zest, piquancy, seasoning, flavoring)
159. disclose n. K, #EEHHF
(syn.: expose, lay bare, reveal, uncover, unveil, show, bring to light)
160. with the exception of BR T
161. bombard vr. 3%, FiE, WEHEREA
(syn.: attack, assail, barrage, pelt, harass, pester)
162. cascade n. KM F
(syn.: waterfall, cataract, torrent, deluge, flood )
163. raise v. i
(syn.: lift, elevate, uplift, hoist, heave, jack up, erect, put up, build,
construct, arouse, awaken, stir, rouse, excite, provoke, stimulate,
activate, cause, occasion, produce)

II. Notes

A. Term

1. Empiricism £33 ¥ The doctrine that knowledge has its source and
derives all its content from experience. Nothing is regarded as true save
what is given by sense experience or by disapproval and as a proposition
is in capable of being proved true or false.
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2. Scientific method ¥l%75;% A disciplined mode of inquiry based on
reasoning by which empirical evidence is gathered, analyzed, and
interpreted in order to discover the most probable general principle
(theory)it suggests. Theories formulated from such evidence are regarded
as tentative, or working, hypotheses, which then form the basis for further
inquiry and experimentation under rigorous conditions of verification.
The propositions (theories) must be either confirmed in all possible
experiments or modified so as to account for all the evidence. This is the
self-corrective process of the method all scientific laws remain open to
modification by additional evidence or may be challenged by alternative
theoretical formulations.

3. Rationalism 2% F X The doctrine that knowledge and truth are
ultimately to e tested by intellectual and deductive rather than sensory
methods. Rationalists usually regard reason as a separate source of
knowledge, in no way dependent on experience. Opposed to empiricism.

4. Analytic philosophy 43 #7#§ % Also called philosophical analysis; activity
is focused on linguistic study and the logical analysis of symbols, terms,
concepts, and propositions.

5. Linguistic analysis i& & 34 A contemporary form of analytic philosophy
in which it is claimed that all philosophical problems are at least in part
language problems and in which the primary function of philosophy
becomes the rigorous analysis and clarification of philosophy becomes
the rigorous analysis and clarification of concepts and statements.

6. Ordinary-language philosophy H#iEEH % A special emphasis in
analytic philosophy and linguistic analysis in which study is focused on
the forms and functions of language as it is typically used in everyday
communication.

7. Authoritarianism $ 5% 3% Y. The theory that the truth of an idea is to be
accepted uncritically on the sole ground that it is asserted by some source
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that is beyond question.

8. Existentialism fE#£ ¥ X The contemporary philosophy that holds that
there is no essential human nature. Instead, each individual creates his or
her own essence, or character, throughout life by free, responsible choice
of interests and actions. Thus, existence precedes essence since the latter
is not completed until life and its endless series of choices is terminated
by death.

9. Skepticism PREEE X In its extreme form, the view that knowledge is
impossible. Skepticism can take many forms, varying from the attitude of
questioning all assumptions and conclusions until they are confirmed to
the claim that the human mind cannot attain certain or absolute
knowledge, or that, if the mind could, it would be unable to recognize that
knowledge as certain. This denial can apply only to certain subjects or can
extend into all fields. To be distinguished from cynicism but is loosely
synonymous with agnosticism.

B. Philosophers

1. Bertrand Russell (1712—1778) {A4%5Z - $ % French philosopher,
political theorist, and novelist, contr&st6d the artificiality hypocrisy, and
deceit of contemporary society with the virtue, simplicity openness, and
innocence of the primitive state of the noble savage. He presented society
as being frequently little more than an attempt to secure liberty by
accepting chains and substituting moral or political inequality for natural
or physical inequality. In the social contract, each citizen ideally would
transfer all his rights to the community or the “general will”, a common
will t6nding to the preservation and welfare of the whole and of every
part. AW in accordance with this will is just. Principal works: Discourse
on the Origin and FOundation of the Inequality among Men, Emile

- 142 -



2. Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889—1951) B&T -## ~HE4FRATIE He was an
Austrian who studied and taught in England and who greatly influenced
twentieth-century analytic and linguistic philosophy. His early thought
was concerned with the foundations of mathematics and the nature of
linguistic representation. He developed a picture theory of language and
sharply distinguished between what may properly be said — the realm
of science — and what may only be shown — the realm of the mystical.
He strongly influenced the logical positivists with his views that
mathematical statements are tautologies and that metaphysical theories
violate the limits of meaningful speech. His later thought in many ways
repudiat6d his own earlier ideas. He came to emphasize that meaning is
use within a language-game, which words do not acquire meaning by
designating universal essences but rather may be applied on the basis of
loose family resemblances. And that there can be no private language that
refers to publicly inaccessible, inner events of the mind. These views,
along with his conception of philosophy as an activity of describing
ordinary use and removing conceptual confusion, are largely responsible
for the rise of ordinary language philosophy. Principal works: Tractates
Logico-Philosophicus, Philosophical Investigations.

3. Gilbert Ryle (1900—1976) & /R{A4% - H/R A British linguistic
philosopher widely known for his attack on the Cartesian dualistic
account of mind, claimed that the Cartesian theory postulates a
mysterious and mythological “ghost in the machine,” and he diagnosed
the theory as being the result of a category mistake, a linguistic confusion
whereby the categories of speech appropriate to physical objects and
processes are used to talk about immaterial events in the ghostly mind. He
went on to argue that ordinary talk about the mind really consists of
statements about behavior and behavioral dispositions. Principal work:
The Concept of Mind.
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4. Ayer (1910—) 3 EB/R A British philosopher who brought to the
English-speaking world the ideas of the logical positivists who were
members of the Vienna Circle in Austria during the 1920s and 1930s. His
very influential book language, Truth and logic became a popular
manifesto of the logical positivist movement. In it he championed the
verifiability principle, which requires that for a proposition to be
meaningful it must be capable of empirical verification. He also
maintained that mathematical statements are tautologies that tell us
nothing about the world, that ethical utterances are no more than
expressions of emotions, and that religious and metaphysical statements
are nonsensical expressions empty of all cognitive content — themes
that he later abandoned or qualified. Other principal works: The
Foundation of Empirical Knowledge, The Problem of Knowledge, and
The Concept of a Person.

ITI. Exercises

A. Review Questions

1. Do people actually learn something new, or do they merely become aware
of what they already know? Can something be true “just for me” or does
truth mean “true for everyone?”

2. Are there different ways by which we come to know different kinds of
things? Does the scientist have the only reliable method for knowing
anything?

3. How is it possible to argue or even communicate with those who claim
they “just know?”

4. By what standards shall I judge the accuracy or usefulness of a way of
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knowing?
5. Is knowledge a “picture” of reality or a plan of action for controlling it?
6. Is it possible to know anything for sure?

B. Discussion Questions

1. Is modern television acceptable or unacceptable as a way for Americans
to increase their knowledge of the “real” world?

2. Are there things that human beings need to know that remain outside the
scope of scientific investigation?

3. In what ways does the historical record enhance or distort what human
beings know about themselves?

4. What kinds of knowledge are most needed today to solve the problems of
human existence on a crowded planet?

5. Do you believe that mystics have added significantly to the store of
human knowledge?

6. How do we use the word “know” differently when we say we know that
God exists; that elephants have trunks; that “I” exist; that the sun will
shine tomorrow; that Abraham Lincoln was the sixteenth president; and
that every event must have a cause?
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Chapter 5.

Freedom and Determinism

A. Introductory Comment

How much and what kinds of freedom do human beings possess? This
guestion is one of the most frequently asked and hotly debated in philosophy. The
issue raised is one close to the core of the average person’s life. In this modern age,
the inteliectual, social, and personal implications of the freedom question are so vital
and pervasive that only the rarest of individuals can remain unconcerned. The
freedom-determinism issue might appropriately be raised in connection. With the
study of metaphysics, for it raises questions about the ultimate nature of things. Or
the freedom-determinism issue could be postponed until the problem of axiology, or
the study of values, is considered. It is often argued that any stand on morals and
ethics is tied unalterably to the position on human freedom.

However, the fundamental freedom-determinism issue before certain other
philosophical topics has the practical advantage of making it very difficult for anyone
to remain indifferent to philosophical concemns. Meeting this issue early forces each
serious seeker of wisdom to grapple in an immediate and personal way with
fundamental questions and thus provides a lively springboard from which more
extensive philosophical explorations can be launched.

The praoblem of freedom and determinism stems from our attempts to reconcile
two convictions that most of us have. First, most of us believe that we are
responsible for our moral choices and acts because we have the freedom and the
ability to make such choices and perform such acts. Second, every event —
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including our choices and acts — seems to be caused by something else. But if
this latter idea is true, how can we still be held responsible for choices and acts that
we were "caused” to make and to perform? The following alternatives attempt to
emphasize and relate these convictions in different ways.

B. A Freedom-Determinism Continuum

Freedom as an

Assumption
Passive Active
Self-determinism Self-determinism
Scientific Indeterminism

Determinism

Determinism Freedom

(external causes. (internal causes.
Predictability. Unpredictability.
divine control) self-control)

C. Alternative Views on Freedom and Determinism

1. Strict Determinism

Strict (*hard”) determinists maintain that we live in the kind of universe where
human choices and decisions are completely predetermined by fate, predestination,
or natural causes. Let us look first at scientific determinism, the natural cause
version of strict determinism.
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a. Scientific determinism. Our daily thoughts and communications reflect the
commonsense belief that explanations are intelligible only if they are framed in terms
of causes. If someone asks you what you did or if someone demands to know why
you are behaving in such-and-such a way, your answer is typically given in a manner
that describes the factors that you believe have caused your actions. Virtually all our
questions about the relationships among things — and particularly those questions
about how things have changed or have come to be as they are — are asked in
the expectation that the answers will identify at least some of the causes.

To the advocate of scientific determinism, nothing happens in the universe
without a natural cause. Human beings are part of the natural world; every human
act or decision is simply one kind of natural event, and it, too, is caused.

One of the most stubbomly entrenched interpretations of the scientific method
draws its strength from the basic assumption that every event can be traced back to
its specific and antecedent natural causes. The argument is that the cause-effect
principle operates and that its regular operation is the foundation on which the
consistent concepts of science depend. The particular school of psychology that
insists on limiting its study of human action to the objective observation of natural
phenomena takes the scientific determinist approach and is calied behaviorism, or
stimulus-response psychology. Supported by additional evidence from other
behavioral sciences like anthropology and sociology, the conclusion that there are
specific and identifiable causal factors operating in human life is strengthened. The
scientific determinist position holds that what we call human choices may reflect our
desires and even our central ideals, but that every motive, desire, ideal, or idea is
simply the result of factors in our heredity and environment. How can anyone believe
that an individual human being is “free” when the evidence from psychology
reinforces the conviction that every response a person makes is a product of past
leaming? How can it be maintained that groups of human beings are free when
anthropology so clearly shows that the language, the morals, indeed the entire way
of life of different human groups, are a direct result of cultural conditioning?
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The case for scientific determinism appears unanswerable when we note the
increasing accuracy and scope of predictions about human behavior. As the
prediction and control of human behavior become more and more exact, the idea of
“free will" becomes less and less tenable. Free will means “free from culture” and
“free from past learning” — and both meanings are unsupportable.

« Critiques of Scientific Determinism

1. The behavioral sciences do make accurate predictions about
unreflective human responses (responses that are rigidly
patterned by habit, strong emotion, or unconscious
motives), but they are conspicuously less successful in
predicting reflective responses (responses that are carefully
deliberated and reasoned). Does scientific determinism take
adequate account of the process we go through when we do
make careful, deliberative choices? The claim here is not
that we subjectively feel free in the act of choice but that
reflective choices result from an intricate process of
weighing the consequences of alternative courses of action.
We have the capacity to evaluate our own attitudes and
desires and thus reformulate our values and modify our
behavior in the choosing process.

[ 2]

. A human being is more than a determined process. A human
being is also, at times, an agent conducting an activity. For
example, planning and carrying out a scientific experiment
is one kind of activity that demands for its accurate
description more than cause-effect terms that describe

e e ca e o oo e c e e e oo e n v —— —————— - — o o =]

processes. What scientists do is not and cannot be
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adequately accounted for in the language of scientific
determinism. A scientific experiment is purposive, guided
by reference to criteria, and liable to error. Its results are
verifiable. None of these terms applies to processes. If you
stop the scientific activity at any point and ask “Why this
step?” you get as an explanation a reason, not a cause. Can
you stop a brain process or stimulus- response reaction and
ask, “Why function that way?” Scientific activity, then, is
“purposive” and “reasoned” — yet these two terms are not
in the vocabulary of the behaviorist or scientific determinist.
In short, the theory of behaviorism —  scientific
determinism — is unscientific in the precise sense that it
cannot give an account of at least one important area of
human behavior: Scientific activity itself.

S |

b. Other determinist concepts. Determinism is found not only in the scientific
community. It is also a factor in the daily fives of those who read horoscopes or hold
certain religious convictions.

(1) Fate. i didn't choose my parents,” we sometimes say. None of us chose
the century into which we were bomn either. The American novelist Theodore Dreiser
was acutely aware that he had not chosen his drug-addicted mother, who so deeply
influenced his fife. In light of such considerations, it seems only realfistic o stress, as
did the ancient Greeks in their idea of fate, their attitudes of fatalism, the limits on
human freedom. Through the ages people have been haunted by the suspicion that
their destiny is fixed by the stars. While many modem people reject astrology and
appeal 1o the concept of chance, or accident, the idea that people cannot decide
their future through free choice remains.
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Our parents send us to a certain college (or to none, if that happens to be our
fate), where the IBM machine programs us into the class of Professor X, whose
enthusiasm for subject Y is so contagious that we are irresistibly drawn to major in it.
Yet we talk about our “freedom to choose.”

The idea of fate reminds us of our limits, our relative impotence and
insignificance in the vastness of the cosmos.

(2)Providence and predestination. The religious concepts of providence and
predestination contrast our smallness with the infinite greatness of God. God is
all-good, but especially God is all-powerful and all-knowing. Finite human beings
must not presume to understand God's plan for the world and for God's creatures.
Why we were born and why we were created the way we are — male or female,
smart or dull, black or white, tall or shot — these are God's impenetrable
mysteries; it is best to accept humbly the role we have been assigned. God asks no
more than that we accept without vanity or complaint what the divine will has
ordained, for God has created us, not we ourselves.

Predestination means that the final destiny of each of us, salvation or
damnation, has been settled in advance by the absolute will of God. God knows this
destiny, but it remains forever inscrutable to us.

M — e EmD @ e @ e e e W et W e D G G S M e O e tmmm O O e @ R o O

Logically, people could believe in fate, or predestination, as
absolutely determining their lives and still go on living them

open-ended alternatives that they appear to be. Logically,
people could put forth strenuous efforts to improve themselves
and their society. But would they, in fact, be likely to do so?

I |

|
|
i as if they were full of the ambiguous, choice-demanding,
|
|
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or predestination, be a sense of resignation, an uncritical
acceptance of the status quo — in a word, irresponsibility?

Critique of Providence and Predestination

James a. Pike makes the following criticism of providence and
predestination: Were it to be supposed that...individuals are
forever classified into one of two absolute categories — a
state of complete bliss or a state of total torment, there is an
inherent contradiction. Were the latter a fact, the former could
not be. Presumably to qualify for heaven the candidates must
have displayed some capacity for agape (unselfish love). So
how could such loving persons be content in a heaven from
which God has permanently excluded others with no chance
for personal change or hope of ever receiving personal
fulfillment? If these in heaven were really loving persons, their
consciences would compel them, at the least, to stage a
demonstration before the throne of the Most High or, more
than that, to organize a “rescue party” to seek to save the lost.

US|

2. Indeterminism

a. The theory of indeterminism. The theory that decisions are, at least in certain
cases, independent of any prior causes, physiological or psychological, is called
indeterminism. The human will is not determined by anything other than itself. For
example, Rene Descartes, seventeenth century French mathematician and
philosopher, described the freedom of the will as infinite, with no limitations whatever
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on the mind’s power of choice.

The version of indeterminism put forth by William James, late
nineteenth-century American philosopher and psychologist, included the notion of
pure chance events that are completely uncaused. He gave as an example his
decision to walk down one street rather than another on the way home.

Charles Pierce, late nineteenth-and early twentieth-century American
philosopher, physicist, and mathematician, held that the idea of universal
determinism is an unwarranted scientific assumption. Precise observations
constantly turn up evidence of irregular departures from scientific laws. Indeed, he
argued, the occurrence of undetermined, chance events is necessary to explain the
great diversity of the universe.

In the scientific realm, the claim for indeterminacy is supported by the
observation that some subatomic particles behave in irregular and unpredictable
ways that perplex the research physicist. The indeterminate behavior of subatomic
particles is sometimes cited to support the possibility of indeterminism on the human
level.

James and others espoused chance and indeterminism on the ground that they
allowed one to view the future as open and subject to improvement, with the result
that people can be said to be morally responsible.

A caution is in order at this point. Indeterminism does not insist that the
universe is chaotic, nor does it deny that human behavior can be explained in terms
of laws governing such behavior. There must be sufficient uniformity in the world to
allow us to depend on certain acts yielding certain effects so that we can make
predictions about the consequences of our behavior. In other words, indeterminism
does not necessarily rule out some determinism in the universe. But, as we have
seen, the indeterminist insists that human behavior is not completely explicable in
terms of laws and that the world is open enough to permit humans to make
genuinely free and responsible decisions.
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! Critiques of Indeterminism

1. The theory of indeterminism asserts that human decisions
cannot be traced to antecedent causes, which the human will
is a cause that is not itself caused. But the whole notion of
an event occurring without a cause goes against the
teachings of common sense and undermines the foundations
of the whole scientific enterprise. A belief in the
indeterminateness of the will would render futile all
attempts to understand human behavior or to improve it.

. If people's choices and actions are not determined by their
established characters or by anything else, if they are the
result of pure chance, what reason is there to believe that
they would be theirs in any significant sense? Such choices
and actions would be random, capricious, unreliable, and
unexplainable. Since these are not the characteristics of
most human behavior, there must be something defective in
the theories of chance and indeterminism.

RS |

N

b. Other indeterminist concepts. Indeterminism is basic to some conceptions of
religion, morality, or the human condition itself.

(1) Freedom as God's gift of free will. The religious tradition of the West offers
us an alternative view on the freedom-determinism issue — one in sharp contrast
to the idea of predestination. Humankind was created in God's image and was given
the gift of free will. This gift is symbolized in the story of the Garden of Eden. Adam
and Eve, the first human beings, were given the freedom, the free will, to disobey
God's command not to eat from the tree of knowledge, and they used this freedom
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to perpetuate forevermore the freedom of human beings to think and to choose.
Guided by instinct, every animal lives out its given nature; only human beings ask
*Who am 1?" and only human beings must consciously guide their lives by the
knowledge of good and evit in their freedom to choose either.

It should be clearly understood that free will may be espoused by persons
outside a religious framework (for example, by many existentialists), but the view
now under discussion, like that of predestination, shares belief in a divine plan and in
God's infinite goodness, power, and knowledge. God wants creatures who
voluntarily choose to love and serve God. if God used divine power to coerce
obedience, human love, service, and obedience would be morally meaningless.
Hence, God has freely shared power with human beings by granting them a will that
is completely free. Our particular background of heredity and environment may
influence our thinking and moral choices, but it never determines them. In the final
accounting, our will is free, and we will be held accountable for using it to choose
good or evil.

It is true that God has foreknowledge of the future. God knows exactly how we
will use our free will, but this knowledge does not determine us in any way. How the
future may be known in advance and yet not be pre-established raises a difficult
qQuestion. An analogy may help to show how foreknowledge and free will are
mutually compatible ideas. Suppose a person is standing on a hill, where she sees a
man paddling a canoe on the river below, and at the same time she sees that a tree
has fallen across the river around the next bend. The observer has foreknowledge
that the man will decide that he cannot continue to paddie downstream, but this
knowledge in no way affects the man's decision.
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! Critiques of Free Will

1. What precisely does it mean to say that past learning
“influences™ but does not “determine” what we choose? Is
there not a point at which we must say that past learning
does determine? For example, do we “freely choose” to
speak English rather than Greek in somehow responding to
“influences™ rather than strictly determining factors? Or,
here is a very different example: Following the attack by
Japan on Pearl Harbor, in what sense was President
Roosevelt “influenced” rather than “determined” in his
choice between defending the United States or not
defending it?

2. How can the free-will position adequately account for such
observable facts as the following: (1) most children from
families of low socioeconomic status reject middle-class
values; (2) most Catholics and Protestants were raised in
Catholic and Protestant environments, respectively; (3) the
overwhelming majority of mainland-Chinese young people
today believe in communism, and the vast majority of
American young people do not believe in communism? To
generalize, do not the behavioral sciences show that our
values, attitudes, and beliefs are learned responses over
which we have little or no conscious control? Do we not in
fact choose, time after time, exactly what our past learnings
have taught us to prefer?
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(2) Moral freedom. Moral freedom is the freedom to act in conformity with a
chosen moral belief. Free will as a gift of God embraces moral freedom, but in a
specific religious context. It is important to see how the human claim to free will can
be defended apart from a religious framework.

Most moral-freedom theorists rest their case primarily on an appeal to inner
experience. In a situation of moral temptation, for example, | sometimes feel that |
am free to move freshly toward a personal ideal. In such a case, | sense myself as
an agent with power to fashion a self that is more like my ideal self. At other times |
am not aware of my moral freedom; | feel bound to the self already formed. In this
case, | experience myself as an object rather than as a morally free agent.
Advocates of the moral-freedom position grant that a person's existence as a morally
free agent cannot be known objectively; it can be known only subjectively — that s,
introspectively. This knowledge is based on a direct intuition in situations of moral
import. Thus, the only freedom that a person can affirm with any certainty is his or
her own freedom. For this reason, moral freedom is sometimes referred to as
“introspective freedom” or “intuitive freedom.”

Kant put the case for moral freedom on a logical rather than personal basis.
His formula was that “ought implies can”: If one rightly judges that a certain person is
morally obligated to act in a certain way, then one must logically assume that he can
act in that way, that he possesses an independent will that can exert moral control.

An example of moral freedom would be the case of hardened criminals who
turn completely from their former ways of life and guide their conduct by a firm
commitment to new moral ideals.
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: Critiques of Moral Freedom

1. The primary evidence advanced in support of the idea of
moral freedom is subjective, and subjective evidence is
notoriously untrustworthy. In psychology, conclusions
derived from the method of introspection are accepted only
when confirmed by independent, publicly verified
observations. No such evidence is put forward to support
the claim that human beings possess moral freedom.

[3¥]

. The concept of a person as a “subject” who somehow

(the person's formed character) is untenable. It is no more
than a rephrasing of the traditional notion of the human will
as a cause that is not itself caused; this concept incorporates
the unscientific idea of an uncaused event. A choice that
does not reflect a person's established character would be

arbitrary — and, in most cases immoral.
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(3) Freedom as an existential framework. The English novelist Joyce Cary's
declaration that “freedom is all our joy and all our pain® suggests an existential
alternative. Proponents of existentialism, existentialists, insist that freedom pervades
the human condition and is the central fact of human life. Science provides one
perspective on the world; science sees everything as objects, and it is appropriate to
set objects in a deterministic framework. But to claim that the scientific perspective
— abstract, detached, precise, impersonal, unemotional, unconcerned with overall
meaning — is the only or the most important perspective is fantastic. You and | are
subjects. We are engaged in the project of creating meaning in our lives. We live in a
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life world, a world utterly different from the science world. The life world is concrete,
here and now, stretched toward the future and the certainty of death; the science
world is abstract. | am thrust into the life world and am concerned, involved, engaged;
the science world is detached. | am confronted with ambiguity; the science world is
precise. | am suffused with feelings of joy and dread; what | am as a person, the very
meaning of my life, is at stake, but the science world is impersonal, unemotional, and
unconcerned with life meaning. In this life world | am free, and | am responsible; | am
free and responsible to say, authentically, who | am and what the meaning of my life
shall be. It is pointless to debate the question of freedom versus determinism. | exist
in the framework of freedom. The science world, with its determined objects, is part
of my lived world, and I take account of it, but | do not exist in such a world. In the
freedom of my lived existence, | am challenged to create meaning out of all the facts:
the size of the solar system, the electrochemical nature of my brain, the conflicting
welter of cultures, the history of my particular past. But no matter how precisely
science describes these objects and traces them to their causes, | know that their
meaning depends on what | freely choose to affirm about them.
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Critiques of Freedom as an Existential Framework

1. Van Cleve Morris, an existentialist, writes:
We are individually confronted in every waking moment by
phenomenal situations to each of which there are
numberless responses we could give. But the responses
must rise as possibilities in our imagination before they can
play a role in genuine choosing. Moreover, no choice is
possible unless the free subjectivity is aware of the act of
choosing as such. This means, therefore, that the free
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subjectivity must be aware not only of alternatives but of
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the act of considering alternatives before one may say that

choosing is actually taking place. So-called “blind

choosing” is a contradiction in terms.’

This interpretation of existentialism, then, holds that an
awareness of alternatives is necessary to a genuine choice. It
would seem to be only a slight extension of Morris’s view to
hold that knowledge about the consequences of alternative
actions is necessary before they can be “considered” as
“possibilities in our imagination.” But with these
qualifications, doesn’t the existential view lose its distinctive
character?

2. Suppose that we grant an existentialist the extreme assertion

that I am always free to choose anything, that nothing at all
weights the scales of my choice. Is such freedom worth
having? Any meaning to my life must then be imposed
through arbitrary choice. For example, the knowledge that
people experience self-fulfillment when they are open to
experience, accept themselves and others, and function
autonomously with a sense of individual identity — such
knowledge counts for nothing. Since the choice is arbitrary, I
can just as well search for my life’s meaning through being
closed to experience, rejecting myself and disdaining others,
and functioning dependently, with no sense of my own
identity. The existentialist concern for freedom in a context
of arbitrary choice makes all choice meaningless; how can I
create existential meaning out of essential meaninglessness?
‘Van Cleve Morris, Existentialism in Education: What It Means (New
York: Harper & Row, 1966), p.46.
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3. Self-Determinism

Self-determinists accept the scientific determinists’ insistence that every human
act or decision is caused, but they put forward the claim that persons themselves are
causal agents. People's knowledge and values, their hopes and fears, are dynamic
factors in their choices Unlike other animals, human beings can reflect and
deliberate before they act; they can give reasons for what they do, and reasons are
causes.

Two quite different versions of self-determinism have been proposed. One
version conceives the self as passive, as wholly produced and defined by the past.
The other version views the self as active, as self-producing and self-defining in the
present.

a. Passive self-determinism; Freedom as the absence of outside coercion.
Hobbes, Locke, and Huine argued that there is really no problem of freedom or
determinism. Freedom means “to act according to the strongest impulse in the
absence of external constraint,” “to act according to the preferences of one's own
mind,” “to act according to one's own motives.” Freedom in this sense is completely
consistent with the scientific determinists’ position that people’s impulses,
preferences, and motives are strictly determined by past events. For this reason, this
position is sometimes called “compatibilism* or “soft determinism.”

If we refer to common sense and to the everyday way in which we use the term
“free”, we can see that freedom, means simply the absence of outside coercion and
does not run counter to the arguments put forward by scientific determinists.
Suppose that | ask a friend, *Did you cut your hair of your own free will?: He may
answer, “Yes, | like it that way" or “Yes, | don't identify with the longhair crowd.” Or he
may respond, “No, army regulations demanded that I cut it.” Notice that in neither set
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of circumstances does freedom or free will imply indeterminism — that is, an
absence of causes for the behavior. The scientific determinist is obviously right:
Every act has an identifiable set of causes and is strictly determined by them. The
only meaningful distinction is whether the causes of our act stem from our personal
desires or are impased on us from outside so that we are forced to act in a certain
way. Our language reflects this distinction quite clearly when it classifies some acts
as voluntary and others as involuntary.

A person who is forced at gunpoint to participate in a crime does not fully
choose to commit the crime; on the other hand, a boy who is late getting to school
because he stopped to jump in puddles did freely choose to be late (and will
therefore be held morally responsible for his tardiness). We can summarize the idea
of passive self-determinism in the statement that we are free to the degree that in
our choices we express our selves — what we are and what we want. We are
unfree insofar as circumstances limit our self-expression or other persons force us to
do what we do not want to do.

It is granted that certain situations are ambiguous in that they seem to involve a
combination of inner desire and outside limitation. For instance, you can freely
choose a desired goal (for example, to become a professor), but the means required
to attain this goal may be set by forces over which you have no control (for example,
expending effort to acquire a college degree). The ambiguity posed by such an
example can be clarified by saying that your choice is free when you prefer one set
of goals-means to another; your choice is unfree when you are limited to a single
option.

162 -



e e . - — e A W e G W e e G W W MAS W O GWES W GEED W e G e O

! Critiques of Passive Self-determinism:
Freedom as the Absence of Outside Coercion

1. Aren’t there all kinds and degrees of inner coercion that
limit the free expression of our selves just as rigidly as
outside forces? For example, people driven by a compulsion
to wash their hands hundreds of times a day, or people with
severe feelings of inferiority that restrict their ability to
achieve their own goals, or people dominated by
uncontrollable emotional states — are these people *“free”
in any meaningful sense?

[ 8]

. Certainly Mr. A., who “wants” Miss B and “chooses” to
marry her because she unconsciously reminds him of his
mother, is not as “free” as Mr. C, who feels a similar
attraction to Miss D but becomes insightfully aware of why
he is attracted and reevaluates the situation in light of this
awareness.

S PSRN |

LR R IR R il e ol e I R ey U ————

b. Active self-determinism: Freedom as insightful awareness. Advocates of
freedom as insightful awareness begin by agreeing with the scientific determinist at
several points. They reject indeterminism and hold that all events, including human
choices, are caused. They accept the view that a person is not innately endowed
with a free will that enables that person to choose independently of culture and past
conditioning. Finally, they agree that all human responses must be leamed and that
wider and wider ranges of human behavior are subject to accurate prediction.
However, holders of this view claim that the scientific determinist and the passive
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self-determinist overlook one crucial factor in the human equation: the ability of
human beings to think and reflect and thus become insightfully aware.

Peapie are unfree insofar as their behaving and choosing stem from desires,
habits, beliefs, or any aspect of themselves or their environment of which they are
unconscious, unaware, or lacking in insight. People are free to the degree that their
behaving and choosing are guided by insightful awareness of the situation within and
outside themselves. People can learn to be free in this sense of the word “freedom.”

In order to predict the outcome of insightfully aware decisions, predictors
cannot stand off and add up the past interplay of hereditary and environmental
factors because that is not the kind of process confronting them; a predictor would
somehow have to live through, step by step, the intricate process of reflective
choosing.

The scientific determinist assumes that the final word about human action is an
objective description of it or a scientific prediction about it. The insightful-awareness
theorist claims, on the other hand, that persons can use these descriptions and
predictions to make every more informed reflective choice. The scientist, then, would
not have the last word; the seeking person looking over the shoulder of the scientist
would.

No person can be free from culture or free from the past in the literal sense of
getting outside either. But reflective thinking is precisely a standing apart from and a
taking account of. Such thinking is itseff a causal process, the dynamic process of
insightful awareness, through which people become self-directing; they become free
to make new and creative responses. A person is not simply the effect of previous
causes, he or she can also be an agent, an active self, and thereby a causal factor in
each present situation.
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!—Critiques of Active Self-determinism:

Freedom as Insightful Awareness

1. This view uses the terms “free” and “freedom™, but, on close
inspection, leans far toward the scientific determinist position
and is, in fact, no more than a refined version of determinism.
Do people really have to “learn” to be free? Is human freedom
so limited that it is proportional to the knowledge one acquires
about oneself and the world? Doesn’t every normal person, by
the very possession of self-consciousness, have at least some
dim awareness that he or she can choose and be responsible
for whatever life he or she leads?

. Are insight, awareness, and reflection clear and definable
causal factors in the decision-making process? Do they add to
or change the complex elements (past learning, present
feelings, and so on) that are synthesized in the brain and
produce the choice? If the answer to both of these questions is
no, it would be fair to conclude that insightful awareness is a
vague concept, a symbol with nothing in fact to support it, that
it is thus virtually impossible to understand human behavior in
any systematic or practical way.

IO |
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4. Freedom as an Assumption
A final alternative is one that cannot be readily placed in a discrete niche on the

freedom-determinism continuum. Freedom as an assumption takes a position that
cannot be resolved in terms of the arguments presented for or against the other
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alternatives.

Mr. Jones cannot give up the idea that somehow he is free. He tries to
convince himself that one of the freedom positions can stand up against the
criticisms leveled at it. One by one he considers the arguments in support of the
various freedom alternatives: free will, moral freedom, existential freedom, freedom
as absence of outside coercion and Freedom as insightful awareness. In each case
he then considers the counterevidence and counterarguments advanced by the
determinists. He reluctantly concludes that none of the freedom positions can be
adequately defended. Finally, he decides that the only way to resolve the issue is to
assume that he is free. He therefore adopts the following line of reasoning:

| have to admit that | cannot produce evidence or arguments that are
convincing to myself or anyone else that human choices are free. However, | find
that many things that are important to me make sense only on the assumption that
people are free to choose. For example, | want in several ways to become a different
person from what | am now, and | feed responsible to bring about these changes in
myself. If | were to adopt the scientific determinist posture, | would just resign myself
to the fact that | am what | am because of what has happened to me in the past.
Only when | assume that | am free to change myself (whether | am free or not) does
my life take on meaning. And, in dealing with other persons, | don't what to feel that |
am conditioning or manipulating them. If their responses to me are to be at all
meaningful, | must assume that they respond voluntarily and deliberately — that is,
freely. Proponents of freedom as an assumption grant that scientists have a right to
assume the principle of scientific determinism as a basis for carrying on their
scientific activity. But the proponents claim that people have an equal right to
assume the principle of human freedom as the most meaningful basis on which to
conduct their lives. The proponents might admit that human creatures are no more
than presumptuous animals who clothe themselves in the fiction of freedom, but
where human responsibility and social order are concemed, the assumption of
freedom becomes a necessary fiction that is satisfying and workable. Unless
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1. Ms.X says that she “wants” to become a different person and
that she “feels” responsible for changing herself. These
“wants” and “feelings” can best be understood as stemming
from her past experiences and thus can most reasonably be
interpreted in a scientifically deterministic framework.

2. The assumption of human freedom is unnecessary even if it is

granted that a sense of personal responsibility is essential to a
mature, meaningful outlook on life. For example, other people
may force one to accept a position of responsibility.
In speaking of her relationships with other people, Ms. X uses
the loaded terms ‘“conditioning” and “manipulating.” She
should simply accept the fact that she has an effect on others
and that their response to this effect does not have to be “free”
(whatever that means) in order to be meaningful.
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D. Concluding Comment

Having assessed the strengths and weaknesses of the various alternative
views on freedom and determinism, you may wish to test whichever position you
have tentatively adopted by seeing how it applies to specific kinds of situations,
especially to ethical questions. The discussion questions at the end of the chapter
suggest some of the possibilities.

Since each viewpoint on freedom-determinism can be criticized, it is possible
that some combination of views is most defensible. For example, might not a
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religiously oriented person argue that God endowed human beings with freedom of
choice — not directly, by giving inborn free will, but indirectly, by giving the
capacity to think and reflect and thus leam to become self-directing? Can the active
self-determinist and existential positions be modified and integrated into a single,
consistent position? Scientific determinism and the two versions of self-determinism
all reject indeterminism and accept the idea that all human behavior is “caused”; are
they, then, three distinct positions, or can they be stated as emphases within one
expanded theory?

Several of the freedom-determinism alternatives revolve around the complex
and controversial question of what, in the final analysis, a human being really is.
When you select your prefered view of human nature from the altematives
presented in Chapter 10, therefore, you may wish to reexamine the
freedom-determinism option you have tentatively selected — at least to make sure
that the two positions you have chosen are consistent with each other.

The word “freedom” is constantly on our lips, and for most of us it is more than
an abstract symbol or a meaningless concept. Few ideas are more significant to us
or invite more careful scrutiny than that of freedom. Philosophy demands that we be
explicit about every concept we use and that we become especially critical about
those that are commonplace and appear obvious.

I . Vocabulary

1. predestination n. #1%5, WEIL
(syn.: predetermination, preordination, foreordination, foreordinament,
fate, destiny, lot, doom)
2. intelligible a. TEREN, BAHK

(syn.. comprehensible, understandable, clear, plain, distinct, explicit)
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3. frame n. 45, HEZE
(syn.: structure, construction, framework, skeleton, shell, casing,
support, substructure, form, shape, fabric, constitution, system,
mount, setting, border, case)
4. entrench vt. ZEBER {F 5 4 F XECHLAL
5. antecedent a. E1TH]
(syn.: prior, preceding, previous, earlier, anterior, foregoing,
precursory)
6. behaviorism n. T3 X
7. anthropology n. AXH]
8. heredity n. 1%, {54
9. reinforce vt. fli3&, X%
(syn.: strengthen, support, brace, buttress, harden, stiffen, augment,
supplement, increase, redouble)
10. tenable a. (W5) #F, Wa9ERIAY
(syn.: sound, rational, reasonable, plausible, believable, maintainable,
defensible)
11. conspicuonsly ad. FAE L, ZEEH:
12. purposive a. B BHIK), BEEMN
13. horoscope n. (HEA
14. drug-addicated a. TREH
15. in the expectation XifF¥
16. such-and-such ¥ ¥, XHEIH
17. haunt vr. (BAEE) BiX, K5
(syn.: visit, frequent, obsess, beset, plague, torment, prey on, recur,
come back)
18. presume vr. fBSE, BIX
(syn.: assume, take for granted, suppose, surmise, guess, conjecture,
believe, think, conclude, infer, take it, venture, dare, make so
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20.

21.

22.

23,

24,

25.

26.

217.
28.

bold)

. impenetrable a. TEER, ARTRIHIHY

(syn.: thick, dense, impervious, impermeable, solid, sealed, hermetic,
impassable, pathless)

ordain v. (¥, f1i8) HHE

(syn.: destine, predestine, fate, doom, foreordain )

damnation n. T AR

(syn.: condemnation, denunciation, objurgation, excommunication,
proscription, exile, ban, doom, anathema, curse)

inscrutable . N[ RN E), AeJHER

(syn.: mysterious, inexplicable, unfathomable, incomprehensible,
hidden, impenetrable, enigmatic, deadpan, pokerfaced)

strenuous a. ﬁﬁﬂ"], SE3]:0]

(syn.. energetic, vigorous, active, forceful, ardent, zealous, persistent,
tireless, determined, resolute)

resignation n. J{FF, HM

(syn.: abdication, renunciation, relinquishment, surrender, departure,
retirement, notice acquiescence, submission, compliance,
nonresistance, passivity, acceptance, endurance, patience,
forbearance)

status quo n. IR, EFRFINIK

bliss n. 18, hE, HE

(syn.: blissfulness, ecstasy, happiness, joy, rapture, elation, felicity,
gladness)

subatomic a. [JRFH), BEFAN

perplex ve. L, XEfE

(syn.. puzzle, baffle, mystify, nonplus, flummox, bewilder, confuse,
confound, muddle, complicate, entangle, mix up)
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29.

30.

31.
32.

33.

34.
35.

36.

37.
38.
39.
40,
41.
42.

espouse vi. i, f5&F, X

(syn.: adopt, embrace, take up, support, uphold, maintain, defend,
champion, advocate, promote)

chaotic a. 1RELH), TFH)

(syn.: disorder, confusion, anarchy, turmoil, tumult, havoc,
pandemonium)

explicable a. RIEEMFH], WIEEAR)
futile . TTHRERK), TEXK)

(syn.: useless, vain, fruitless, bootless, ineffectual, idle, empty,
unavailing, worthless, abortive, unsuccessful, unproductive,
pointless, trivial, trifling, insignificant)

capricious a. RETHEK), TLIERH
(syn.: fickle, inconstant, changeable, mercurial, fanciful, freakish, odd,
queer, fitful, irresolute, uncertain)
perpetuate vi. {f{<A
instinct n. ZXBERE

(syn.: intuition, feeling, sixth sense, prompting , impulse, inclination,

tendency, predisposition)
accountable . AHTER, MATH

(syn.: responsible, answerable, liable, amenable)

foreknowledge n. T4, HALHHE
paddle v. XI5

bend n. A

framework n. I, #E3E, SRR
introspectively ad. &K, REH
importn. &

(syn.: meaning, signification, purport, sense, gist, intention, implication,

connotation)
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43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.
51.
52.
. count for nothing &G ME
54.
55.

53

hardened . EEZRM, Z5HH
(syn.: inveterate, confirmed, habitual, chronic, impenitent, incorrigible,
set, fixed)

untenable a. YERNEHE), BEREFTHH

(syn.: indefensible, unsound, weak, flawed, faulty, fallacious,
groundless, unreasonable, illogical)

suffuse vt. JRI& T, i

(syn.: cover, overspread, color, bathe, imbue, permeate, transfuse,
infuse, steep)

dread n. 818, T8

(syn.: fear, terror, horror, fright, alarm, apprehension, trepidation,
misgiving, qualm)

pointless a. TTE XK, THHKIK

(syn.: meaningless, irrelevant, absurd, senseless, aimless, vain, futile,
useless, fruitless, unproductive, unavailing, ineffectual,
worthless)

welter n. ETE, BEL—H

(syn.: jumble, muddle, hotchpotch, mess)

disdain v. B, B

(syn.: scorn, spurn, contemn, despise, deride, belittle, slight, ignore,
disregard)

self-fulfillment . HEXH

live out ¥&------T&

at stake f¥((0]RHAY

self-determinism n. B Eif

agent n. [RHH

(syn.: representative, deputy, substitute, middleman, go-between, envoy,
factor, delegate, broker, salesman, executor, doer, operator,
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performer, instrument, cause, force, means, vehicle)
56. coercion n. &, 1M

(syn.: force, constraint, compulsion, pressure, duress, browbeating,
bullying, intimidation)

57. tardiness n. iRk, HE, #H
58. puddle n. 7k¥t, RE

59. inferiority n. B8, HBRIELE
60. innately ad. EHHL, K4

61. interplay n. FE{EF, HE MW
70. hereditary a. ${%H), 15/

(syn.. inheritable, heritable, hereditable, genetic, transmissible,
inherited, bequeathed, transmitted, handed down, ancestral,
traditional)

71. run counter to FE
72. at gun-point 7EX8 O BAH T
73. stand off [H]5%¥
74. niche n. BN E
(syn.: recess, alcove, nook, cranny, corner)
75. counterevidence n. fZiF
76. presumptuous a. H1B K

(syn.: bold, audacious, impertinent, impudent, disrespectful, fresh,
forward, brazen, pushy, arrogant, overconfident, cocksure,
assured)

77. clothe vr. 3L, BT

(syn.: dress, attire, array, apparel, garb, robe, deck, fit out, rig out, cover,

enwrap, drape, swathe, endow, invest)
78.loaded a. &M
79. level at XTHE
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80. resign oneself to T T, NN T
81. human equation A&

II. Notes

A. Term

1. Determinism JRZEi® The view that every event in the universe is
completely dependent on and conditioned by its cause or causes;
specifically, the doctrine that human behavior (including human will in
the exercise of all judgments and choices) is determined by physical or
psychological antecedents and that are its causes. Distinct from fatalism.
Opposed to free will and indeterminism.

2. Self-determinism B # R EiL A compromise position between the
extremes of determinism and indeterminism. The advocates of
self-determinism hold that our actions are indeed determined but not
solely by external forces or conditions. It is the nature of the self (usually
the psychological elements are stressed) that controls our choices, and this
causality of the self is regarded as our essential freedom. “Self” is
interpreted as the unique personality or as the process of insightful
awareness.

3. Free will B & Freedom of choice; the doctrine that an individual has
some degree of self-determination, some power of choice between
alternatives; more specifically, the doctrine that human beings are
endowed with a God-given capacity to make voluntary decisions about
their own actions or beliefs. Opposed to determinism.

4. Cause [ & That which is responsible for or leads to a condition, a change,
or a motion. Aristotle identified four different causes: (1) the material
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cause (what something is made of or out of which something arises); (2)
the efficient cause (the prior force or stimulus that produces an effect); (3)
the formal cause (concept or idea that must exist to initiate an action); and
(4) the final cause (the ultimate goal or purpose toward which an action
must proceed).

. Fatalism 7& f71€ The belief that events are irrevocably fixed in advance so
that human effort cannot alter them: “What is to be will be.”

. Chance {841%, AI&E1% An uncaused event; Or an event whose cause is
unknown; or the coming together of two independent causal chains; or an
event predictable according to the laws of probability.

. Predestination fizE, ;£ XE, f& ¥ The doctrine that events in life have been
decreed or determined beforehand by the sovereign will of a deity.

. Indeterminism IEBKIE, B HERKIL The theory that at least some acts
or events are entirely independent of any prior causes.

. Behaviorism 1743 X A school of psychology that restricts study to the
objective observation of behavior rather than to the study of states of
consciousness. When carried to the point of denying the existence of
conscious functions, this principle becomes a philosophy of metaphysical
materialism.

B. Philosopher

Hobb (1588—1679) B## A British empiricist and materialist. According
to Hobbes. Only bodies exist and the Principal property shared by all bodies
is motion. All thoughts are motions in bodies, and by studying bodies'

motions we underst8nd reality. (This stress on motion led some to call

Hobbes a “motion-intoxicated man.”) Sometimes referred to as the “father
of modern totalitarianism”, Hobbes felt that humans are naturally selfish
beings who in theory would live in a state of “war of all against all” until
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they enter civil society by means of a social contract. The sovereign who
enforces the contr8ct is not party to it. Religion must be state controlled.
Principal works: Leviathan, De Cive, De Corpore, and De Homine

II1. Exercises

A. Review Questions

1. Am I a creature of fate, of gigantic forces beyond my control?

2. Am I a mysterious mixture of body and spirit, part determined and part
free?

3. Am | an electronic computer programmed by my environment?

4. Is my feeling of being free to shape my future just an illusion?

5. Is it fair to punish a boy for stealing when his parents taught him to steal?

6. Does it make sense to say that a person could have chosen to act other
than the way he or she actually did act?

7.1f every idea a person expresses is strictly determined, why philosophize?

B. Discussion Questions

1. One issue frequently raised in freedom-determinism discussions concerns
the treatment of criminals. Advocates of free will and moral freedom
argue that punishment serves the cause of justice only if it is assumed that
a person freely decided to commit an unlawful act. It does not make sense
to punish someone who is completely determined by the past. Criminal
law seems to be based on the idea that the violator might have chosen to
behave differently form the way he or she actually did. On the other side,
the scientific determinists maintain that the purpose of punishment is to
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rehabilitate, that is, to “redetermine”, the person, to make predictable
changes in his or her attitudes and subsequent behavior. How would other
positions on freedom-determinism approach this issue?

. Here is a more subtle example of how our view of freedom and
determinism affects our evaluation of criminal behavior. Bob and Jim
together hold up a grocery store. Bob’s parents abused him and taught
him that taking whatever one can get away with from other people is a
good thing. Jim’s family is upper-middle class; his parents were
intelligent, caring people who taught and modeled good behavior to their
children, all of whom in turn enjoyed a closeknit family life. Are Bob and
Jim equally guilty for their crime? Should they receive the same penalty?
If Bob and Jim were minors, should their parents be held responsible?

. You have been confronted with various views on freedom and
determinism. Are you “free” to decide which view to adopt, or is this
choice, like all others, simply “determined”? In what exact sense is it
either one? What are some of the implications and consequences of your
answer to this question? Are all the views about freedom and determinism
consistent with the activity of philosophizing?

. Suppose you are a socially concerned person trying to preserve the
environment or prevent nuclear war or promote economic justice in the
third world. On which freedom-determinism premise could you most
consistently operate? Suppose you are a political conservative concerned
about preserving the status quo. Which freedom-determinism option
would you select to buttress your position?

. A growing number of modern “counselors” are engaged in the effort to
help people turn their lives around. Does this mean that human beings are
really free to change or simply that others have become involved in the
causal systems that determine their behavior?
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Chapter 6.
Metaphysics

A. Introductory Comment

Metaphysics raises the basic issues about the ultimate nature of reality.
Metaphysics asks these questions: What is ultimately real? What are the
general fraits of everything that exists? What categories (terms, concepts,
symbols) are necessary to describe the nature of what is? It is intriguing to
realize that one of the philosopher's most difficult tasks is to define a two-letter
word that we use many times each day: “is.” What does it mean for a thing “to
be"?

it is important to understand at the outset what is not included in the
philosophical field of study called metaphysics. First, there is no claim that the
term covers the broad range of topics labeled “metaphysics” in a secondhand
bookstore. The New Age movement, occultism, spiritualism, black magic, or the
preternatural are not the concem of the professional metaphysician.

Second, the word “metaphysics” must not be interpreted literally, which
would imply that something exists “after” or *beyond” physics. Metaphysics is
the study of all theories about the nature of reality. The metaphysical continuum
ranges from idealism (mind and spiritual forces are ultimately real). There is no
paradox, then, in the statement that materialism is a metaphysical theory
maintaining that there is no reality beyond what physics describes.

The intimate refationship between metaphysics and epistemology should
be apparent. Any theory of the nature of reality is necessarily related to one's
stand on how human beings come to know what actually exists. Conversely, an
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assumption about the nature of nature of

Reality can lead one to adopt a particular theory of knowledge. You will need to
consider which is more fundamental in your personal philosophy: a conviction
about the nature of reality or a commitment to a way of knowing what is real.

B. A Metaphysical Continuum

Dualism
Materialism Idealism
(matter,mechanism (mind,purpose,ideas
objects, spirtital causes)

physical causes

C. World Views: Alternative Theories of Reality

1. Materialism

*Materialist” in popular speech refers to a person who values money,
success, and things. When used to refer to a worldview, the term means
something quite different. A metaphysical materialist holds that matter, or
substance, or the stuff of the universe, is what is ultimately real. Modem
materialism is likely to include the claim that energy or the space-time
continuum is the basic category of reality. Strict materialists argue that life is
nothing but a complicated physicochemical activity of the brain, Since they
believe that complex processes like life and thought can be explained wholly in
terms of simpler physical or chemical processes, they are often called
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reductionists or mechanists; that is, they believe that every happening can be
reduced to a mechanical process.

According to the materialist, every event is strictly determined by
preceding physical events. Since the universe is a closed, isolated system,
exact knowledge of the state of the system at any given moment in time world
enable us to predict every future event.

Many recent discoveries give support to the materialist worldview. Think of
the discoveries in modern chemistry: drugs that speed up the higher mental
processes; drugs that bring a schizophrenic back to reality; drugs that expand
consciousness. Who would be surprised if fomorrow's newspapers announced
that life had been artificially created in the laboratory? Antimaterialists have
claimed that the ability of human beings for self-regulation — the ability to
monitor their own behavior — points to a unique capacity of ‘mind.” The
materialists can now boast, however, of materal systems that are
self-monitoring, for example, the computer chess champion.

How “real” are mind and consciousness, asks the materialist, when one
sharp blow on the head eliminates them both? Stimulate a tiny portion of the
brain with an electrical needle and speech is impaired or a childhood tune, long
lost to memary, is recovered. Where are ‘mind,” “self,” and “existential meaning”
during dreamless sleep, when only the body and the brain are there?

In the materialist worldview, mind (thinking) is an epiphenomenona, that
is, an “extra’; thinking is to the brain as smoke to a fire — only the fire and the
brain do (99cause) anything. Ideas, beliefs, and mental states are merely
epiphenomena; they are only shadows or reflections cast by the material
phenomena. Gilbert Ryle and Ludwig Wittgenstein view mentalstates, such as
intentions, fears, and thoughts, as “dispositions to behave” in a certain way;
they feel that such “dispositions™ are simply underlying states of the body.
Mental states that cannot be interpreted as dispositions to act, such as the
experience of pain, are considered to reflect states of the central nervous
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system. Thus, the materialist's formula is to seek a neural change for every
change in consciousness.

The theory of evolution can be marshaled in support of the materialist
worldview. The universe has no purpose or direction. Humanity, life, and mind
can ali be explained by reference to mechanistic processes. Chance variations
(mutations) occur, and in the struggle for survival the fittest of these survive and
reproduce themselves; there is simply no need to appeal to a plan or purpose.

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels developed a theory known as dialectical
materialism. The political implications of this theory will be explored in Chapter
11. Here we can point out that the theory is “materialistic” in two senses. First,
sense experience reveals the existence of a natural, material world,
independent of Mind or minds. Aspects of reality that are not apparently matter
in motion are “directly interwoven with material activity." Engels, however,
referred to mechanists and reductionists as “vulgar materialists”; he held that all
things change, and the dialectic of nature produces novel, complex entities (for
example, living beings) that are just as “real" as the simpler forms from which
they emerged (see critical naturalism). Second, Marx and Engels “turned
Hegel upside down™ by holding that the driving forces of history are material,
economic structures, not ideas. Life determines consciousness, not the other
way around. The ruling ideas in a society are the ideas of the ruling class. The
ideology of the ruling class is no more than a rationalization for holding onto
material power and is in conflict with the material interests of the oppressed
classes — hence the dialectic of history: class struggle.

Traditional philosophers, said Mark and Engels, have only interpreted the
world — the point is fo change it.
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1. Materialists often use scientific evidence to support their
world view. But do they, or can they possibly, talk any
proposition as true or false in purely mechanistic terms? For
example, how can the statement “Scientific evidence
supports materialism™ be translated into physicochemical
language or be reduced to an equivalent statement about
brain processes?

N. Whitehead, famous English philosopher and
mathematician of the modern age, writes:

Many a scientist has patiently designed experiments for the

purpose of substantiating his belief that animal operations are
motivated by no purposes. He has perhaps spent his spare
time in writing articles to prove that human beings are as
other animals, so that “purpose” is a category irrelevant for
the explanation of their bodily activities, his own activities
included. Scientists animated by the purpose of proving that
they are purposeless constitute an interesting subject for
study.

. Suppose a woman is lying on an operating table with the top
of her skull laid back, and mirrors are arranged that she is
able to watch her brain functioning and to follow the
explanations of its functioning reported by a brain surgeon.
Would a materialist describe this situation as the brain
observing itself and the brain understanding the brain? If so,
would such a description do full justice to the event?



2. Idealism

The term “idealism” is unfortunate because in common speech it refers to
a person motivated by high ideals; in philosophy, however, it refers to the
worldview that Mind or Spirit or Ideas are the ultimate reality. It may assist the
reader to think of idealism as “idea-ism.”

Idealism developed in the nineteenth century as reaction to and protest
against the mechanistic worldview emerging from scientific discoveries. The
idealist reformulated some of the traditional religious conceptions and attempted
to give them a rational foundation. Whereas science-oriented philosophers
envisaged a world order without purpose, moral laws, or spiritual forces, the
idealists utilized these very categories as keystones in their philosophical
construction.

We may start with a look at subjective idealism. Bishop Berkeley argued
that there is no reason to suppose that matter and objects exist as the *dead
things" out there described by materialists. Why not consider objects to be what
we experience — sensations in our consciousness? If this sounds fantastic,
try the following experiment: First, imagine you have no sight; the colors,
shapes, and outlines of the “objective® world no longer exist, at least for you.
Next, imagine you have no taste buds, no sense of touch, no hearing, no power
to smell. What then is left of the vaunted objective world? In a word, remove the
subjective (mind and senses), and there are no objects. Reality is our
experience of things. If we are close to something, it is large; if we are distant, it
is small. How can we say what size it “really” is? “To be is to be perceived.”

Idealists recognize the difficulties of the subjective version of their theory.
If 1 leave the living room at midnight with the fire burning brightly and retum next
morning and find only ashes, | cannot reasonably attribute the change simply to
my perception, to my ideas. And yet there is no reality | can get hold of apart
from my perception of it; the world is what appears to me to be, what | sense it
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to be. What it can possibly be other than as | perceive it, | have no way of
knowing.

To avoid these difficulties, idealist thinkers developed a more
comprehensive worldview: objective idealism. This theory holds that the world
out there is Mind communicating to our human minds. Objective idealism was
formulated somewhat different terms. Plato maintained that individual things
change and pass away; the material world is merely shadows. Underlying each
bit of reality is a Form — the idea and structure of a thing that makes it
intefligent to the human mind.

How can the scientist find order in the universe unless its underlying
reality is Order? Again, use your imagination: Imagine a world of chaos — this
minute the law of gravity operates; the next minute it does not. Now | sense my
personal identity as “me” through last week and last year — now | sense
myself as 300 other persons. Imagine, then chaos. And contrast chaos with the
orderliness that we actually experience. Can the combinations of electrons,
really explain the formedness of the world?

Look again at the theory of evolution: chance variations and the survival of
the fittest. Does this convincingly explain the movement over millions of years
from simple to complex, from mindiess worm to human intellect, from skin areas
sensitive to light to human eye? These mechanisms may explain the survival of
the fittest, but do the give a reasonable explanation of the amival if the fittest? Is
there not a goal or purpose working through the evolutionary process? If we
must accept this inference, does it not follow that the underlying reality of the
universe is Mind (God)?

The idea that evolution moves foward a goal that was set from the
beginning of time is a teleological concept. Teleology, the claim that purpose,
goal, or direction is part of the necessary nature of things, plays an important
role in most idealistic worldviews. The case for a teleological interpretation of
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the evolutionary process is vigorously argued by Lecomte du No i y in his book
entitled Human destiny.

Is the idealist wrong in remaining us that materialism is an idea, a product

of the human mind, and that any theory that reduces all of reality to physical
mechanisms must somehow account for the fact that the theory claims to be
frue — not just a product of someone’s brain? The idealist world view may
seem at many points to be abstract and unconvincing, but o deny the idealist's
insistent claim that mind is somehow more than an electrochemical combustion
would seem to deny the possibility of philosophizing at all.

| Critiques of Idealism

1. Idealists commit the anthropomorphic fallacy; that is,
they project onto the universe, or reality-as-a-whole,
characteristics that properly apply only to human
beings, they make an illegitimate leap from minds to
Mind, from ideas to Idea, from reasoning to Reason.
The reasons idealists give for attributing human
characteristics to ultimate reality are generous and
ingenious, but they are not convincing.

2. Aristotle criticized what he considered to be the

one-sidedness of Platonic idealism. Form and structure
are essential ingredients of reality, he argued, but
everything (with the exception of God, who is Pure
Form) has a material cause as well as a formal cause. In
other words, all realities are formed matter, structures of
matter. Did not Plato over-simplify the problem? Isn’t
Aristotle’s position closer to common sense than



[ Plato's?

i 3. Who has ever encountered or experienced a mind or
' spirit independent of a matter-energy system? Scientific
! psychologists do not find it necessary to infer the
i existence of a mind or spirit in order to account for
i what is observed.

'

3. Metaphysical Dualism

Why not stand squarely in the middle of the continuum between
materialism and idealism by accepting both matter and spirit as ultimately real?
Why not adopt dualism as a worldview?

Dualism claims the merit of according with our common sense, our sense
of being two fundamentally different things: a body that we inhabit and call our
own and an *1," or a consciousness, altogether other than body. Descartes, the
founder of modern philosophy, held to this view, that there are the two ultimate
substances, one material and the other spiritual. There are the body, a material
substance, and the soul or mind, an immaterial substance.

In a voluntary act, | seem to experience my dual nature directly — first the
thought (for example, to raise my arm) and then the bodily movement (my arm
“obeys”). The example is trivial; what it points to is not: people as creators and
builders. The hoe, the hut, the ceremonial song —- indeed, the millions and
ever-increasing flow of cultural artifacts - are all materializations of ideas.
From time immemorial, human beings have experienced their dual nature. Not
only the common sense of humankind but also reason itself has led human
beings to the conception that the universe and all it contains is the
materializations of an idea, an artifact of the Creator.
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Metaphysical dualism finds expression in a variety of forms. It especially
gives rise to the persistent “mind-body problem.”

We have seen that Descartes faught that there are two ultimate
substances: the mind, which he defined as a “thinking thing,” and the body,
which he defined as an “extended thing.” No mind is extended, and no body
thinks.

These utterly distinct realities are independent of each other, yet they
seem to be connected. Bodies seem to produce mental sensations, and
thoughts appear to move bodies. The problem is: How are they connected?
(The problem is similar to attempting to move a chair by merely thinking about
moving it. No matter how close the mind gets to the chair, the chair does not
move. So, how do our thoughts “cause” parts of our bodies to move?)

Descartes's explanation is called interactionism. This is a theory of
causal connection between mind and body, the exchange-taking place,
according to Descartes, in the pineal gland of the brain. Unfortunately, this does
not solve the problem, since the brain is part of the body.

Other solutions have been suggested. One theory, occasionalism,
argues that God continuously interferes to ensure that mental events
accompany physical events. Another theory, suggested by the mathematician
and philosopher Gottfried Withelm Leibniz, who lived a generation after
- Descartes, is that God predetermined a harmonious parallel between mental
bodily events; hence the theory's name — pre-established harmony. Of
course, for the materialist and the idealist there is no problem, and the “solution”
is simple — no connection is needed because there is ultimately only one
reality.

Some philosophers view the relationship between mind and body as
analogous to another variety of metaphysical dualism — namely, theological
dualism, in which a spiritual being, God, is related to a physical reality, the worid,
The difficulties and views associated with this relation are even more varied
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than those that have to do with the mind-body problem.

i Critiques of Metaphysical Dualism

1. As we have seen, dualism raises the persistent
“mind-body problem.” How interaction between mind
and body takes place remains a mystery.

2. The weight of scientific evidence is solidly against the
concept of mind as an entity and in favor of the concept of
thinking, remembering, imaging, willing, valuing, and so
on, as ways in which the unified organism functions.
When a monkey solves a banana problem by fitting sticks
together, it does so without benefit of an immaterial
“mind.” It is no more reasonable to posit a mind entity to
account for thinking than to posit a lover entity and a
hater entity to account for the fact that people behave
lovingly and hatefully.
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4. Critical Naturalism

In sharp contrast to all dualistic views of reality, critical naturalism is
monistic, holding that there is only one reality, and that reality is nature.
Humanity itself is one kind of naturalistic process among all the others. Critical
naturalism is in agreement with materialism (which is also a naturalistic world
view) at two points. First, both views reject the idea that there is such a thing as
independent immaterial substance, such as a mind, a spirit, or a soul: for
example, thinking requires a brain, and where there is no living nerve tissue,
there can be no consciousness, mental process, or self.
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On the other hand, critical naturalism is called “critical” precisely because
of its criticisms of materialism denies that reality is nothing but a mechanical
process and holds that life generally and human activity specifically cannot be
completely described in terms of physicochemical processes.

For a picture of reality, the critical naturalist world refers us to the findings
of all the sciences. The concepts of the physical sciences are adequate for
describing the nonliving aspects of natural, but the concepts of the biological
sciences are necessary for an adequate description of living organisms. The
reality of human beings, however, is not encompassed by the language of the
physical sciences even when supplemented by the biological sciences; for a full
portrait of human reality, we must tumn to those sciences that focus directly on
human beings: psychology, sociology, and anthropology.

Critical naturalism sees nature as an interrelated series of kinds, or levels
of reality, each with its distinctive characteristics. An adequate metaphysics will
include different categories to describe what is happening on each level of
reality .For example, water is composed of oxygen and hydrogen; when these
chemical are combined in a certain way, new qualities emerge, such as wetness,
surface tension, drinkability, and so on. These qualities characterize the new
whole and are not found in the separate parts. The whole, then, is more than
the sum of its parts in the sense that it has emergent qualities.

Life is a distinct level of reality; a living organism can reproduce itself,
seeks to maintain its structure when damaged, functions through metabolism,
and so on. The laws of physics and chemistry apple to living things but cannot
describe them fully; a distinct science, biology, with higher-level concepts is
necessary.

A person is a more complex level of nature than is a single-celled
organism. The emergent qualities of people include their capacities to think
critically, have conscious purposes, laugh, predict, be self-aware, create culture,
search for meaning, and even, perhaps, philosophize. The metaphysical

- 189 -



Metaphysics ««=+ovevevvecees

categories necessary to describe these human capacities apple, so far as we
now know, to no other living or nonliving thing in the universe.

The concepts of levels of reality and emergent qualities can perhaps best
be understood in the context of the theory of evolution. Two billion years ago
“reality” was nothing but physicochemical processes, becoming progressively
more complex. No biologist or psychologist would have been needed at that
point to give a complete, metaphysical account of existence. As time passed,
however, there emerged into being living creatures with nervous structures of
ever-increasing complexity, until “nature” finally evolved into the vast diversity
that we now experience. An adequate worldview now demands terms and
categories ranging from atomic nucleus, DNA, and tropism to self-identity,
cognitive leamning, and cultural change. However, insists the critical naturalist,
that worldview does not require such categories as Mind, God, or World
Purpose.

1. The concept of emergent levels of reality may be an
adequate description of how mind and consciousness
came into existence, but it says nothing of why or what it
all means. Critical naturalism refuses to take seriously the
proposition that a purpose or goal may be operating
through evolutionary processes. Is it reasonable to believe
that purposeful, conscious beings just happened ™ by
“chance variations” in genetic structure?

2. Critical naturalism prides itself on rejecting dualism but
institutes its own dualism by holding that the unique
characteristics of human nature are totally absent in nature



l itself. Critical naturalism recognizes that people have
reasons, purpose, and values but asserts that the cosmic
process that produced them is reasonless, purposeless, and
valueless. Critical naturalism avoids the
natural-supernatural dualism but introduces a dualism
between human beings and nature.

3. Critical naturalists reject the claims of religious

is true that mystics often report their experience in the
language of their particular tradition. However, over
against the worldview of critical naturalism, they testify
that the universe, far from being a mechanism indifferent
to the human spirit, is essentially akin to it. From the
standpoint of religious experience, the canvas of critical
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5. Existentialism

The metaphysical altematives presented up to this point in the chapter
rest on a fatal assumption — according to the existentialists. Each of the
preceding views, while disagreeing about what a human being /s, assumes that
human beings are something, that they have an essence or a given nature, and
that this nature takes on character and relevance only in relation to a
preexisting set of categories or conditions. To this, the existentialist stubbomly
replies, "No!" Because existentialists refuse to frame their ideas in the light of
any traditional objective categories of reality, their position is often dismissed as
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antimetaphysical.

The existential protest does, however, in the broader light of philosophical
consideration, exhibit certain metaphysical leanings. The existential posture
with regard {o what is “real” develops initially and purely from the awareness or
experiences of a conscious self, a human *I". Whatever ¢an be labeled *real’
must flow from the personal and concrete experiences of a unique human being.
The origins are subjective; therefore, truth, meaning, and reality are subjective.
The perspective is phrased starkly in Sarire's announcement: "Existence
precedes essence.” This helps us understand why the crucial concem of
existentialists is not what one believes but rather how one believes. The basic
philosophical thrust is not on what is “out there® but rather on "that which is
aware.” It underscores the fact that the metaphysical stance of the existentialist
is unalterably subjective. ,

It is not surprising, then, that for the existentialist there is no essentia or
given human nature. There is no such thing as “man in general” or abstract
‘humanity.” A person — a self-conscious ‘I' — cannot be defined in terms of
any preexisting categories of thought or external systems of meaning. Each
authentic individual confronts the raw fact of his or her own existence in a world
in which anything can happen. He or she lives in a universe that is wide open
and ultimately beyond rational explanation. it is in this sense that, for the
existentialist, the world is “absurd.” There is no necessary structure in things.
Thete is no teleological principle at work in the universe; the world is without
purpose or direction. The only significance it can have is what an individual
person assigns fo it. An authentic human being simply decides to live — alone
and uncomforted, in fear and trembling"— as he or she confronts the
awesome.

Existentialists accept humans as irrational beings. Their answers to the
questions “Who am [?" and “What does it all mean?" are purely subjective.
Existentialists maintain that we are created continuously in the ongoing
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individual acts of choosing to be a person. Our thoughts, and especially our
actions, say to us and to others, “This is what a person is.” It is in this sense that
as conscious human beings we are “condemned to be free.” We are totally free.
There are no rewards to be eamed. There are no guarantees to be cashed in.
We are self-created, and our continuing existence implies the courage to go on
making conscious decisions without external assurances. Sartre summarizes it
this way: “Man’s project is to become God.”

As persons, we are everything and nothing, sheer potentiality and
possibility. We can make ourselves into animal or saints, conformists or rebels.
We are thrust into the world to exist in ambiguity. Each of us must affirm our
own definitions of ourselves. But this is still too impersonal. You exist; / exist.
You and | in the frightful aloneness are of our separate consciousnesses.

But existentialists also generate beliefs and make commitments. A
commitment can be authentic or unauthentic. If | am a coward, | can claim that |
am not responsible for my commitment — my childhood conditioning, my
friends, my inbon temperament, my teachers, are responsible for what | am
and what | do. If | fact my existence authentically, however, | must recognize
that | and | alone respond, and the response | make is exactly my responsibility.

Existential commitment mat be to God or to a deeply religious sense of the
mystery of existence. The views of the modem theologians Paul Tillich, Gabriel
Marcel, and Martin Buber, while grounded in the Protestant, Catholic, and
Jewish traditions, respectively, reveal strong existential influences. Other
commitments may be atheistic, with the emphasis perhaps on the selfish ‘me”
or on “humanity” viewed in a universal and altruistic way. The variety of
possible commitments must not, however, be permitted to distract us from the
crucial point that the existential focus is on how we choose and not on the
specific content of our choice.

Existential awareness of total freedom and the responsibility to create our
own meaning in an absurd world is frightening. Anguish and despair (even
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nausea) are often associated with existential freedom. But this is not necessary
the case. Existentialists may also expose themselves fully and openly to the
infinite possibilities of life so that the particular commitments they affirm clearly
express social concer or profound human compassion.

Because it is so radically subjective, and because it relies so
fundamentally on personal affirmation, existentialism presents many different
faces. The term “existentialism” itself is a loose and ill-fitting label applied to a
diverse collection of philosophical writers. The passionately religious
Kierkegaard, the nihilistic Nietzsche, the atheistically militant Sartre, all made
unique contributions to modemn philosophical thought, but they can be lumped
together only insofar as each expresses a subjective posture. Each existentialist
expresses a subjective posture that cannot be evaluated by the usual objective
standards.

4
]
|
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1. The metaphysical foundation of existentialism is |
expressed in the statement “I exist”. The fundamental i
weakness in this metaphysical position can be traced back ¢
to Descartes. Descartes experienced a state of doubt that |

]

led him to conclude, “I think, therefore I am.” From this i
he inferred that he existed as an isolated and independent ¢
self. But the experience of doubt and all other experiences !
point beyond bare existence to dimensions of reality i
within and outside the person. Therefore, existentialists *
misinterpret the human situation when they adopt as their !
major premise the conception of an ego cut off from the i
rest of the world. :
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2.

Carl Rogers describes the psychologically healthy, fully
functioning person as moving, like the existential person,
away from definitions of self and life meaning that are
externally imposed by the culture or other persons.
However, the fully functioniﬁg person does not move
toward the existential trap, to make a blind, arbitrary
choice of a life project in anxiety and trust the
spontaneous functioning of his or her total human
organism. Unlike the existentialist, who imposes
definitions on existence, the fully functioning: person
allows life meanings to emerge through participation in
situations from moment to moment.

. What is the self-conscious ego that is faced with the

awesome responsibility to define itself? Where did it
come from? Eastern thinkers and Western psychologists
alike suggest that a person’s self-concept stems primarily
from how other persons see and respond to that person.
What an irony if my existential definition of myself is no
more than a reflection from society’s mirror!
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6. The Antimetaphysical Posture
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Alternative metaphysical theories have been presented and criticized, with

the suggestion that the reader weigh the strengths and fimitations of each
theory and come to a reasoned conclusion. This suggestion rests on the
assumption that metaphysical statements are meaningful. Exactly this
assumption is rejected by the linguistic analysis, whose epistemological position

- 195



Metaphysics ««+«+vrvreeeeen.

was set forth in a preceding chapter. The linguistic analysts are skeptical of the
whole metaphysical enterprise. To say that most of them are skeptical of
metaphysical thinking is, indeed, a serious understatement; they reject it as a
morass of confusion.

For a representation of the linguistic analysis’ antimetaphysical posture, let
us examine some of the arguments put forward by a. J. Ayer in Language, Truth,
and Logic. The first chapter of Ayer's book is entitled “The Efimination of
Metaphysics.” Ayer’s thesis is that philosophizing, properly understood, is solely
an activity concerned with the analysis and clarification of language. Philosophy
in Ayer's definition is “wholly independent of metaphysics." Philosophical
analysis can and should ‘overthrow” and “demolish® metaphysics. Ayer
summarizes his position in these words:

We may accordingly define a metaphysical sentence as a sentence, which
purports to express a genuine proposition, but does, in fact, express neither a
tautology (one meaning stated in different terms) nor an empirical hypothesis.
And as tautologies and empirical hypothesis form the entire class of significant
propositions, we are justified in concluding that all metaphysical assertions are
nonsensical.

In other words, metaphysical statements about existence are literally
meaningless because they cannot possibly be verified as true or false. Take, for
example, the metaphysical statement by a theist that “God exists” or by an
atheist that "God does not exist’ or by an agnostic that “God does or does not
exist, but there is no way of knowing which way it is.” Al three statements are
totally nonsensical. We cannot demonstrate God’s existence or nonexistence by
deduction since all deductive truth rests on premises that simply define how
terms are being used. Statements about God's existence cannot claim to be
empirical hypotheses either, since we cannot say, “If God exists, X would be
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observed.” It is impossible to specify what sense observations might confirm the
existence or nonexistence of a transcendent being. If it is argued that a certain
regularity in nature provides evidence for God's existence, then the assertion
‘God exists” would be “equivalent to asserting that there is the requisite
regularity in nature.”

Ayer focuses his analytical powers on the metaphysical dispute between
idealists and realists. Is the reality of an object mental (as Berkeley claimed in
his formula “to be is to be perceived”) or physical (as in the realists’ claim that
objects exist unperceived by any mind, human or divine)? Ayer states that this
long- standing metaphysical dispute raises “an altogether fictitious question.” All
that is necessary is to give a clear definition of what we mean by a “material
object” and the metaphysical problem disappears completely; it was a
language problem all along. Suppose we follow J.S. Mill and define a material
object as ‘a permanent possibility of sensation"— that is, as a potential
sensation. We then see that Berkeley was corect in holding that every
statement about a material object is equivalent to a statement about sensations;
he was incorrect in saying that the material object is the sum of someone’s
sensations. Applying the proper definition of *material object” it is clear that
unperceived objects can exist, and empirical evidence supports the hypothesis
that they do exist — for example, | awake and observe the world as | left it. To
assert that an unperceived object exists is to predict what sensation would be
perceived if an observer were present. “To be is to be perceivable.” The
metaphysical argument between idealists and realists dissolves when words are
defined clearly; indeed, metaphysics can be completely eliminated.
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Critiques of the Antimetaphysical Posture

1.

[

w

The linguistic analysts, such as a. J. Ayer, insist that their
philosophizing is free from any and all metaphysical taint.
Their sole commitment is make language clear. Yet Ayer
refers to himself as an empiricist; he explicitly defends
phenomenalism as a theory of perception, and he obviously
holds the view that the scientific method is the only source
of reliable knowledge. Critics argue that such
epistemological commitments necessarily carry with them
metaphysical commitments. When Ayer says, in effect, “If
X (mind, God) does not exist fo and for one of my five
senses, the question of its existence or nonexistence is
meaningless,” does he actually avoid taking a stand on the
nature of what is real?

It is possible to consider metaphysical theories as
metaphysical hypotheses. It must be admitted that
metaphysical hypotheses cannot be tested empirically as
science. However, we might evaluate alternative
worldviews in terms of their ability to integrate and
explicate the total range of human experience. A
worldview with a high degree of integrating capacity
would hardly be meaningless.

. It has been asserted, “man is an incurably metaphysical

animal.” The linguistic analysts prescribe a powerful
medicine to cure the metaphysical disease. The danger is
that a side effect might be sterility of the human
imagination in confronting the vital concerns of life.
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D. Concluding Comment

Our sketch of six worldviews is seriously incomplete. There are many
variations of each one and some completely different worldviews that were not
even mentioned. Moreover, as with alternative views, you may find some
combination of two or more positions most adequate. The following combination
of two metaphysical positions may be suggestive of the many possibilities.

Mysticism is one aspect of theological. In the mystical experience the
whole of one’s being feels deeply identified with the One (God) of all existence.
But could not this sense of identity be experienced in relation to the universe
itself — a feeling of unity with nature, the central category of critical naturalism?
Are awe and reverence necessarily directed toward a supernatural being?
There is much support for a negative answer to this question. The
seventeenth-century rationalist and metaphysician Spinoza spoke of *natural
piety,” and the theologian-physician Schweitzer, of “reverence for life.” The
Eastern views of Buddhism, Taoism, and Zen celebrate as the deepest human
experience awareness and acceptance of what is and a sense of complete
identity with it. They are critical of Westem thought for embracing the “fallacy of
opposites"— that is, for classifying what is not classifiable and arbitrarily
separating what is inseparable. A similar theme runs though the work of such
Western poets as Blake, Wordsworth, Whitman, and Jeffers.

A possible combination of the views we are discussing can be developed
around the idea of pantheism, or around a less familiar position called
panentheism (literally, “all-in-God-ism"), which lies between theism and
pantheism. a. n. Whitehead and others present panentheism as a “compound
individual” theory of reality. Each higher level of reality is compounded of the
next lower, simpler level. The human body, for example, is made up of billions of
living cells yet are experienced by each of us as one. Perhaps the universe is

- 199



Me{agh l{SiCS ................

an individual compounded of us all and experiences itself as one.

Regardiess of the metaphysical view that one adopts toward life and the
world, certain criteria are helpful for evaluating the adequacy of one's position
and for weighing the relative merits of altemnative theories. First, is the view
consistent and coherent, or are there contradictions that reflect confused
thinking? (For instance, one cannot be a strict materialist and a theological
dualist at the same time.) Second, how comprehensive is the position? That is,
how much of human experience does it include and integrate? Third, does it fit
our experience and what we know about the universe? Fourth, how pragmatic is
it? For example, is it a view of life and the world that gives one hope and
courage in living? Fifth, does it have “disclosure value™? That is, does it provide
insight and understanding? Does it help to unify and explain life's experiences?
In the end, we must assess each metaphysical posture by asking two questions:
“Can | think with it?" and “Can | live with it?"

I. Vocabulary

l.stuffn. Y, B
(syn.. material, matter, substance, essence)
. continuum n. %, F%
. physicochemical . YJFE{L %K
. electrochemical a. B{LHY
. reductionist n. EH.i0E
. self-regulation n. BZ1HT
7. schizophrenic a. ¥ RIEX)
8. epiphenomenon n. BIHIS, FHHIIS
9. mutation n. R%E, T
(syn.: change, alteration, modification, variation, transformation,

AN AW
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metamorphosis)
10. substantiate v. IEBA, UESE
(syn.: prove, establish, confirm, verify, validate, authenticate,
corroborate, bear out)
11. point to KB, BE/R
12. do justice to RAOVELF, FMEAMLE
13. keystone n. Eft, EAFEN
14. vaunt vi. KIE, S8
(syn.: boast, brag, parade, show off)
15. chaos n. B, TT/F
(syn.: disorder, confusion, anarchy, turmoil, tumult, havoc,
pandemonium)
16. underlying a. 7 FEH), EXR), WREH
17.teleology n. B /it
18. combustion n. 4R
(syn.: burning, incineration, cremation, ignition)
19. anthropomorphic a. AR, BT A
20. one-sided a. FHEIF, RAUER
(syn.: unfair, unjust, inequitable, partial, biased, prejudiced)
21. taste bud KW
22. squarely adv. IE4F, EXTEH
23. hoe n. #HE)
24. drinkability n. IR
25. emergent a. F>4H, BN, BEBH
26. metabolism n. FFRCH
27. tropism n. [A)#43Z 5]
28. genetica. EHR, #IFH
29. mysticism n. A X
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30.

31
32.
33.
34
35.
36.

37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42,
43.
44,
45.
46.

47.
48.
49.

50.

51.

proffer vi. 21, #Ri{#
(syn.: offer, extend, hold out, present, propose, suggest, volunteer)
hutn. ¥2
artifact n. ATLHIS, HiEY
occasionalism »n. &R1L
theological a. XK
solidly adv . FE4F, BHLHY
entity n. X1k, HFE
(syn.: thing, object, body, creature, being, existence, essence)
pineal a. ¥R
gland n. AR
accord with 5§ —¥
monistic a. —JCIEH]
living organism 4%
surface tension KK/
in the sense M —E& X Lijf
say nothing of A, EAHR
relevance n. X%
leaning n. di[m, iR
(syn.: tendency, inclination, propensity, disposition, bent, bias,
partiality, liking, proclivity)
starkly adv. BEH, RHH
underscore vt. SR, f15R
stance n. B, BF
anguish n. B
(syn.: agony, torture, torment, pain, pang, distress, suffering, woe,
misery, heartache, grief)
nausea n. {EMX, >

(syn.: queasiness, sickness, vomiting)
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52
53

54

55
56

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.
63.

64.

65.

. ili-fitting a. RNIERH)
. posture n. F, P
(syn.: position, attitude, pose, stance, bearing, carriage, deportment
disposition, frame of mind, attitude, point of view, feeling,
opinion condition, state, situation, position)
.irony n. BHINRIERAE
(syn.: sarcasm, satire, ridicule, derision, mockery)
.cut off from (£51 55, {EPR4E
.flow from X¥{, =4
conditioning n. 45, Ep
understatement n. 522 RIBRIF
morass n. FLIEH)—HE, BE
(syn.: swamp, marsh, bog, fen, quagmire, slough)
elimination n. HERX, VHBR
(syn.: removal, rejection, expulsion, ejection, exclusion, omission,
eradication, extermination, annihilation)

tautology n. EHER

(syn.: repetition, iteration, reiteration, verbosity, redundancy,
pleonasm.)

agnostic n. NATENEHE

transcendent a. B3N

(syn.:  transcendental,  supernatural, = mystical,  abstract,
metaphysical)

requisite a. HEN), THER
(syn.: required, needed, necessary, needful, essential, indispensable,
vital, imperative, obligatory, compulsory, mandatory)
taint n. {5H, EIR
(syn.: spot, stain, blot, blemish, flaw, defect, fault, stigma, shame,
disgrace, infection, contamination, contagion, pollution)
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66. side-effect EIMNF R, BIMER
67. sterility n. HZ
68. longstanding a. B E] ]
69. explicate v. FERE, [HHA
(syn.: explain, expose, interpret, illustrate, clarify, elucidate,
analyze, comment, formulate, develop)

I1. Notes

A. Terms

1. teleology H BIi€ The theory that there is design, or purpose,
operating through the structure of the universe, the interpretation of
the universe in terms of tendencies, aims, or implicit purposes rather
than in terms of antecedents (causes).Opposed to mechanism.

2. interactionism 803X Hif A dualistic theory advanced by Descartes
that asserts a two-way causal influence between mind and body.
Introspection. The act of looking within, especially the observation or
examination of one's own mental states or processes

3. occasionalism #1 &1t The metaphysical theory relating the body and
mind espoused by Nicolas de Malebranche. It argues that mental
events parallel physical events due to the continuous interference of
God.

4. Pre-established harmony 5t XE#@#1i€ The metaphysical theory
relating the body and mind espoused by Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz. It
argues that mental events parallel physical events due to a
preordained arrangement established by God.
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. Pantheism jZ#i£ Literally, all God — God is all and all is God, the
view that God is incorporated in and an essential quality of
everything; the doctrine that God and the universe are identical.
Opposed to the transcendent view of deity.

. Panentheism 77 B ZE # i€ The view that God is immanent,
interpenetrating everything (as in pantheism), but also transcendent, a
conscious being (as in theism), God as the highest
unity-in-multiplicity.

B. Philosophers

1. Karl Marx (1818—1883) £ /R-B %2 He was the German
philosopher, economist, and revolutionary who, with Freidrich Engels,
founded the “leftist” tradition in political thought. Marx combined
aspects of Hegel's dialectic with Feuerbachs atheistic materialism,
arguing that only through a revolution of the working class could
persons become truly emancipated. His early works reflect a deep
concern with the dehumanizing effects of industrialization. With the
revolution ideally come a classless society, the replacement of privat
property with communal ownership, and the withering away of the
state. Principal works: Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of
1844, Capital, and the Communist Manifesto.

. Leibniz (1646—1716) 3% 83X He was a German rationalist who
tried to reconcile teleology and mechanism. He held that reality is
composed of an infinite number of units of force (monads), which are
“windowless” (unable to affect one another) “living mirrors”
(organized in a preestablished harmony so that each monad's actions
harmonize with, or reflect, the actions of all other monads). Monad
act from internal causes, and these causes have the principle, of
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sufficient reason (God and His desire to create the best of all possible
worlds) as their final cause. Leibniz held that evil's eristénce is
compatible with the idea of an all-good God because the best of all
possible worlds may contain imperfection. Working independently of
Newton, he developed calculus. Principle works: New Essays on
human understanding, monad logy, Essay in Threnody.

II1. Exercises

A. Review Questions

1. What ultimately constitutes everything that exists?

2. Does the universe have a purpose?

3. Is there anything beyond death?

4. Is a human being basically a body, or a soul, or both?

5. Is there order or regularity in the very nature of things?

6. Does science show that a person is nothing but a highly evolved
animal with a brain like an electronic computer?

7. In the final analysis, who or what am 1?

B. Discussion Questions

1. Assume for the sake of argument that the theory of evolution is
scientifically well grounded. Can the theory be more convincingly
interpreted in mechanistic or teleological terms?

2. Many modern philosophers follow A. J. Ayer in adopting an
antimetaphysical posture. Do you find this posture adequate and
satisfying? Why or why not?
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3. In what specific ways might an understanding of the major
philosophical alternatives in the field of metaphysics help a person
evaluate and compare the confusing assortment of religious beliefs
that are found in the world today?

4. How might a person view society and the behavior of people if she is
a strict materialist? How might she view illness if she is a strict
idealist?
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Chapter 7.
Philosophy and Religion

A. Introductory Comment

Theology today is in ferment .Not only is there tension among various
theological views, but there is also tension within religions regarding what is most
important: relationship to God or ethical behavior. Moreover, the religious
alternatives put before us by modern thinkers are perhaps not new, but they are
often couched in unfamiliar language, such as religionless Christianity, theistic
naturalism, secular Christianity, panentheism, and Christian atheism.

We shall limit the discussion in this chapter to a brief description and analysis
of the philosophical implications of some major religious alternatives that are
currently under debate. The analysis will utilize, so far as possible, the terms and
concepts that have been presented in earlier chapters.

The proper function of the philosophy of religion is to study religious beliefs in
open-minded, impartial spirit. lts posture is neither acceptance nor rejection of the
claims of any particular religion. The philosophical task is primarily one of criticism in
the sense of careful analysis and evaluation.

The term theology has two distinct meanings. It may refer to a theoretical
study of God and God's relation to the world; in this meaning it constitutes one area
of the philosophy of religion. However, ‘theology” often refers to a systematic
expression of the theories of one religion, for example, Catholic theology or Jewish
theology; theology in this sense is not an aspect of the philosophy of religion but one
of the objects for its study.
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Religion Defined

Before examining diverse religious proposals, we must face the thorny problem
of definition. It is widely agreed that a religion is a pattern of beliefs, attitudes, and
practices, Religion is more than a set of intellectual beliefs, and it involves more than
what is implied in Matthew Amold’s famous definition, “Religion is morality tinged
with emotion.” Granted that all religions are patterns of belief, feeling, and action, we
can ask what distinguishes religion from science or psychoanalysis, both of which
are patterns made up of these three elements. This question can be answered by
presenting a few definitions of “religion.” According to Royce, religion is devotion to a
moral code reinforced by beliefs about the nature of things. According to Oman,
religion is the recognition of the claim of ultimate reality — a reality worthy of and
demanding worship. According to Bertocci, the core of religion is a personal belief
that one's most important values are sponsored by or in harmony with the enduring
structure of the universe. According to Barth, religion is individuals striving to make
themselves righteous before that which they recognize as ultimate and decisive.
According to Wieman, religion is ultimate commitment to what has power to
transform human beings, because they cannot transform themselves. The common
kernel of these definitions suggests that religion is what people believe, do , and feel
in light of the conviction that their values are rooted in reality.

Paul Tillich's concept of religious faith as “ultimate concem” appears to enlarge
the concept of religion to include such meanings as *his religion is success,” “‘she
worships her husband,” and *his ultimate concem is himself." Such meanings,
however useful in other contexts, far exceed the common usage of the term
“religion”. Tillich himself goes on to interpret “ultimate concem® to mean *a
passionate concern for the ultimate.”

In philosophical thinking, the Beardsleys provide a careful definition of
“religion,” consistent with most of those cited, which in abbreviated form can serve
our purpose: “Religion” refers to any set of interrelated beliefs, together with the
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attitudes and practices determined by those beliefs, about human nature, the nature
of the universe, how people should live, and the best methods to seek the truth
about reality and values. This definition is open to criticism in that it gives priority to
beliefs over attitudes and practices on the assumption that the latter are dependent
on beliefs. The priority of beliefs can be defended on the ground that religious values
and ceremonies, while they may be of greater personal significance to the believer
than intellectual beliefs, necessarily imply certain beliefs and would wither unless the
beliefs were accepted in some important sense as true. The central religious
concern may be that a believer put faith in God and commit his or her life to God, in
contrast to giving intellectual assent to the statement “God exists " is a true one. We
shall follow this line of reasoning in our discussion of religious alternatives and focus
on the belief dimension.

B. Epistemological Issues

1. Introductory Comment

The current state of religious thinking is in turmoil, and the reason for this
condition is abundantly clear. Religion confronts a secular, science-oriented world,
and most religious thinkers insist on engaging contemporaries in dialogue. They
argue that religion must make sense to the modem mind or be dismissed as
irelevant. The present context of religious discussion is, then, a search for relevance,
and the search hinges on the question of religious knowledge. The o.estion is: How
can religious beliefs be justified to the modem mind?
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2. A Continuum of Religious Knowing

Faith and Reason
Are Complementary

Faith and Reason Faith and
Are Incompatible Reason
Converge

3. Ways of Religious Knowing

The tension between the modem mind and religion does not result primarily
from a collision between two conflicting bodies of knowiedge. The tension is sharper
and deeper; it is a clash between seemingly irreconcilable ways of conceiving what
reality is and how it can be known.. In the philosophy of religion this tension is
usually discussed in terms of the relation between faith and revelation o the one
hand and reason on the other.

Undoubtedly the most common justification that people give for their religious
beliefs is faith. What does “faith” mean in a statement such as “My belief that God
(or soul or immortality) exists is based on faith™? It means very different things to
different people.

“Faith" can refer to an act of complete commitment — ‘I am willing to bet my
life on the truth of my belief.” In this sense faith is often contrasted with reason
because people do not give reasons or inteliectual arguments to show that their
beliefs are true; they simply report that they have taken “the leap of faith® .It might
even be argued that faith and reason are radically incompatible. On the other hand,
if total commitment means commitment of a person's total, integrated self, faith will
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then necessarily include reason by being consistent with the beliefs to which that
person gives intellectual assent. This consistency might be so complete that the
objects of reason and faith are seen to converge; or reason might complement faith
by providing rational grounds for holding a belief.

Revelation, with which faith is usually linked and which may stand allied with
or opposed to reason, is interpreted in various ways. A traditional view in Western
theism is that God revealed in the Bible a complete set of religious doctrines and
truths. Within this overall view, some people hold that every biblical statement is
inspired by God in word-for-word fashion and is thereby a literal truth. Others insist
that biblical stories and descriptions must be demythologized and held as symbolic
truth. In contrast to the traditional view, certain influential twentieth-century
theologians, including Karl Barth and Emil Brunner, defend the idea that God is
revealed in a personal way to people in all periods of history. In Brunner’s words,,
*Scripture is only revelation when conjoined with God's spirit in the present.” This
view, which stresses the importance of personal religious experience, has been
calied a nonpropositional view of revelation. it is nonpropasitional because the
crucial connection is not abstract or even logical; it is fundamentally subjective.

a. Faith and reason are incompatible. The early Christian theologian Tertullian
gave classical expression to this view with his rhetorical question “What hath Athens
to do with Jerusalem?" The same orientation was expressed by Martin Luther, the
Protestant reformer, who insisted that human reason could not reach God because
grace is not rational and human reasoning has been distorted by sin. In his
*Memorial to his conversion to Christianity, Blaise Pascal began with the words “The
God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, the God of Jacob, not of philosaphers and
scholars.” Reason has its place — for instance, in science but its place is not in
refigion. Thus, in Western theism there have been those who refuse to fet faith and
revelation have anything to do with reason.

In modern thought this position is best expressed by refigious existentialists
such as Bultmann and Tillich. They are content to let science usurp the field of
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“kmowing” reality and to ground religious faith in a personal response to reality. Faith,
says Tillich emphatically, is not a dimension of knowledge and should never claim to
be a type of knowledge. For him, “faith is a total and centered act of the personal
self.” His view is that metaphysical-theological statements are statements not about
what exists but about people's experienced relation to existence. For example, the
proposition “God exists” means “I experience a depth in my being when | respond to
reality with ultimate concern.” On the view that the term “God" refers to whatever is
ultimate in a person's experience, the assertion that “God does not exist’ is
meaningless unless people encounter no depth in themselves at all. For Tillich, the
only issue is to discover appropriate symbols for what is ultimate in human
experience.

Kierkegaard spoke of the ‘“infinite qualitative distinction” between God and
humans. Human reason is incapable of contemplating God. Nevertheless,
Kierkegaard wrote that the postulate of God’s existence is so far from being arbitrary
that it is precisely a life necessity. It is then not so much that God is a postulate, as
that the existing individual's postulation of God is a necessity. Existentialists who
follow this direction do not give logical reasons for their belief that God exists;
instead, they give personal reasons for their decision to believe.

1. By giving up all claims to religious knowledge and dealing
solely with personal responses, the existential stand does not
conflict with science but may end up as an extremely
personal stance--what has been called radical subjectivity.

2. Tillich and Bultmann assume that most human beings are
concerned with ultimate matters, the depth in life. But
modemn people are not only science-minded; they are also



increasingly oriented to finding satisfaction in practical,
secular interests. They appear to lead full lives without
probing to the depths of their existence.

3. Tillich and Bultmann advance their ideas in defense of the

equally well support non-Christian beliefs or, indeed, a
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b. Faith and reason converge. One might summarize this view with the
statement “All truth is God'S truth.” Perhaps the most outstanding proponents of this
view in the Western tradition were the Christian Apologists, who defended the
Christain religion against intellectual attacks in the second and third centuries. Justin
Martyr and the Alexandrian school (which included Clement and Origen) identified
the Greek philosophical concept of the “logos™-the rational principle that pervades
the universe and gives it order--as the pre-incamate Christ. They argued that the
*seminal logos,” in which all minds participate, has now been fully and clearly
revealed in Jesus Christ. Thus, phitosophers like Socrates knew something of the
same truth that Christianity teaches. Philosophy, then, seeks the same God and the
same {ruth as theology.

Some of these Christian theologians were influenced by Neoplatonism, found
in the teachings of people like Plotinus. God is the One from whom all things
emanated and to whom all things are drawn. It is understandable how such a belief
would lead to the insistence that faith and reason ultimately converge.

Some would place Tillich in this category, since he believes that the theologian
must be a conscious philosopher; but his existentialism qualifies his placement in
this category. A better contemporary example this position is Wolfhart Pannenber.
He insists that the scientific method is as applicable to theology as it is to other areas
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of academic discourse; theologians must operate under the same universally
accepted methods of reasoning, as does the rest of the West. Further, since
theology investigates God — who, as the all-determining Reality, involves all
reality — theology is the study of all reality from a certain point of view.

Critiques of the Convergence View

1. While this view has much to commend it for its attempt to
unify faith and reason, it is liable to dissolve the
distinction between the religious and secular realms such
that the former becomes a meaningless or needless
category.

. Some would argue that this view illegitimately places
God and other objects of intellectual inquiry on the same
plane, whereas these belong on two radically

(3

incompatible levels of reality.
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C. Faith and reason are complementary. This position arques for some
overlapping between faith and reason; they neither contradict nor converge with
each other but complement each other. For instance, the medieval theologian
Thomas Aquinas thought that reason takes us part of the way to a true knowledge of
God, for those who had the intellectual ability, reason not only confirmed what faith
received from revelation but laid the foundation for truths that only revelation could
provide (such as the doctrine of trinity, which transcends reason's ability to grasp).
For those who lacked the intelligence or time for philosophical reasoning, revelation
would provide what reason could not grasp in the area of religious knowledge.

Though he had his predecessors, Aquinas gave classical expression to several
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proofs for the existence of God, which is called the “Five Ways.” Others have
developed (or critiqued) these arguments or added to the list. They include the
following.

(I} The cosmological argument. In the cosmological argument everything that
we observe in the world is dependent on conditions and causes that precede it in
time, and these, in turn, are dependent on still other things. But there could not be an
infinite regress of these dependent causes. Facing the contingency of things in the
world leads us to recognize that there must exist some being whose existence is not
contingent but necessary. The unconditioned, necessary source of the world's being
is God — the First Mover and First Cause.

(2) The ontological argument. First developed by Anselm and later elaborated
by Descartes, this argument begins with the nature of being (refer to ontology). By
definition, God is the most perfect being that we can conceive. A perfect being
possesses all the attributes or characteristics of perfection, including the property of
‘existence.” (That is, it is more perfect to have all the characteristics of perfection
and exist than it is to have them and not exist.) Thus, the very definition or idea of
God entails God's existence, and to say “God does not exist” is therefore
contradictory.

(3) The third of the classical arguments for God's existence is often considered
the strongest because if affords a reasonable interpretation of the universe. The
argument is founded on the observed orderliness of the universe. Consider the
following analogy. Suppose you were wandering about in Men desert and stumbled
across a watch. Would you seriously entertain the hypothesis that the watch had
been created by the purposeless swirling of the sand?

Many of the scientists of the seventeenth century were convinced by the
design argument for God's existence. They found order and regularity in the
universe. People like William Paley concluded that God was a perfect watchmaker
who had created an orderly and harmonious machine that would run forever.
Because God was perfect, the machine was perfect. God did not need to tinker with
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the creation but could leave it alone, and it would operate etemally. This view of God
as a perfect and unconcemned inventor is called deism.

(4) The moral argument. Immanual Kant, William James, and a host of others
justify belief in God's existence by pointing to the desirable moral consequences that
belief produces in the lives of many people — lives dedicated to noble causes and
replete with meaning and peace of mind. A belief should be accepted on pragmatic
grounds when empirical evidence does not support or deny its validity. The belief in
God is in this category. The belief in God not only motivates and supports our, moral
striving but also is also necessary to explain the very existence of moral concemn and
the hunger for righteousness. However various the themes played by the instrument
of culture, they all point toward a deeply embedded moral sense, God-given moral
nature in human beings.

(5) The common sense of humankind argument. The evidence is clear that
every culture in every place and period of history (with the possible exception of our
own) has had some form of religion and some conception of God or gods. The
common sense of humankind, then, supports supernatural world view. No scientific
worldview has ever stood up to the test of time.

Arguments like these represent classical attempts to develop a natural
theology Recently, developments in this area have included efforts to treat the
existence of God as a hypothesis and to evaluate it in terms of its ability to integrate
the full range of human experience. Peter Bertocci utilizes this approach to the
discovery of religious knowledge. He labels his conception of truth “empirical
coherence.” He applies his concept by developing a wider design argument God's
existence. He argues that the existence of a creative cosmic Intelligence is the most
reasonable hypothesis to explain the following *empirical” evidence: (1) the purposive
interrelation of matter and life, (2) the relevance of thought to reality, (3) the
interrelationship of moral effort and the order of nature,(4) the support in nature for
human values, (5) this world as good for human beings, (6) the significance of
esthetic experience, and (7) the confirmation of religious experience.
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A similar line of reasoning is used by Teilhard de Chardin, who attempts “to
develop a homogeneous and coherent perspective of our general extended
experience of man. A whole, which unfolds.” He finds the God hypothesis necessary
to explain the consistent movement of evolution toward the production of ever-higher
levels of consciousness in what he calls an "irreversibly personalizing universe.

1.

With regard to the rationalistic arguments for God’s
existence, it should be noted that statements about the
nature of God are often derived by deduction, in the
tradition of rationalism. For example, it is held that God is

by definition perfect. On the basis of this principle, it is then

reasoned that God must exhibit in supreme degree the
qualities imperfectly found in human beings: Human beings
have limited knowledge — God must be omniscent human
power is finitt — God must be all-powerful. This
deductive kind of reasoning seems straightforward enough,
but its use has led to conflicting ideas. For example, most
theists reason that, since God is perfect, God must be eternal
and unchanging; other theists reason that human beings
grow and develop, and, therefore, some aspect of God's
nature must also change and be enhanced through time.
Modern philosophers increasingly refuse to enter such
disputes since it seems impossible to resolve them on either
rational or empirical grounds or in terms of red truth.

- Critiques of the arguments for God's existence are presented

in greater detail:
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2a. The cosmological argument. Many able minds find no
difficulty in accepting the idea of an infinite series of causes
and effects, but, even for those who insist that there must
have been a First Cause, the cosmological argument
provides no ground for believing that First Cause to be God
rather than, say, matter-energy.

2b. The ontological argument. Both formulations of the
ontological argument confuse the meaning of a symbol with
the existence of that to which the symbol refers. "Ghost"
means a visible immaterial apparition, but the fact that
someone uses the term in no way guarantees that there are
such things as ghosts,

2c. The design argument. The classical criticisin of the
design argument was made by David Hume. In the
Dialogues Hume suggested that the universe is actually
more like an animal or a vegetable than a watch; hence we
might better infer an organic impulse as creator rather than a
Mind or Spirit. Then, pointing to the many imperfections of
the world (the blind the of the evolutionary process are an
example), he wondered whether perhaps our world was
created by a second-rate deity on one of its “off” days.
Hume’s general position might be put in the form of a
question: Since earthquakes, disease, idioy, sin, death, and
all manner of human suffering are not accepted as evidence
of the universe's lack of design, what imperfection, if it did
exist, would be accepted as evidence?

2d. The moral argument. Every society, it is true, has a



! provide a sufficient explanation of and support for such
codes without appeal to a supernatural source or sanction.

2e. The common sense oj humankind argument. The
common sense of humankind has consistently supported
beliefs in magic, the flatness of the earth, and the
supernatural origin of dreams. Why trust it concerning
God's existence when we do not trust it in other matters?

In light 4 these criticisms of such rationalistic arguments,

perhaps it is better to assume the posture of Anselm and view these

i not as proofs leading to belief in God's existence but as proofs

‘ leading from belief. That is, at best such arguments help to confirm

« the faith one already has.

3. The difficulty in the method of empirical coherence is that
people do not agree on the conclusions that come from
application of the method. For example, the same evidence
that Bertocci uses to support the hypothesis that God exists is
explained by other observers on the hypothesis that God does
not exist or that God exists not as a being but as a dimension

of reality.
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We turn now to consider some of the religious beliefs that eventuate from the
diverse ways of knowing and believing that we have examined.

- 220



C. Metaphysical Issues

1. Introductory Comment

The basic religious choice confronting Westem thinkers today is to hold on to
some version of classical theism as it developed in the GreekJudeo-Christian
tradition or to pay heed to one of the myriad voices reinterpreting or rebelling against
that tradition.

The mood of many recent religious thinkers is congenial with the biblical
statement “we have this treasure in earthen vessels.” If the treasure of religious truth
cannot be conveyed in traditional idioms, let these be discarded without regret and
new models constructed. Such is the atmosphere of much present-day religious
discussion.

2. A Continuum of Beliefs on the Nature of God

Panentheism Finite Deity
Pantheism Transcendenta
Anthropology

Traditional

Theism Humanism

3. The Nature of God

Traditional theim: God is a supematural Being. Theism in its traditional form
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was first formulated by Philo (ca. 20 B.c.E. — 54 ¢. E.). Traditional theism lasted
1,700 years without serious challenge and remains today the most popular
conception in the minds of both believers and nonbelievers. In this view, God is
conceived as a supernatural Being, who is perfect in all respects. The tradition
argues that human experience does not provide an adequate basis for
understanding God's nature. Despite this position, God is described as possessing
qualities that human beings prize for themselves, such as love, wisdom, and power.
God is described as lacking those characteristics that people consider inferior in
themselves, such as incompleteness, exposure to suffering, and dependence on a
changing environment. In the Thomistic phrase, God is “pure actuality” but not pure
potentiality. God is held to be supreme in Being but not. supreme in Becoming. God
is simple, not complex; a unity, not a multiplicity of parts. The traditional view holds
that God is completely self-sufficient-in no way dependent on any-thing outside.
God is eternal and unchanging, totally unaffected by events in time, and no aspect of
God's nature ever changes. As Creator, God is omnipotent cause, never effect;
wholly active, not passively affected by any event. God's knowledge is perfect
(omniscient), and this includes knowledge of the future. God is wholly good, without
lack or imperfection.
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1. If God is perfectly good and all-powerful, how can we
account for the excessive suffering in the world? This
question poses what is known as the problem of evil,
which we shall consider in more detail later. The answer
that suffering is a necessary concomitant of natural laws
and that therefore ours is still “the best of all possible



N

create a more harmonious order. A more frequent
response to the problem is-that evil results from the free
will with which God endowed human beings because God
wanted human love to be freely given, God wanted
uncoerced obedience to the divine will. But this answer is
incons istent with the classical view that God is complete
and does not want or desire anything because nothing is
lacking.

. Is it sufficient that a God of love actively pours out love

while remaining totally unaffected by the loving
responses that are generated? It has been suggested that
for God to experience complete (perfect) happiness, God's
nature would have to change progressively in time by
having added to it the joyful experiences of sentient
creatures. There appears to be a tension or even a
contradiction, then, between the classical view of a
self-sufficient God and the conception of God as Loving
Father. It is conceivable that a totally self-contained Being
created the world, but in what sense could God care for
creatures without directly experiencing their pains and
frustrations--unless in some sense God suffers with them?
The Christian would no doubt answer that
God-embodied-in-Christ does suffer. This answer points
to the central difficulty: how the timeless and unchanging
can possibly become incarnate in our world of historical
change.

. Other inconsistencies, or at least paradoxes, in traditional

theism concern God's knowledge of the world. In the
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traditional view, God has an unchanging knowledge of
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objects that change. Furthermore, how can God have a
full, perfect awareness and knowledge of the world since
it is denied that the multiplicity of things are constituents
of God's Being? Knowledge is incomplete unless events
are directly experienced from the “inside.” By analogy, 1
am more exactly aware of my toothache,
which is inside of me and which I directly feel, than I am
of your toothache. '

The religious views that will now be presented can
best be understood as alternative responses to the

P

. Ludwig Feuerbach and Sigmund Freud argued that the
God of traditional theism is merely a projection of human
minds. Religion is an illusion fed by our wishful thinking,
To avoid facing up to the real world, with its stone-cold
natural forces and our finite limitations, we fabricate a
transcendent father figure that, if nothing else, comforts
us because we know that “all is the Father's will.” Freud
recommended that we grow out of such an infantile
response, face reality, and adopt a mature, scientific view
of the world.
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b. Pantheism: All is God. Pantheists put forward a double claim: First, all that
exists constitutes a unity. Second, this all-inciusive unity is divine. In this view, God is
not a separate being or personality; rather, all the laws, forces, and manifestations of
the self-existing universe are God; God is a whole that gathers up into itself all that
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exists. One argument for pantheism dates from the Middle Ages: Because God
alone truly is, all that is must in some sense be God. In Spinoza's language, there is
only one substance, a single, connected system; this unlimited, all-inclusive
substance is Nature/God. God is one with the incessantly active whole of Nature
Spinoza believed that by removing the traditional personal traits of mind and will
from the concept of God, he opened the way for human beings to unify themselves
with the divine center. The goal of Vedic pantheism in Hindu philosophy is also to
unite the believer with ultimate reality, Brahma. Unlike Spinoza, however, Vedanta
teaches that the imperfect, changing world of material objects and everyday
experience is illusory; only Brahma, perfect, unchanging, and indefinable, is real.

One criticism of pantheism is that neither scientific fact
nor everyday experience supports the view that all that
exists is a unity, much less a divine unity. The major
difficulty with pantheism for many people is that the
pantheistic God is simply not a being at all.

¢. Panentheism: All is in God. Panentheism is a view of God held by a number
of religious thinkers and philosophers, most notably a. n. Whitehead. The theory has
been developed most systematically by Charles Hartshorne in the Process school.
Panentheism claims to incorporate the strengths of both traditional theism (God
transcends the world) and pantheism (God is all) while avoiding their difficulties.
According to panentheists, God is the Supreme Being, who totally includes the worid.
Most of the polarities found in human experience, such as being-becoming and
unchanging-changing, find supreme expression in God's nature God's original
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(primordial) nature is etemal, unchanging, containing all possibilities. God's,
historical (consequent) nature is in lime. Constantly growing and expanding,
containing all actualities. God is a unity of multiplicity. God's Being, then, contains
the major contrasts: Being and Becoming: the One and the Many; sustaining activity,
yet feeling receptivity; cause and effect. God's knowiedge is not static, completed,
outside time; rather, it is full memory of the past and full awareness of novel events
as they occur in the world, which God's Being includes.

Panentheists like Whitehead present us with the picture of an organic universe
made up of compound individuals. Each higher level of reality is compounded of the
next lower, simpler level. A cell in the human body, for example, is a living unity of an
immense number of individuals of a lower order of complexity (atoms, molecules).
The human body is made up of billions of living cells, yet it is experienced by each of
us as one. The universe may also be understood as an individual (God),
compounded of alf individuals, that experiences itself as one. This picture of the
universe is captured in Alexander Pope's couplet:

All are part of one stupendou whole,
Whose body nature is, all God the soul.

The metaphysical view of H. n. Wieman is a further variation of the Process
position, which accords well with panentheism. People experience in their lives the
challenge of ideals, possibilities for personal fulfillment, a movement forward to
ever-richer value realization. The key term for Wieman is “creativity,” especially the
creative transformation of people in their capacity to think, control, and appreciate.
God is creativity, the creative world process. Creativity is not supernatural, but it is
mysterious and beyond full human understanding and control. Creativity is eternal in
the sense that it functions continuously in the present; it is not “out of * or “beyond”
time. Creativity is the very stuff and structure of natural reality. Creativity, says
Wieman, is a power that can transform human beings, save them from evil, endow

- 226 -



them with the greatest good — provided that they commit themselves without
reservation to this transforming power.

While panentheists attempt to avoid the criticisms leveled
against traditional theism, they are not entirely immune

for having a God who is so dependent on and limited by
the world (that is, who is not omnipotent) as to be
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d. Finite deity: God is a limited Being. We have noted that the conception of
God in traditional theology raised the problem of evil: If God is all-good and
all-powerful, how can we account for the imperfections of the world and human
suffering?

Some human suffering can be explained in terms of the human exercise of free
will, and the suffering that leads to the perfecting of moral virtue is consistent with
the idea of God's goodness. But it appears to many observers that there is an
excess of both natural evils, such as destructive earthquakes and floods, and moral
evils, as when temptation and suffering so far exceed people’s capacity to respond
creatively to them that they lead to total breakdown of the personality.

Religious thinkers typically maintain the position that God is perfectly good and
cannot be conceived of as wanting or willing evil. in order to give an empirically
coherent account of excess evil, some of these thinkers put forward the conception
that God is a finite being, that is, has limited power.

For example, Plato advanced the concept of chaotic matter, an environment
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uncreated by and external to God and recalcitrant to God's will. Piato envisioned
God as a cosmic Artist, who attempts to shape the matter of the world into rational
form. God is, then, not omnipotent but restricted by the receptivity involved in the
original matter, which Plato called the receptacle.

W. P. Montague finds, unsatisfactory Plato's dualism of two eternal principles,
God and matter. Montague conceives of God's environment as “inside” rather than
‘outside” God. What in God is not God, God's inner environment, is the world itself,
consisting of “all finite existence, energies, particles or what not” For Montague, God
is an ascending force that labors to unify the relatively free and uncooperative beings
and elements that compose God's inner environment. God is a kind of leaven
working on chaotic elements to bring evolutionary development and greater
possibilities of value realization.

E. S. Brightman has worked out yet another version of a finite God. Brightman
holds that the recalcitrant factor that God struggles to harmonize and spiritualize is
the Given within God's own nature. The Given is the rational content of God's mind,
comparable to the sensations and feelings that are given as brute facts in human
experience. The Given is the raw material for the expression of God's moral and
esthetic purposes.

Brightman's theory differs from Montague's by maintaining that all finite beings,
including human beings, are created by and dependent on God for their nature and
ongoingness. Montague's and Brightman's concepts of a finite God, but not Plato’s,
can be fitted into the view of panentheism discussed earlier in this chapter.

conception of God’s Being, they are also susceptible to the
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e. Transcendental anthropology: God is a dimension of human existence.
Transcendental anthropology has recenfly emerged as a reaction fo ‘radical
theology,” which had proclaimed the death of God. Though the latter movement
flared up and died quickly, it forced many religious thinkers to reformulate or reject
traditional religious doctrines in order to be consistent with a scientific worldview.
Proponents of this movement included Paul Tillich, Dietrich Bonhoeffer, John a. T.
Robinson (Honest to God). Paul Van Buren, Harvey Cox, William Hamilton, and
Thomas J. J. Altizer.

Bonhoeffer posed the issue most poignantly in his prison letters before he was
hanged by the Nazis in 1945: “How is it possible to talk of God in a world that has
shed its religious penumbra?” His answer was, ‘religionless Christianity.” He argued
that modern humanity has come of age and is no longer dependent on a “God of the
gaps” to explain the workings of the universe or to intrude into human lives at
moments of personal crisis. People today, said Bonhoeffer, feel no need to fit the
observable universe into any metaphysical framework *beyond” it. He said that ‘man
has learned to cope with all questions of importance without recourse to God as a
working hypothesis." He spoke of “God in human form” and “God as truly
immanent.’

Thus, the radical theologians totally rejected theological dualism and all ideas
of a supernatural realm that is somehow * above " or “beyond” the natural world we
inhabit. Tilich held that the protests of atheists against the existence of a Supreme
Being were correct. These thinkers describe God not as creator but as ‘the ground
of being” or “the ground of our being.” They also refer to God as Being-ltself, ultimate
reality, the structure of reality, and the depth of existence. Salvation is not
forgiveness through the atoning death of Christ but the ontological reunion with the
ground of being. Tillich, Robinson, and Bonhoeffer insisted that the supematural God
of traditional theism is no longer a living reality in contemporary minds. Thus,
secularism is the key idea here: Any question arising in life must and can be
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answered in this world of spare and time, without any reference to the transcendent.
Classical beliefs must be “contextualized” so that the meanings of our religious terms
and the language we use about God will suit the Zeitgeist — the modem
self-understanding.

Responding to the concems of radical theology, some “revisionist theologians,”
such as David Tracy, have used the method of transcendental anthropology to revise
traditional theology such that the result is both appropriate to the Christian tradition
and existentially adequate for the human experiences of secular people.

Tracy suggests that our everyday space-and-time experiences disclose
moments or features in which dimensions of the ultimate or transcendent reality
appear. Concerns are raised that cannot be answered in mere space and time
categories. But traditional Christian categories can make sense of our present
experience, and it is the theologian's task to give appropriate symbolic expression to
the *faith of secularity.” This faith involves the drive that all of us have to find life
intelligible, coherent, and worthwhile. This drive implies, or is validated by the
assumption that there is an ultimate intelligible ground of being-namely, God. We
express this “faith” in “limit language,” a form of religious fanguage that goes beyond
the categories of secularity. For example, the awareness of our femporal existence
not only opens up possibilities of advance, change, newness, and hope but also
reminds us that all things decay and are transient — that we are getting older. At
the limits of our temporality, facing our death, we experience a void. But we can
express our confidence in that which goes beyond our experience through fimit
language that recalls our basic faith in the value of life (that is, “heaven” or “a new
heaven and a new earth’). Or we experience evil acts, such as the Holocaust, that
are so heinous that they cry out for a more-than-human judgment for a “hell.” Again,
we experience a transcendental dimension to our existence that we can
appropriately and adequately express only in religious language. This is how the
revisionist theologians answer the question “How is it possible to talk about God in a
world gone secular?” Their answer: In anguage that is appropriate to the Christian
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1. Critics have confronted the radical theologians with a
difficult question: In what sense can God as Being or the
ground of being, but not a Being, be characterized as
“gracious, personal, and loving?” It is hard to conceive how
anything other than a person. can have personal qualities.

2. Is it possible that so much attention will be focused on

latter loses its prophetic function and becomes a captive of
the cultural milieu? This seems to have happened in Nazi
Germany, when the German Lutheran Church gave religious
expression and endorsement to Hitler's agenda.

3. Does religion really end up being nothing more than an
expression of lofty ideals and aspirations such that “God”is
only “human in a loud voice™? (Refer to Feuerbach’s

i
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i

i
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i culturally adequate expressions of religious faith that the
|
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' critique of theism.)
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f. Humanism: God is replaced by human. A modem expression of what many
have called a “"secular religion” is found in the philosophical perspective loosely
referred to as humanism. Numerous definition of humanism has been proposed,
and humanists differ widely in their attitudes and activities, but there are certain
common characteristics that humanists tend to exhibit.

Probably the most basic humanistic assumption is that human beings are
somehow a source or center of value. Whatever else they may be, people are, in
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their own right, valuable or meaningful. Theistic humanists believe people to be
divinely created; naturalistic humanists see people simply as natural animals; but
either way , human beings are good--simply as human beings. Many present-day
humanists echo the early Greek sophist Protagoras: “Man is the measure of all
things.” Humankind is the means by which the world assumes a dimension of value.

A second characteristic or emphasis among humanists is their typical
opposition to supernatural and especially they're the typical of religion. Humankind is
somehow special, but this fact does not imply that it must explain its specialness or
uniqueness in abstract or nonhuman terms. It is wondrous and good just to be
human. It is meaningful to live here and now-without the crutch of an etemal reward
or a transcendent existence yet to be aftained. Humanism proposes a means for
meeting, in a practical, secular way, some of the basic human needs traditionally met
by religion. This does not require belief in the supernatural or in an abstract principle.
Human beings-on this earth, in this life-can manage their most pressing affairs. As
Corliss Lamont expresses it: “This life is all and enough.” Those qualities referred to
as “spiritual” merely reflect people at their best, fighting cooperatively, intelligently,
and courageously for their own and their neighbors' welfare. Their efforts are guided
by human sympathy and concern.

A third characteristic of humanists is that they view human beings as in some
respect free. Human beings may live in a natural world of cause and effect, but they
are not fully explained in deterministic terms. They are not merely material entities or
machines. A human being is a special kind of complex organism that can think,
objectify experience, and, within limits, rebuild his or her own environment.
Furthermore, human beings are dominated by no moral imperatives beyond those
they prescribe for themselves. When they obey rules or laws not of their own making,
they lose their humanness and become enslaved. Human beings are answerable to
each other. Humanists express the staunch conviction that human values and
human potentialities must not be averwhelmed by any belief or system that does not
take account of humanity's singular but fundamental humanness.
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A fourth quality exhibited by most humanists is their willingness to rely on
reason and intelligence to answer human questions and to solve human problems.
Usually this means that in technical matters science is viewed as the most effective
method for changing and improving the world. In the area of moral values human
beings are credited with the capacity to reason and to apply scientific knowledge to
the enlightened reguiation of human affairs. No extra-human sources of knowledge
are needed or, indeed, acknowledged.

Finally, humanists typically identify themselves as humanitarians. This means
that they show an abiding concern for the good life for themselves and their fellows.
They support such causes as and social justice in the belief that freedom. peace and
democracy are practical and attainable goals that human beings can leam about and
work fo create. Many humanists work toward a universal society in which people
voluntarily and thoughtfully cooperate to satisfy one another's basic needs. They
envision a shared life in a shared world.

Not all humanists subscribe to every one of the above points. Nevertheless,
they exhibit a steadfast a person-centered morality in which humankind is viewed as
awhole and in which the survival and welfare of the species Homo sapiens becomes
a cause worthy of the time, energy, thought, and devotion of all human beings.
Humanists insist that moral values be removed from, the jurisdiction of the
theological dogma or abstract speculation. They commit themselves to the
proposition that human behavior — especially relations with fellow — should be
constantly reviewed and revised in the light of current human needs and changing
social conditions. They prefer to accept no worldview at al rather than permit human
beings to be squeezed into any categories that rob them of their integral humanness.
They may even use a traditional religious imagery when they envision * a society of
loved ones.”

The strong axiological emphasis in humanism raises questions that will be
addressed in the following section. (see also Chapter 8.)
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D. Axiollgical Issues

1. Introductory Comment

The particular stand a person takes on epistemological and metaphysical
issues has implications for how he will think about values and moral issues. This
interrelationship also holds true in the area of religious beliefs. For example, a
person who believes that God's revelation on propositional will seek a precise set of
moral rules to guide his value decisions; a person who believes in God's revelation
as personal rather than propositional will look for grounds other than exact rules on
which to base her moral judgments. Similarly, someone who rejects belief in the
existence of a supernatural order will, if she is consistent, attempt to realize her
highest values during her earthly existence. In what follows we will sample only
some of the options available in the area of religious ethics.

2. A Continuum of Religious Values

Contextual
Ethics
Rule
Morality

Social Gospel

Liberation

Theology
Traditiona “New”
Religious Morality Religious Morality
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3. Traditional Religious Morality

Remembering St. Augustine’s dictum “Love God, and then do what you will,"
we must be careful not to attribute to traditional Christian theology one uniform way
of thinking about moral matters. Nonetheless, many Protestant and Catholic leaders
through the centuries have located the heart of Christian ethics in the content of
moral commands that are proclaimed to each succeeding generation as unchanging
and eternally valid. The most vocal proponent of this view today is the New Religious
Right.

We will meet this view of values in Chapter 8 under the heading “Theory of
Objectivism.” This view is sometimes called rule morality because it is formulated
into a code of specific rules of conduct.

Now we can survey some altemative conceptions of religious ethics as critical
reactions to the traditional moral approach.

1. Moral rules become out of date; they cease to be relevant to
changing conditions. For example, nineteenth-century codes on
slavery, war, and the status of women simply do not apply to
present conditions.

adequately encompassed in a set of moral do's and don'ts because
moral teachings concern a person's motives and the consequences
of that person’s acts in specific situations, not just the behavior

! !
i |
| |
i i
i 2. Moral teachings, such as “love your neighbor,” cannot be i
i i
i i
i itself. i



l process of deduction from authoritative principles is unconvincing
to people who have learned to derive guiding principles for
conduct inductively from experience.
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4. “New” Religious Morality

a. The social gospel and liberation theology. Following World War |, Protestant
liberals reacted to what they considered the limitations of traditional formulations of
morality by proclaiming that the true meaning of Christian ethics is a social gospel.
Walter Rauschenbusch, for example, embraced God as a fellow worker in reforming
society. The Christian's primary moral duty, he said, lies not in achieving personal
salvation but in saving society. His obligation is to attack the social problems of
disease, poverty, and social in justice and create the Kingdom of God on earth here
and now.

The parallel stance of liberation theology was set forth in 1968 at the Catholic
Bishops Conference in Medellin, Columbia: The Church must follow the gospel
mandate in defending the rights of the poor and the oppressed. Pope Paul VI
addressed prominent citizens of Bogota before the conference: “You, Lords of this
World and Sons of the Church ...your ears and your hearts must be sensitive to the
voices crying out for bread, concem, justice, and a more active participation in the
direction of society.” Archbishop Romero, before his assassination in E| Salvador in
1980, declared that the Church lives in a political world because it has opted for
those who are oppressed and repressed. ‘It could not be otherwise,” he said, “if the
Church, like Jesus, is to turn itself toward the poor.”

b. Contextual ethics. Working largely from the work of Dietrich Bonhoeffer,
some contemporary Protestant ethicists have developed ‘contextual ethics™ in
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response to traditional moral theories that place binding rules above an empathetic
assessment of the specific context in which an action is required. Bonhoeffer called
for Christians to reject the idea of living two spheres — church and world, sacred
and secular. Christians are to serve Christ in the marketplace, not in a monastery.
They are fo get “earthy’and help the world to become truly worldly. As one
contextualist, Paul Lehmann, puts it, the goal of Christian ethics is to help people
become more human. In doing so, each situation will have fo be assessed in order to
make a free and responsible choice, which norms and rules cannot usually
anticipate.

H. Richard Niebuhr was another- fountainhead of this ethical position,
influencing others, such as James Gustafson. Niebuhr called his theory “social
existentialism” to show that the self is both shaped by social forces and radically free
to act responsibly for God and others. Thus, a human being is an “answer,” in
dialogue with constantly changing relationships. Believing that God is acting in all of
these situations, we are called to respond in a way that is “fitting” to the action of
such a God as Christianity conceives. Ethics, then, is response to a Person, not
enslavement, to rules. Ethics asks first not “What should we do?” but * What is God
doing?" The answer requires knowledge of what is going on in the world and good
theology.

As we shall see in the next chapter, contextualism shares a place in ethical
theory with “situation ethics.”
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Critiques of “New” Religious Morality

|
_ |
1. The social gospel and liberation theology have been criticized *
from two sides. The neo-orthodox theologian Reinhold !
Niebuhr argued that social evils such as war and social i

injustice are the inevitable by-products of our human



r sinfulness and that we can never perfect ourselves to the point

of removing them. We must resign ourselves to the fact that
we are too selfish and weak to change the power structure of
society. Archbishop Romero held, on the contrary, that the
essence of sin is to turn the children of God, temples of the
Holy Spirit, the body of Christ in history, into victims of
oppression and injustice, into slaves of economic greed, into
fodder for political repression.

In the mid-1980s, Pope John Paul II and Vatican
authorities expressed agreement with the liberal theologians
that the Church should take a “preferential option for the
poor” but severely criticized two of them Father Gustavo
Gutierrez of Peru and Friar Leonardo Boff of Brazil, for using
Marxism and the concept of “class struggle” in their analyses
of Latin American poverty. Father Boff stated in response
“our base is faith, religion, Christianity.” Rather than being a
capitulation to Marxism, liberation theology is a recovery of
the prophetic biblical roots that so much of Christianity has
forgotten.

. Christian ethicists who work from an “ethics of principles”

(such as Paul Ramsey and John Bennett) criticize
contextualists for relying too little on ethical principles and
moral reasoning and, instead, relying too much on
imagination, intuition, and free response. While the
contextualists argue that they are trying to avoid relativism,
they charge those who teach an ethics of principles with the
removal of a living God and an ethic that is intellectualized.
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E. Concluding Comment

Traditional beliefs about the nature of God, moral laws, and avenues of
revealed truth have deep roots; they remain living options for many people. But new
experiences, and new interpretations of experiences both old and new, confront us
with a wide variety of religious alternatives.

Religious beliefs, confronted by science and secularism, are, for better or worse,
changing. Epistemologically, those beliefs move from authoritarian and rationalistic
positions toward empirical and experiential standpoints. Metaphysically, they move
from theological-dualist toward existential or idealist theories. Axiologically, the trend
is from absolutism toward contextual, liberationist, or existential positions.

The student of philosophy is challenged to assess religious alternatives and
trends according to philosophical criteria that have been developed in the earlier
chapters. How reasonable are the assumptions underlying a particular religious
viewpoint? How comprehensive and consistent is a given theological argument?
What are the wider implications and consequences of adopting one or another
religious belief? How adequately does a particular religious idea integrate
experience and enrich understanding? A rigorous examination of altemative religious
beliefs will surely increase a student's awareness of the power and the limitations -
the promises and the risks — of the phifosophical enterprise.

L. Vocabulary

1. turmoil n. B3, REL
(syn.: tumult, turbulence, uproar, commotion, noise, din, racket, clamor,
hubbub, stir, unrest, agitation, disturbance, disorder, confusion,
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fuss, ado, trouble)
2. converge vi. 28, ERH
(syn.: meet, join, unite, merge, blend, mingle, focus, concentrate,
coincide, concur, come, together, approach, tend)
3. complementary a. #NFH), HEHK)
(syn.: completing, perfecting, consummating, corresponding,
reciprocal)
4. enlightenment n. J37~
(syn.: correlative, interdependent, matched, inspiration, revelation)
5. demythologize vt. %£Bf- - HIHEE
6. scripture n. X4
7. non-propositional a. IEM A
8. Jerusalem n. ERBE#S
9. gracen. KB
10. usurp v. B4, AL
(syn.: seize, take over, commandeer, encroach)
11. ultimate concern #2%FAR
12. apologist n. ¥ A
(syn.: supporter, defender, advocate, champion, vindicator)
13. pre-incarnate a. AL ZRif)
14. trinity n. = —1&1f
15. cosmological a. FHILH]
16. regress n. v. 5iB, E¥
(syn.: return, go back, retreat, ebb, recede, retrocede, retrogress, revert,
relapse, backslide, degenerate, decline, retrograde)

17. contingency n. B5h, @AY
(syn.: possibility, eventuality, event, occasion, occurrence, incident,
happening, chance, fortuity, uncertainty, accident, casualty,
emergency)
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18.
. deism n. BR#IL
20.
21.
22.
23.

24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

30.

31.
32.

33.
34.
35.

tinker vi. B3, #E#h

replete with 757, i
hunger for A&, HHE
stand up to BB, FEE
omniscient a. 25187, 1HiHAY
(syn.: all-knowing, ali-wise, all-seeing)
apparitionn. 5, W%
(syn.: ghost, spirit, specter, phantom, spook, iltusion, chimera)
blind alley ZtHi[F
alley n. /N, J5%
idiocy n. E¥i
(syn.: imbecility, foolishness, asininity, stupidity, fatuity, lunacy,
insanity, absurdity, inanity)
eventuate vi. 53RNy, 134N
(syn.: result, issue, follow, ensue, happen, come about, end)
myriad a. BT ARY], FTEH
(syn.: innumerable, countless, many, numerous)
mood n. BAR{H -
(syn.: temper, humor, disposition, frame of mind, feeling, vein, spirit)
biblical a. £2H], HXEZH)
congenial a. —E(#], HAK
(syn.: pleasant, agreeable, friendly, genial, affable, complaisant, kindly,
sympathetic, kindred, compatible, suited, well-matched,
congruous, consonant, favorable)

panentheism n.  GAZHER B —ERHH) HHEMD
pantheism n. 21818 .
deity n. ¥, L%

(syn.: god, goddess, immortal, divine, divinity, godhead)
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36. Thomistic a. FEGHTEEH)
37. omnipotent a. 2HEHY
(syn.: almighty, all-powerful, supreme, sovereign)
38. concomitant n. H¥BEY) adi. HERERY
(syn.. attendant, accompanying, associative, connected, concurrent,
contemporaneous)
39. coerce vt. &M, Hifl
(syn.: force, constrain, compel, press, drive, impel, bulldoze, browbeat,
bully, intimidate)
40. sentient o. HANGHEIH (£9))
41. vedic a. TRPERT n. RRFERIE (BHRHI—F)
42. Hindu a. EIEAH
43. Brahma n. BE5BE, &
44. Vedanta n. W%
45. polarity n. ¥tiL, IEfFHR
46. receptivity n. X, BEH
47. couplet n. ¥f]
48. immune a. %FRE), BERY
(syn.: safe, protected, resistant, insusceptible, invulnerable, unaffected,
exempt, free, not liable )
49. recalcitrant a. R
(syn.: refractory, contumacious, disobedient, insubordinate, intractable,
ungovernable, uncontrollable, unmanageable, willful, wayward )
50. leaven n. BHER{LAIR A
51. poignant a. RELH, € ANBEHIH
(syn.: piercing, cutting, biting, caustic, sharp, keen, acute, intense,
pungent, piquant ,moving, touching, distressing, heart-rending,
painful, agonizing, pathetic, piteous, plaintive, sad)
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52.
53.

54.

5S.
56.
57.

58.
59.
60.
61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

penumbra n. |E, FEMHSH

immanent a. 7K

(syn.: innate, inborn, congenital, inherent, intrinsic, internal, indwelling,

ingrained, natural)

tone vt. BE5E, #ME

(syn.. expiate, redeem, appease, recompense, make up, redress, do
penance, make amends)

zeitgeist n. BXAFH

holocaust n. KB

heinous a. + EAMHA

(syn.: wicked, evil, nefarious, infamous, atrocious, scandalous,
outrageous, monstrous, villainous, flagitious, abominable,
odious, hateful, deplorable)

milieu n. 313%, HE

authoritarian a. THIf), MEH

wondrous a. & A{HAR, FYH

pressing a. 18K, FGEK

(syn.: urgent, exigent, crucial, vital, imperative, demanding,
importunate, important, serious)

objectify vr. XA, Bkt

answerable a. B/, HAFH

(syn.: liable, responsible, accountable, amenable)

staunch a. K, REH

(syn.: loyal, faithful, constant, true, reliable, dependable, steady,
steadfast, firm, unwavering, stout, resolute)

enlightened a. FFEAR), HBAR, TR

(syn.. aware, informed, knowledgeable, educated, civilized, refined,
sophisticate, broad-minded, liberal)
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66. steadfast a. EEATH), REH
(syn.: steady, fixed, intent, firm, unwavering, resolute, constant, loyal,
faithful, staunch, dependable, stable)
67. homosapiens n. A%
68. axiological a. HH{EIBH
69. be congenial with 5 —%{
70. without reservation L&, TIRERY
71. be immune from %FRT-----
72. cry out for MEEE EKISE|
73. either way TCib/EFE
74. dictum n. T, &5
(syn.: saying, maxim, adage, proverb, axiom, aphorism)
75. teachings n. X, Fi%
76. gospel n. 1R
(syn.: truth, fact, certainty, verity)
77. Medellin n. ZE155
78. Bogota n. & X
79. monastery n. ~¥Ft, &iEFR
80. marketplace n. 37, E2FT
81. fountainhead n. JH3k, WFR
82. contextualism n. HREN, ETFXFEX
83. fodder n. %% 5
84. Vatican n. HX, FEHHE
85. capitulation n. F[#
(syn.: yielding, surrender, submission,)
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I1. Notes

A, Terms

1. Faith {5410, {82 An attitude of trust or belief in the reality, truth, or worth
of something that cannot be demonstrated or proved.

2. Deism B#Xit The doctrine of an impersonal, indifferent God as the
original cause of the world, the lawgiver of the universe, but nothing more.
God cannot be described as a moral being and has no direct relation with
the world or humanity. Hence, there can be no communication (prayer or
revelation) between God and human beings. Example: God as a perfect
watchmaker.

3. Humanism At$, A3ZE N The philosophical view that accepts human
beings as the ultimate source of meaning and value; a doctrine that places
emphasis on human beings and focuses on human well-being, particularly
in terms of life here and now. Religious and philosophical humanism is
person-centered, recognizing no need for belief in a deity and abandoning
all concepts of the supernatural.

4. Transcendental anthropology #8 B AR A 2845 A method of investigating
the boundaries of human experience that seeks to apply religious symbols
to dimensions of life that goes beyond those boundaries.

5. Secularism {8 ¥ Y The view that emphasizes life in the immediate,
practical, and concrete world of people and things. Opposed to sacred,
spiritual, or other worldly interpretations of meaning and action.

6. Ethics {£¥2%F The branch of philosophy that attempts to determine what
is good for people and what is right for them to do ,examination of human
behavior, the proper relation of one person to another, and the ultimate
ends of human life, explores the nature and limits of obligation.
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7. Liberation theology f#M##% A theological stance within the Christian
faith that originated in Latin America in the 1960s. Largely centered on
the Exodus motif in the Bible, it stresses God's deliverance of oppressed
people in history

B. Philosophers

1. Royce (1855—1916) % 5 Hft An American idealist, taught with William
James and others at Harvard University's philosophy department during
what has been called its golden period. Strongly influenced by Hegelian
absolutism yet deeply sympathetic with Pragmatism, Royce developed a ~
e blend of the two. He stressed the individualism of the human self but
recognized that self is part of a wider community of selves--friends,
family, and fellow-workers--each interpreting them, selves to one another.
Obsessed with the problem of evil, Royce translated Christian notions of
sin and forgiveness into communal terms, holding out for the ultimate
overcoming of self-centeredness, alienation, and evil through loyalty in
the Great or Beloved Community. Principal works: The Spirit of Modem
Philosophy, The World and the Individual, The Philosophy of loyalty,
lectures on Modern idealism

2. Kierkegaar (1813—1855) #85R He was a Danish philosopher generally
considered to be the father of existentialism. Against mass movements.
Universal truth that applies to everybody and yet to nobody in particular,
the Hegelian systematic philosophy that has no room for the thinker as an
individual, he held that the most difficult task facing each person is that of
becoming an indwidual. Objective discussion inevitably misses the truth
about the individual. To be an individual is to recognize one's uniqueness,
to face the necessity of decision, and ultimately to take the “leap of faith”.
Lillie Abraham. The believer accepts and stnds ready to act on principles
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and claims that may be absurd to human reason. Principal works:
Concluding unscientific Postscript, Either/or, Fear and Trembling, The
Sickness unto Death, Stages on Life’s Way.

3. Plotinus (205—270) #8477 An Egyptian philosopher who later moved
to Rome, is considered the greatest of the Neo-Platonists. He held that
reality arises from a single ineffable and transcendent source, which he
called The One. The One is beyond being. But all beings are generated
out of The One through a process of “emanation”. The first emanation is
Mind (nous). The second emanation is the World Soul from which all
individual human souls derive. The third emanation at the great6st
remove from The One--is matter. Plotinus was a mystic and viewed
human salvation as liberation of the soul from the bondage of matter and
the achievement of reunion with The One. Principal work: The Enneads.

4. Saint Thomas Aquinas (1225—1274) 1EGH - FZEP An ltalian
philosopher/theologian. He is generally considered the most hoport8nt
medieval mind. He sought to construct a great synthesis of Aristotelian
and Christian thought in which the truths of faith and the truths of reason
supplement and support one another. He is most famous for his “Five
Ways” of proving the existence of God. Although God’s existences can
thus be proven, his attributes cannot be known directly but can only be
partially grasped through the application of analogies. In metaphysics
Aquinas distinguished sharply between a thing’s essence (what it is) and
its existence (the fact that it is). He held that human laws should
ulhmat6ly be grounded in etémal law--the rules whereby Divine Reason
governs the universe. Principal works: Summa Theologica, Summa
Contra Gentiles.

5. St.Augustine (354—430) £ + BHERTT A North African, was generally
Supreme Being who created all things out of nothing; even time did not
exist before the creation. God however did not create evil, since evil does
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not really exist but is only a lack or privation of good. Human knowledge,
since it involves knowledge of eternal truths, can only come about
through a direct illumination of the mind by God. God created humans as
free agents. But since the fall of Adam, humans are only free to sin if
God’s grace restores the power to do well. Augustine viewed the course
of history as the struggle between the City of God and the City of the
World, i.e., between those who love God and those who love the world.
Principal works: Confessions, The City of God, and On the Trinity.

II1. Exercises

A. Review Questions

1. Is religion what you feel and do or what you believe?

2.1s God a supernatural Being or a part of nature?

3. How can one believe in a loving God when there is so much suffering?
4, Can a person be a Christian without believing in God?

5. How can you decide which religion is the true one?

6. Can you believe in science and religion at the same time?

7. Should humanism be considered a religion?

B. Discussion Questions

1. Assuming God exists, can we best conceive of Him/Her/It as infinite,
finite or a dimension of human existence?

2. Which is more adequate as a guide to sexual conduct' rule morality or
situation ethics?

3. Which “solution” to the “problem of evil” is most defensible?
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a. God allows adversity and suffering to inspire and test human virtues.

b. Evil stems not from God but from human sinfulness, and it is morally
just that sinners suffer.

c. In the final analysis, evil is unreal, an illusion.

d. Evil is real, and a finite God struggles with and through human beings
to overcome it.

e. Natural and moral evils are practical realities to be faced and overcome
by human efforts.

f. God created the universe with as many different entities as possible;
some are on lower levels that others, but none is “evil.”

. “To be acceptable and effective as a teacher in a public elementary school
in the United States today, a person must practice the philosophy of
humanism.” To what extent do you believe this statement to be true or
false? Why?
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Chapter 8.
Philosophy and Ethics

A. Introductory Comment

Value questions can be approached in two quite different ways. Take the
proposition “It is bad to lie.” Why is lying bad? One answer would be “Because it is
morally wrong; it violates a moral law, and it is our duty to obey moral laws.” Another
answer might be "Because lying has undesirable consequences; it destroys people's
trust is an ingredient of a satisfying human life.” We might label the first kind of
answer a ‘right” or “duty” or “moral-law’(deontological) theory, and the second a
‘consequence” or “‘good-life’(teleological) theory. Iin the example cited, the two
approaches reach the same conclusion (“It is bad to lie”) but for different reasons.
However, this is not always the case. We know, for example, that some people
condemn the use of artificial means of birth control as morally wrong, while others
approve their use because they produce desirable consequences. Therefore, it is
important to decide which kind of reasons best justify the value judgments we make.
Indeed, a closer look at the question of lying may disclose a basic difference
between the two types of theories. Right theories may support the proposition “Lying
is always wrong,” while consequence theories may make a very different claim:
*Lying usually leads to undesirable consequences but can be justified under certain
circumstances.”

As we consider the alternative views on the nature of values, then, we need to
assess the various methods of justifying value judgments. In the chapter on
epistemology, the question raised was “How does one know?" Now, as we enter the
field of axiology, we rephrase the question and ask “What sorts of reasons and what



kind of thinking justify a value judgment?” Such questions concem the logic of ethics,
and, logically speaking, they come first; when you say what you value, you imply a
prior stand on how you value. But psychologically speaking, the process is reversed.
We make all sorts of claims about what is valuable (which is called normative
ethics), and only later, if ever, do we examine the grounds for our value beliefs, their
logical foundations (which involves us in the inquiry known as metaethics). Can any
theory about what is valuable be valid unless the thinking leading to it is itself sound
and reliable?

B. An Ethical Continuum

Utilitarianism Situationism

Egoism Rational
Choice
Cultural
Relativism
Objectivi
sm
Subjectivism
Relativism Absolutism
(feelings, culture, consequences) (law, reason, reality)
C. The Nature of Values

(Alternative Theories)and the Justification of Value Judgments (Altemative
Methods)
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1. Theory of Subjectivism.
Method of Justification: Feeling or Commitment

Subjectivists assert that all values are relative to the individual,
According to adherents of subjectivism, to claim that something is good or
right is simply to say “I like it” or “I approve it.” The only justification for
value judgments, then, is how a person feels or to what he or she is
committed. Different people value different things, and each has an equal
right to an opinion.

On one side, existentialists adopt a relativistic, subjectivist posture. On
another side, linguistic analysts have developed subjectivism systematically
in the form of the emotive theory of values. Although existentialists and
linguistic analysts proceed from very different philosophical assumptions,
they agree on the subjectivity, and thus the relativity, of values.
Existentialists stress inner awareness, the “I,” person as subject rather than
object. They discount the scientists’ description of person as object because
it is incomplete and certainly inconclusive regarding value questions. Each
individual, according to the existentialist, is first and foremost a free,
responsible agent; values are whatever a person freely chooses to become
committed to. For the existentialist there is no correct or best way to justify
a value judgment. In fact, a value judgment is totally unjustifiable — it is
simply made.

Linguistic analysts ground the emotive theory of values on a careful,
systematic examination of the use of the moral terms. Like existentialists,
they arrive at a subjectivist conclusion: that values and value judgments
reflect the attitudes and feelings of individuals and are therefore relativistic.
Analytic philosophers typically recognize three kinds of statements: (1)
statements that are analytically true; that is, they are logically true or true by
definition, (2) statements that are empirically true or false; that is, they are
testable or verifiable by scientific procedures, and (3) nonsense (non-sense)
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statements; that is statements that are incapable of being either true or false
because no objective or logical criteria can be applied. According to most
linguistic analysts, value judgments fall in the third category; they are no
more than expressions of feeling or direct commands. For example, the
statement “Murder is wrong” means no more than “Murder! Yuck!”
Therefore, value judgments are totally unjustifiable, just as existentialists
say they are.

Existentialists and emotive theorists, then, hold that it is pointless to
argue about values or to attempt to justify value judgments; you and I can
only state our personal feelings. No matter how much we reason or how
thoroughly we examine consequences, in the final analysis we end up with
an arbitrary “I prefer.”

* Method of Feeling or Commitment

1. The subjectivism of existentialism and the emotive theory
lands us in a complete relativism. Hitler felt it defensible
to murder 11 million Jews and political enemies; in South
Africa, the black majority is denied the right to vote; Jim
shoots heroin. Is it really meaningless to ask whether
these value judgments are morally justifiable? Can it be
right for someone to drive 80 miles an hour through a
school zone just because “it feels good™?

2. Some people take the position that values are relative to
each individual because they do not want to be told what
to do or think and are ready to grant others a similar
freedom to live their own lives. Do not such people
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confuse (1) their concern for conditions that promote
individual fulfillment with (2) the right of individuals to
value anything, including behavior that promotes neither
their own nor anyone else’s fulfillment?

. Suppose Joan says, “I want to be a doctor; a medical

career is right for me.” Suppose further that Joan’s desire
stems from an unconscious drive to please her father and
that vocational tests show that her abilities are totally
unsuited to medicine but would enable her to become a
highly successful lawyer. Is Joan’s “feeling” enough to
justify her value judgment? Can she rightly say,
“Whatever career | choose is ‘right for me’”?

. If feeling is an unreliable guide to value judgments as

personal as choosing a career, how much less reliable it is
when we try to make decisions on social and political
issues. Do we really want to live in a society where the
opinions of uninformed fanatics are morally respected
simply because “individual feel that way™? The person
raising this criticism might claim that we can respect the
fanatic’s right to hold and to express views and at the
same time give reasons for these views’ being immoral or
leading to undesirable consequences.

. Subjectivism’s claim that ethical judgments are merely

expressions of attitudes not only forces us to accept
conflicting value judgments as true but flies in the face of
our experience. When discussing issues such as the
Holocaust child abuse or apartheid people do provide
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I hold. A person holding an ethical position usually
assumes that those who impartially scrutinize the facts
and assess alternative positions will arrive at the same
conclusion.

2.Theory of Cultural Relativism.

Method of Justification: Social Authority

According to a cultural relativist, what is good and right is what a particular
culture says it is. Most Americans feel deeply that free speech is a value; indeed, it is
a value to them — but only because they happened to be brought up in American
society. If these same persons had been raised in a totalitarian nation or had been
born siaves in Athens at the time of Socrates, they might not value freedom. Our
society says that monogamy is right, but other societies practice polygamy — it all
depends on what the particular culture teaches. Values are relative to and emerge
from a group's way of life. There may be few or no values that are universal, or
common to all cultures.

In cultural relativism, then, value judgments are justified by appealing to the
“social authority” of a particular culture. This method of justification claims support
from many experts in the behavioral sciences. A pioneer sociologist, William Graham
Sumner, defined values as the mores of a given society; right and wrong are no
more and no less than what each society sanctions.

Freud's concept of the superego seems to lead to a culturally relative
conclusion: Right and wrong are ideas that we take in from society’s representatives,
our parents in particular.

Ruth Benedict's Pattems of Culfure boints out that the ideals of one society
may be diametrically opposite o the ideals of another society. Navajos value
cooperation and refuse to push themselves forward as individuals; Kwakiutls value
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competition and bend their efforts toward individual superiority. Each system *works”;
each culture defines values in its own way, and there is no neutral standpoint from
which to approve one and disapprove another. We stand within culture, and the
culture itself is the only possible basis on which fo justify the value judgments of its
members.

What the modem behavioristic psychologist tells us about socialization,
learning, and conditioning supports the view of social authority as the final arbiter of
values. When we come to understand the causes that determine our value beliefs
and why we believe as we do, and can predict how the values of an American child
will differ from the values of a child reared in China, what more is there to say?

Other methods of justifying value judgments, such as feeling, revelation, and
reason, do no more than express and rationalize, perhaps unconsciously, the
cultural milieu of some time and place. When these other methods are carefully
analyzed, they ultimately boil down to expressions of value dictated by the culture
and perpetuated by social authority.

!Critiques of the Theory of Cultural Relativism and the |
! Method of Social Authority

'
|
'
1. he central thesis of cultural relativism is “whatever a culture !
believes is good is good.” Does it follow that whatever a i
culture believes to be true is true? For example, if one !
culture believes the earth to be 1,000 years old and another !
believes it to be billions of years old, are both cultures i
right? Is truth so relative that its full meaning is caught in !
the phrases “true for me” or “true for my society”? If !
believing is an insufficient ground for asserting a truth, is it i
not also insufficient for asserting a value? _:
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he social scientist’s descriptive statement that cultural

practices and mores differ does not entail that prescriptive
ethical statements are therefore relative. The empirical fact
of cultural diversity and moral disagreement does not
logically lead to the conclusion that there is no objective
moral truth. Both the objectivist and the relativist agree
about the fact of diversity, but the former may argue that
such is due to ignorance of moral truth, not to the absence of
absolute moral standards.

. he central thesis of cultural relativism rests on the totally

indefensible assumption that every society, at each period of
its history, knows what is good for it. The stark facts of
history contradict this assumption. The historian Armold
Toynbee reports the fall of more than thirty great world
civilizations and cites their reliance on militarism as a major
cause of their demise. Surely one goal of the leaders and
peoples of these civilizations was the survival of their way
of life. Yet they valued an institution (militarism)
destructive of their own purpose. Was this institution, then,
good for them because they believed in it? Is America’s
culturally sanctioned faith in the diplomacy of “national
interest” justifiable if the predictable consequence of this
faith is a nuclear holocaust?

- Hat guidance does the theory of cultural relativism provide

in managing social change? For example, how would a
U.S. senator and a U.S. citizen, firm believers in cultural
relativism make up their minds whether to favor or ppose
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Was racial segregation in schools morally right prior to the
Supreme Court decision of 1954 and morally wrong
immediately thereafter? In other words, does a culture
change through some impersonal process and thus remold
its members’ values, or is it not more reasonable to argue
that the members (at least sometimes) critically assess
inherited beliefs and institutions in the light of human needs
and then deliberately change culture? Furthermore, if
cultural relativism is right, we cannot speak meaningfully of
moral progress. For instance, it would make no sense to say
that the status of women has improved in the United States.
Comparison of the morality of societies and eras requires a
standard that transcends place and time.

. To be consistent with her own principles, the cultural

relativist (as well as the subjectivist) must tolerate intolerant
and imperialistic cultures.

Some criticize cultural relativists for (1) overstating the case
for moral diversity and (2) not clearly defining the
boundaries of the “social group.”

1. Theory of Egoism.

Method of Justification: Self-interest

Like the subjectivist and unlike the cultural refativist, the egoist bases morality
on the self. But whereas subjectivism states that “right" is what the individual
approves, egoism claims that right” is what benefifs the individual. Egoism is
“I-ism"(the Greek word for *I" being ego), teaching the proper concem in life is to



maximize one's own welfare regardless of what happens, to other people. Egoism
stands opposed to altruism, which maintains that our proper concem should be to
work unselfishly for the well-being of all humanity.

There are two forms of egoism: psychological egoism and ethical egoism.
The former argues that every act is motivated by self-interest. it is human nature to
seek one's own personal satisfaction. Conversely, the psychological egoist contends
that it is impossible for a human being to act unselfishly, even when doing something
for another person.

If psychological egoism is right, its tenets should be acknowledged in one's
moral theory. Accordingly, the ethical egoist claims that each person ought to pursue
his own good as well as possible. Self-fulfillment becomes an imperative and the
primary ethical obligation.

Thomas Hobbes argued for both forms of egoism in his great political treatise,
Leviathan. But he argued that the egoist does not always have to act in a narcissistic
or selfish manner if she believes that it is to her advantage in the long run to be
self-sacrificing or respectful of others' rights. Hobbes called this kind of person an
*enlightened egoist.”

+ Critiques of the Theory of Egoism and the Method of ?
Self-interest

1. Psychological egoism is refuted if it can be shown that
self-interest is not always our sole motivation or even our
primary one. One counterexample would negate the
egoist’s universal claim. But the egoist will still argue that
what appears to be unselfish was unconsciously done in
one’s own interest. This uncovers the real problem with

psychological egoism: It is irrefutable because it assumes



N

W

o

what it tries to prove. That is, the psychological egoist
claims that if we cannot detect the selfish motive in
someone’s seemingly altruistic action it is only because
we did not look hard enough. The psychological egoist
places himself beyond empirical proof or disproof.

. Even if we grant the claim that every motive is an interest

of a self, it does not follow that every interest of a self is
an interest in oneself. Egoism holds that people are
always interested only in their own welfare. Altruism
claims that people can be interested in others’ welfare. In
both cases people pursue their “self-interest,” but what
each is interested in is markedly different.

. The fact that a sense of satisfaction results from an act (or

a way of life) that is intended to promote the happiness of
other people does not mean that one’s own satisfaction
was the motive or aim of the act (or way of life). We may
get satisfaction from doing an altruistic act, but that does
not mean that we did the act because of the satisfaction
we expected to receive. It may be noted that we do not
label a person “selfish” who gains satisfaction,
consciously or unconsciously, from helping others.

. The ethical egoist’s claim that seeking one’s own interests

brings happiness or fulfillment can be refuted empirically.
Many selfish people are very unhappy, and many
altruistic people are very happy. This is the “hedonic
paradox”: the pursuit of pleasure for its own sake can be
counterproductive and often results in frustration.
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2. Theory of Objectiveivism

Method of Justification: Reason and/or Divine Authority
On the other side of the continuum, standing opposed to the relativism of the
theories just discussed, is what some call objectivism, which maintains that values
are grounded in a reality outside humanity. What is valuable is independent of what
any individual thinks or likes, and it is independent of what any particular society
happens to sanction. These absolutists hold that moral laws are universally binding
for all and eternally true, whether or not any moral law is in fact universally respected
or obeyed.

There are different ways of thinking about absolute values. Probably the most
widely held view is the belief in moral laws established by God and interpreted in a
religious tradition. The Ten Commandments are an example. These moral laws
apply to everybody everywhere and are not dependent for their value on what
produces human satisfaction or on the mores set up by particular societies.

The justification of moral laws such as the Ten Commandments rests directly
on the authority of God, or indirectly on the authority of a church through
authoritative interpretations of God's will by religious leaders, or on the personal
interpretation by an individual through private faith. The Bible or the Koran may be
directly appealed to as the authority. Buddha is the guide to the good life for millions
of people. Divine authority as a justification of value judgments is so widely held that
it needs little elaboration.

Christian theologians have developed a natural-law theory of absolute values
that finds its precedent in the Stoics of ancient Greece. According to this view, God
endowed each creature with certain intrinsic tendencies (natural laws), according fo
which it is supposed to act. These laws can be discovered by the use of reason
alone, thereby enabling people to know the will of God without recourse to special
revelation. It is claimed that Western civilization has been founded largely on the
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doctrine of natural law. For example, note these famous words in the Declaration of
Independence: "We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created
equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that
among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.”

Another conception of absolute vaiues was developed by Immanuel Kant. He
based his idea of absolute values on man's rational nature. As rational beings, we
cannot make exceptions for ourseives when we make moral judgments. if | claim
that my act is right, | mean that it would be right for anyone and everyone who faced
the same circumstances. For example, if it is right for me to break a promise when it
is to my personal advantage, it must be right for anyone to do so. | must be willing to
generalize my act and say that breaking a promise when it is to anyone’s advantage
is a universal principle. But then my reason tells me that such a universal principle is
inconsistent with itself, if everyone acted in terms of it, promises would be
meaningless, and the whole system of promise keeping would break down.
Therefore, Kant's conclusion is that reason itself sanctions certain universal moral
principles {absolute values) and that the good person is one who acts from a sense
of duty to such principles. Thus, moral principles that are right have the form of the
Categorical Imperative: So act that you can at the same time will that your act can
be raised to the level of a universal law for anyone at any time.

Kant justified his value judgments by reason alone (rationalism) and claimed
that this method led him to the central principle of ethics, the generalization principle:
Whatever you claim to be good or right must be good or right for everyone.

Still another conception of absolute values was developed by Plato. Plato
expressed the view that the pattemed Forms of the Good, encompassing Truth,
Beauty, and Justice, are the ultimate realities. All the changing, temporal things that
most of us call good are but pale shadows of the eternal Good. Only the wisest
individuals, guided by the light of reason, can discover the Forms of the Good. The
good society, visualized by Plato in the Republic, was to be founded and governed

- 262 -



» Critiques of the Theory of Objectivism and the

Methods of Reason and Divine Authority

1.

[\

In their attempt to resist the moral anarchy of
relativism, people have turned to divine authority, with
its promise of one set of changeless values. But the
conflicting interpretations of what values are absolute
have left an anarchy of competing moral values. At one
time God is revealed as a jealous God, a God of wrath;
at another time, as a God of love and forgiveness. How
can one trust a method that justifies as God-given such
conflicting values?

Cultural relativism is denounced, yet for centuries
religion defended the divine right of kings and
explained that it is God’s will that subjects obey
unquestioningly the decrees of their secular rulers.

The fact that revealed values generally coincide
with the social values of the time and place in which
they are revealed raises the question of whether their
source is God or culture.

. Similar difficulties beset the appeal to reason. “Rational

intuitions™ differ. How do you know when your rational
intuition has hit the mark? For example, Plato, one of
the leading exponents of this method, immortalized in
the Republic his rational vision: Utopia is a society
organized along totalitarian rather than democratic
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lines. Rational intuition has led others to insist that all
people are brothers with equal political rights. Can
reason alone be trusted to discover the Right and the
Good?

. Even within the same value system it seems impossible

to frame a rule that does not admit of exceptions and
that will never conflict with other rules in that system.

If an absolutist tries to avoid these problems by
creating a list of more specific rules and a hierarchy of
principles, she seems to end up with a long list of petty
rules to cover each situation.

. Kant believed that reason alone led him to the moral

principles that he enunciated. Many observers, however,
have concluded that Kant’s ethical conclusions are
convincing precisely because he did take into account
empirical consequences. For example, when Kant
shows that the principle of breaking a promise defeats
itself, isn’t he in fact taking consequences for human
welfare into consideration?

3. Theory of Utilitarianism.

Method of Justification: Empirical Evidence

Justice may be a high value; breaking a promise in s seffish way may be wrong.
if so, according to utilitarianism it is not because justice is an absolute moral
principle or because promise keeping is a universal law established by reason; it is
because justice and promise keeping produce better consequences and more
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human satisfaction than do hatred and lying. Utilitarianism leans far toward relativism
on the continuum because it claims that all values depend on human satisfaetion.
But it also comes around part of the way toward objectivism because it insists on the
test of consequences — what in fact produces the maximum satisfaction. (Refer to
the teleological theory of ethics.)

The classical doctrine of utilitarianism was developed by Jeremy Bentham and
modified by John Stuart Mill. It takes the position that the Good is whatever provides
the greatest happiness for the greatest number of people. In “greatest happiness”
Mill included not only quantitative but qualitative considerations as well, Pleasures
involving mental capacities are more satisfying for human beings than those that
have to do only with physical sensations. In this refined version, then, Mill advocated
seeking the greatest balance of pleasure over pain, especially since the individual's
happiness is wrapped up in the happiness of the greatest number of people. But is
happiness the whole story? Aren't there moral rules, what W.D. Ross called "prima
facie” duties? For example, “It is wrong to imprison an innocent person.” Suppose a
prosecuting attorney discovers incontrovertible evidence that the slum gang on trial
did not commit the crime it is charged with but reasons: “I'll suppress this evidence
(which no one else can possibly find out about) because the gang did commit other
crimes and will predictably act unfawfully in the future. Putting the gang in prison for
two years will protect the community and produce the greatest happiness for the
greatest number of people.” The attorney's decision may be justified in terms of act
utilitarianism (calculating the consequences of the specific act) but wrong in terms of
rule utilitarianism (calculating the consequences of violating the general rule or
practice: Don't imprison innocent people).

The utilitarian justifies value judgments by appealing to the pragmatic theory of
truth. John Dewey, an American proponent of pragmatism, insisted that all value
claims must meet the “test of consequences” and that the consequences of an act or
a moral principle are verifiable by an appeal to empirical evidence. Can we not agree
that scientific medicine produces better overall results than the efforts of witch
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doctors? Why not consider alf value judgments in the same light and decide their
adequacy in terms of their effectiveness in producing desired results?

Scientific evidence can at least direct us to the most efficient means to achieve
desired ends. If we agree on physical health as the end, the evidence favors
scientific medicine over magic as the appropriate means. Furthermore, says the
utilitarian, we can evaluate the worth of physical health, or any other proposed end,
by finding out whether it in fact supports or undermines the achievement of the
whole set of goals that we cherish. In other words, we can empirically check the
desirability of each possible end by viewing it in its role as a means.

In a similar fashion, any “absolute” moral rule, whether religious, Platonic, or
Kantian, can be subjected to the test of empirical consequences: What are the
results in human life of observing the rule?

| Critiques of the Theory of Utilitarianism and the Method i
of Empirical Evidence

|
.
|
'
1. “Is X valuable?” “Yes,” says the utilitarian, “X is valuable |
because empirical evidence shows that it leads to human i
satisfaction.” It appears that the utilitarian has committed '
the naturalistic fallacy; that is, he or she has made a !
value judgment solely on the basis of a factual judgment. i
The utilitarian may clarify the reasoning in the form of a ¢
syllogism: !
Whatever produces human satisfaction is valuable. i

X produces human satisfaction. :
Therefore, X is valuable. !

The minor premise afﬁrms the antecedent, and the i
'
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premlse” If it claims to be a descriptive (* repomve”)
definition of “value,” it is still open to the charge of
committing the naturalistic fallacy, because we can
reasonably ask: “But is what satisfies always good or
moral?” The major premise of utilitarianism, then,
involves a value assumption; it puts forward a value claim
that must somehow be justified over competing
definitions and claims about the nature of the Good.

. If we accept for a moment the utilitarians’ assumption

that values are whatever maximize human satisfaction, we
can focus more closely on the difficuity of their position.
How can “empirical evidence” really give us any
guidance about the ends of life? Science says, “If you do
so and so, this will be the result.” Suppose that scientist
could tell us all the consequences of various value choices
(a very unlikely supposition!). So what? How would we
decide the value of these consequences themselves? Does
this not result in an infinite regress and utter confusion?
Furthermore, will our idea of satisfaction be any more
than a reflection and rationalization of the values of our
time and place, as claimed by the cultural relativist? In the
end, the principle of “the greatest good” itself is difficult
to justify on purely utilitarian grounds.

. There is a serious ambiguity in the term “human

satisfaction.” What exactly is meant? Is my satisfaction
the goal? Or the satisfaction of the majority? Or the
happiness of every human being? The theory may appeal
to some people because it is interpreted in the first way_
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(egoistically) and to others because it is read in one of the
latter two ways (altruistically). As stated, the doctrine
appears to be an altruistic one; every human being is to
count as one, equally. But if so, has not the utilitarian
smuggled in a key ethical principle—Kant’s principle of
impartially or, indeed, the golden rule itself? A crucial
ethical principle of this kind needs to be justified, not just
assumed. Has the utilitarian adopted at least one absolute
value without crediting its source?

LS

. Sometimes “maximum benefit” for a limited number of
people in a society is in conflict with just distribution of
benefit to all people in a society. The principle of utility is
not very helpful in revolving this conflict, especially
when the calculated results of both options appear equal.
Furthermore, it is possible that the “greatest good”
principle could justify the majority in depriving the
minority of their rights.
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1. Theory of Situationism.

Method of Justification: Existential Context

Another view that shares with utilitarianism a location on the continuum
between relativism and absolutism is situationism, or situation ethics. Advocates of
this position, who include Christian theologians such as Joseph Fletcher and John
A.T. Robinson, do not reject completely the idea of values as absolute but insist that
there is only one absolute value, love. The love principle can and should replace
moral rules as a guide to moral decisions. Value judgments depend on the unique
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circumstances in which individuals find themselves. That is why the “new morality” is
referred to as situationism or contextualism. The crucial point is that a person who
lives in the concrete situation, as either a giver or a receiver of love, has priority over
any and all legal or abstract conceptions of what is right or good. While situationists
claim that love is absolute, they argue that the specific demands and implications of
the love principle cannot be settled in advance but must be worked out in the context
of each particular situation. Each person, therefore, must make a personal decision
in situations of moral importance and do the best she can with the knowledge and
experience at her command to act as a concerned, loving person. The example of
Jesus is given as one who expressed directly his personal loving commitment in
human affairs — over and above the authoritarian claims of law, custom, or
absolute principles.

Situation ethics also supports a dynamic or changing view of morality. Morals
are not fixed; they evolve with the times. Changes in moral codes and practices
should be welcomed rather than resisted. Situationists maintain that morality is, and
must be, revolutionary — at least in the dialectical sense of producing something
new and more relevant to the actual state of the world. This is also the position of
liberation theology, which reflects Archbishop Romero's view that it is the poor who
tell us what the world is and what the Church's service to the world is.

John Robinson suggests that the saying “The Sabbath is made for man, and
not man for the Sabbath® can be used as a model. Thus, *Marriage is made for man,
and not man for marriage.” The fraditional morality set down clear rules for sexual
conduct outside marriage but no clear ones for sexual relations within marriage. The
new morality asks that the norm of love, respect for the integrity of persons, and a
deep concemn for their welfare be the guiding principle of sexual relations in the
myriad of complex situations that arise within and outside the bounds of marriage.
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Critiques of the Theory of Situationism and the |

| Method of Existential Context

1. From the traditional standpoint, situation ethics
undermines morality, involves a cutting loose from strict
moral rules, and constitutes, therefore, an unfortunate
lapse into moral relativism, where “anything goes.” The
advocates of the new morality reply that to follow the
precept and example of Jesus in “living a life for others”
invokes a moral standard that is more flexible, but also
more demanding, than that required by rule morality. The
critics are unconvinced; they continue to believe that
“love” is too vague and imprecise a principle to provide
adequate moral guidance.

2. Since situationism is a form of both relativism and
utilitarianism (act utilitarianism in this case), many of the
criticisms we have listed already apply to situationism.
One of them is particularly apropos here: The situationist
cannot consistently say that legalism or objectivism is
always wrong.

3. Many of the moral conflicts that situationists describe to
show that we cannot rely on absolute moral rules are
simply conflicts of rules. Either the conflict is resolved
through some sort of hierarchy of rules or unaided
intuition is used, in which case the situationist is being
guided by cultural and environmental influences. Neither
option is wholly consistent with situationism.



A Possible Combination of Value.

Theories and Methods: The Theory of Rational Choice.

Method of Justification: Free, impartial, Informed Choosing

A particular value, such as love, or a moral rule, such as respect for the rights
of others, can be justified on the grounds that it is an essential ingredient of a total
way of life. The theory of rational choice denies the thesis of cultural reativism by
contending that one way of life is clearly better than another if the preference for it is
the outcome of a rational choosing process. The theory starts with the subjectivist
value position, which asserts that values are relative to the individual. Individuals
make the ultimate choice of what is good and right on the basis of what they “feel” or
prefer. But, as reasoning, reflective beings, those same individuals must recognize
that feelings are trustworthy only to the degree that they are free, impartial, and
informed — in a word, rational.

A free choice of a way of life is free from being determined by the unconscious
mind, free from strong emotion, and free from mere conditioning or indoctrination.

An impartial choice of a way of life incorporates the generalizing principle
proposed by Kant: Right means right for everyone. It means to choose without
favoritism for oneself; if | rationally approve a slave society, | must be willing to be
anyone in that society, master or slave.

An informed choice of a way of life is made with full knowledge of alternative
ways of life, including the probable effects of actually living them. To be informed
thus means to rely on empirical evidence, as stressed in the theory of objective
relativism; but it also includes the enlightenment of the imagination afforded by an
understanding of the art, literature, philosophy, and religion of alternative ways of life.
This view, then, embraces the culture concept, but it sees cultures not as
mechanisms that arbitrarily define and restrict value choices but as human
inventions that constantly enjarge the options for human choice.

The method of free, impartial, and informed choosing, it is claimed, describes
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the actual practice of reflective persons in different cultures and provides the most
likely basis for reaching eventual agreement about values on a cross-cultural level.

If we are going to have confidence in any conclusions about values, we must
agree on the criteria for reaching them. Let us agree, then, to accept as valuable
whatever people do-agree on when they are impartial, informed, and free from

internal and external constraint.

T T e e s e e s na—— —--—--—--.—--—---—---

» Critiques of The Theory of Rational Choice and the :
« Method of Free, Impartial, Informed Choosing

1. The theory of rational choice rests on an unrealistic

premise because the concept of a free choice of a way of
life is contradicted by overwhelming evidence. People’s
choices are limited by what they have learned. Their
choices reflect how they were nurtured and are never free
from it. For example, Western peoples are notably blind to
the values of Eastern culture. Unable to experience or
understand Oriental values, Westerners cannot rationally
choose to accept or reject them.

. The theory of rational choice claims to provide a

promising basis for universal agreement about what is
valuable, but it seems highly unrealistic to expect that all
human beings will ever agree on their value judgments,
And even if agreement were reached, it would not
necessarily be reliable, for the majority could still be
wrong,.

3. The recommended method cannot be practically or
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! democratically applied to ordinary human situations. Few
i people ever attain the ideal of becoming free, impartial,
: and informed. Therefore, value decisions would have to
! be handed down to the masses by an elite group — an
i intellectual aristocracy similar to Plato’s philosopher
' kings. This is a formula for totalitarianism, or rule by a
! partisan minority that is convinced that it alone knows
i what is good and right.

D. The Ethics of Virtue

Up to this point we have seen that ethics is preoccupied with questions of right
actions and rules. But some contemporary ethicists are retuming to an older
discussion — namely, questions of good character and virtues. Whereas the
focus had been on the specific choices and deeds of a person in particular
circumstances, today much of the attention has shifted to the kind of person one
should become. These ethicists ask: What are the traits of a good person, and how
are they cultivated? Interestingly, this same emphasis is seen now in psychology and
theories of education (for example, in the works of Erik Erikson, Lawrence Kohiberg,
and Carol Gilligan).

The ethics of virtue has its roots in ancient and medieval sources. Plato
explicated the classical or cardinal virtues of wisdom, courage, temperance, and
justice. A rightly educated and intellectually well-endowed person would develop
these inner dispositions in the society that Plato envisioned. These traits would
enable one to live the "good life” as a rational human being should live .

Aristotle examined other virtues, dividing them into intellectual and moral
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categories. He defined a virtue as the prudent mean between two extremes — an
excess and a deficiency — depending on the particular situation. Plato’s pupil also
wrote about the development of moral character, especially in his Nicomachean
Ethics.

In the late Middle Ages, Thomas Aquinas added the three theological virtues of
faith, hope, and love to the classical virtues. Recently, ethicists such as William
Frankena have elevated the virtues of benevolence and justice, all other virtues
being derived from these.

In the classical sense, virtues are those qualities that help us to function well as
human beings—to become good or excellent men and women. Just as strong fegs
would be a virtue for a race horse, so, Plato taught, wisdom is a virtue for the rational
creatures that human beings are. Such qualities are not just passing inclinations but
settled habits. Nor are they innate; they are cultivated through example, teaching,
discipline, practice, and —in theological circles— grace. Thus, these ftraits
predispose the possessor to act in certain ways, providing the motivation to act
morally and the flexibility and guidance that rigid and conflicting rules do not always
provide. (But even Plato did not do away with moral rules, as is evident in his Laws.)
One's will is strengthened to do what is right, and one's desire or love is redirected
toward what is just and good.
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| Critique of the Ethics of Virtue

Some have criticized the classical notion that human beings
have an essential nature and purpose or function that are

|
8
]
|
1
]
|
q
universal and that, in turn, dictate what moral qualities i
should be pursued. Some argue that the list of virtues is !
culture-dependent or that it varies with the ethical system !

1

J

one prefers (for example, utilitarianism or ethical egoism).
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E. Concluding Comment

in the course of making day-to-day choices involving a value dimension, we
must operate in terms of a fundamental ethical decision: Shall | seek first and
foremost my own happiness, or shall | give equal or greater weight to the happiness
of other people? And so we face the choice between egoism and altruism.
Between the poles of egoism and altruism, but on the altruism side of the continuum,
lies the principle of impartiality: The good of every person is to count equally. This is
the principle that Rawls has developed in his defense of “justice as fairess” in his
book A Theory of Justice (see Chapter 11).

If we choose one of the right, duty, or moral-law (deontological) theories of
value, we will in all probability find ourselves on the altruism side of the continuum,
since the preference for altruism over egoism is an inherent feature of most of these
value frameworks. Indeed, the most prominent element in “the moral point of view" is
the principle of impartiality—that each person is to count as one. The moral point of
view claims {o be the only reasonable one. Suppose that egoist A holds that his
welfare is more important than B’s; egoist B asserts that her welfare is more
important than A's. The two claims are mutually contradictory; an impartial observer,
C, can only conclude that the egoist position is irrational, since it cannot function as
a general principle. (See Kant's Categorical Imperative, page 154; ‘impartiality” in
the theory of rational choice, page 160; and the love principle in situation ethics,
page 158.)

The choice between egoism and altruism arises acutely for value theories of
the consequence or good-life (teleological) type. In calculating the greatest
happiness for the greatest number of people, for example, will the utilitarian take into
account the moral principle that each person is to count as one? (See Critique 3 of
utilitarianism on page 157.)

Our motives can be either egoistic or altruistic. We can choose to adopt or
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reject the key principle that each person is to count as one. We can be guided by an
ethic of rules or by an ethic of consequences. We must make choices about the kind
of people we are to become. In the final analysis, each of us must make a personal
decision. But our decision conceming the nature of values and the methods for
justifying value judgments need not be made in an arbitrary fashion. We can choose
responsibly after a careful examination of the available options (including a check of
their claims against the findings of the natural and social sciences) and after an
imaginative assessment of the overall way of life within which our preferred option
would find its place. Ultimately, perhaps the most precious ingredient in a way of life
is not a constellation of "content” values but an open and deeply questioning process
for making value commitments.

I. Vocabulary

1. existentialist n. FEE N H
2. proceed vi. FF1, HE
(syn.: advance, progress, go ahead, move on, go on, continue, carry on)
3. discount vt. Xf------ HESE
(syn.: disagree, ignore, overlook ,pass over, deduct, take off, reduce,
lower, mark down)
4. inconclusive a. BRZREVEN, LA
5. analyst n. SME
6. systematic . HRYH, HEHHAK
(syn.: methodical, businesslike, regular, orderly, organized, planned)
7. empirically ad. 353 S
(syn.: experientially, practically)
8. pointless a. TLE XK, FiHM
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9. critique n. $G1F, WP, #F, #LH
10. defensible a. FEFRIFHY

11 fulfillment n. BT, MW, ZAL, HR
(syn.. completion, accomplishment, achievement, realization,
perfection, consummation, performance,  execution,
satisfaction)
12. fanatics a. BT, BIEM n ERE
13. holocaust n. KER
14. apartheid n. FHEMRRE
15. scrutinize vt. & vi. 41F, FHRE
(syn.: examine, study, peruse, pore over, scan, probe, search,
investigate, inspect)
16. justification n. IEX4 TR
(syn.: defense, plea, apology, explanation, reason, grounds, excuse,
vindication, exculpation, exoneration)
17. totalitarian a. HRAE XL H)
18. monogamy n. — XK —Ei|
19. polygamy n. —XK & E i
20. ociologist n. 2%
21. mores n. )18, )R
22. sanction vt. IAA], Ht¥#E
(syn.: permission, consent, allowance, authorization, warrant, approval,
endorsement, support, ratification)
23. diametrical a. IEFFHR K
(syn.: diametric, opposite, opposed, contrary, counter, antipodal,
antithetical)
24, superiority n. {LEUR, K3, fhEtE
25. behavioristic a. 17 FE X
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26.

27.
28.
29.

30.
31

32.
33.
34.

3s.
36.

37.

38.
39.

40.

arbiter n. fFEA, 2MTA

(syn.: judge, adjudicator, arbitrator, referee, umpire, governor, ruler)

milieu n. 315, HR

boil down to JILEER R

perpetuate vt. {7 KAFLE, KT

(syn.: continue, keep up, maintain, sustain, preserve, keep alive,
immortalize, eternalize)

descriptive a. R[], VHRARY

entail v. W71, fFA&IH

(syn.: involve, necessitate, call for, demand, require, result in, bring
about)

prescriptive a. £JEIRALHEY, B

starka. TRHHEH

contradict vi. [|R3X, Bk, BE

(syn.: deny, controvert, gainsay, dispute, oppose, challenge, refute,
disprove, negate, confute, dissent, belie, contravene, be at
variance)

militarism n. EE T X, MEEX

demise n. iEfL

(syn.: decease, expiration , passing, death)

medicare n. (JUIEXEZEFEAR) BITBESTRETH

peace corps EEFFERFA

intolerant a. fR¥%EH

(syn.: narrow-minded, illiberal, bigoted, biased, prejudiced,
chauvinistic, dogmatic, self-opinionated , small- minded,
insular)

egoismn. HEEN, FlEE N

(syn.: selfishness, self-interest, egomania, egotism, self-regard, conceit,

self-love)
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41.
42.

43.

44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.

50.

51

56.

altruism n. F|fth 3 X

tenetn. 5%, =&, EN

(syn.: dogma, doctrine, principle, precept, maxim, canon, creed, belief,

opinion, view)

imperative a. R EH), BYIH

(syn.: urgent, pressing, exigent, essential, vital, crucial, necessary,
compulsory, obligatory)

treatise n. (TR 1B

narcissistic a. B FEEER), BHIAY

negate vt. BE, /A

seeming . RE LA, LITFESEM

hedonic a. E/REJ, EHRFENM

divine a. #H), KIEH, FEALK

(syn.: godlike, godly, supernatural, superhuman, spiritual, angelic,
heavenly, celestial, transcendent, mystical, holy, sacred,
religious, consecrated, hallowed, sanctified)

tradition n. 13L& T HRAFL

(syn.: custom, practice, way, habit, convention, usage, folklore,
unwritten law)

.Korann. 12
52.
53.
54.
55.

elaboration n. Y5, #RER
Christian a. EEHH
theologian n. 2%
precedent n. £, 1R
(syn.: precedent, antecedent, anterior, previous, foregoing, earlier, prior,
former, above-mentioned)
categorical a. LSRR, HEXTHY
(syn.: positive, emphatic, unqualified, unconditional, absolute,
unreserved, unequivocal)
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57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.
67.

68.
69.

70.

imperative n. 14, H&
(syn.: dictatorial, authoritative, magisterial, commanding)
encompass v. £, HE
(syn.: encircle, surround, circumscribe, environ, ring, enclose)
visualize vt. R, &1
(syn.: picture, conjure up, envisage, imagine, conceive)
anarchy n. TEAFPRA, BEL
(syn.: lawlessness, disorder, confusién, chaos, riot, tumult, mayhem,
revolution, rebellion, insurgence, misrule)
wrath n. 5%, X
(syn.: anger, ire, rage, fury, passion, indignation, resentment,
exasperation)
secular a. HH{BH), IIHRY
(syn.: lay, profane, temporal, worldly)
exponentn. 185%, KEH
(syn.: advocate, champion, defender, promoter, interpreter, expounder,
expositor, presenter)
hierarchy n. FIAHRE, FRHIE
enunciate vr. [H8H, EFf
utilitarianism n. ZHF|3E XL
hatred n. 1R, %, &
(syn.: hate, detestation, loathing, abhorrence, odium, dislike, antipathy,
hostility, animosity, repugnance)
teleological a. B HIILHY
refined a. ¥§ERAY, AR
(syn.: cultivated, cultured, civilized, polished, courtly, polite, well-bred,
gentlemanly, elegant, sophisticated
incontrovertible a. &R R XA

(syn.: indisputable, incontestable, undeniable, irrefutable,
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71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.
77.

78
79

80
8

—

82
83

unquestionable, indubitable, certain, sure, positive)
prosecute vt. {7
(syn.: practise, carry on, conduct, perform, pursue, follow, continue,
persist)
attorney n. 2
(syn.: lawyer, factor, proctor, deputy, agent)
suppress v. [, P2F% ; HE, W0H
(syn.: conceal, withhold, censor, quash, quell, crush, overpower,
extinguish)
witch doctor X
undermine vt. FHME, EHPPIR
(syn.: sap, subvert, sabotage, weaken, impair, ruin)
naturalistic a. HRF XY
regress n. 53R, [@]J7
(syn.: regression, return, reversion, relapse, retrogression, retreat,
retrocession, recession)
. smuggle vt. FAZ
-utility n. 3, $H, IR
(syn.: usefulness, serviceability, use, advantage, benefit, profit, service,
avail)
. situationism n. 1ERIREFTHIL
.contextn. EF R, RIEXR, BYREMER LK
(syn.: background, framework, connection, relation, meaning,
substance, conditions, circumstances, situation, facts)
. theologian n. FHZ3K
. priority n. {£5E
(syn.: precedence, antecedence, preference, prerogative, superiority,
supremacy)
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84.
85.
86.
87.

88.

89.

90.

91.
92.
93.
94.

9s.
96.
97.

98.

dialectical a. HHIEFER), HHER)

Sabbath n. ZE.H

norm n. ¥, HE &E

(syn.: average, mean, rule, standard, measure, criterion, type, modet)

integrity n. ¥

(syn.: unity, wholeness, completeness, soundness)

myriad n. TRAEE o FTEH

(syn.: innumerable, countless, untold, incalculable, many, numerous)

lapse n. 135K, fEiF

(syn.: slip, error, mistake, fault, failing, oversight, omission, .
negligence)

preceptn. 85, M5

(syn.: canon, motto, maxim, adage, axiom, guideline, instruction,
direction, order, command, injunction, mandate, edict, decree,
ordinance, regulation, law)

hierarchy n. FHHIE, HFiGEH]

Preoccupy vr. € (¥EA) &@8HET

explicate vr. EHHRRIRFISHT

cardinal a. FEH), EXHY

(syn.: principal, chief, main, capital, vital, essential, fundamental,
central, key, primary, first, leading, foremost,  paramount,
important)

temperance n. T, FH|

envision n. X8, B

deficiency n. 8%, TR, HRe

(syn.: lack, shortage, want, insufficiency, dearth, deficit, scarcity,
inadequacy, absence)

benevolence n. ALy, 1T

(syn.: kindness, compassion, goodwill, humanity, philanthropy, altruism,
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charity, beneficence, liberality)
99. passing a. SHEH), —ITHY
(syn.: transitory, transient, fleeting, momentary, ephemeral, brief, short,
hasty, cursory, superficial, slight, casual)
100. inclination n. EF
(syn.: tendency, leaning, bent, proclivity, propensity, disposition,
penchant, partiality, predilection, bias, preference, liking,
fondness, taste, desire, wish)
101. innate a. RAEH], SHERM, £RH
(syn.: inborn, inbred, connate, congenital, native, natural, instinctive,
inherent, intrinsic, immanent, ingrained)
102. predispose vt. £ (¥EA) AT, £ (EAN) RE
(syn.: bias, prejudice, sway, incline, dispose)
103. rigid a. "2ERY, RIEH)
(syn.: stiff, inflexible, unbending, unyielding, unswerving, fixed, set,
firm, strict, stern, severe, harsh, austere, tough, rigorous,
stringent, precise)

I1. Notes

A. Terms

1. Situationism RE{THiL The epistemological view that insists that all
knowledge is empirically derived and can be reduced to sense experience.
Also it is called radical empiricism.

2. Cultural Relativism 3L L4833 3 % A doctrine that asserts that the validity
or value of any idea or pattern of behavior can be judged only in terms of
that particular culture (society) in which it occurs. Since all criteria are
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themselves reflections of some culture, there is no impartial critericn by
which any way of life can be evaluated. Human nature in one culture is
thus considered to be different from human nature in another; that is, there
is no universal human nature.

3. Subjectivism F 3 FE X The doctrine that all things that exist, exist only as
the knowing and experiencing of conscious beings: that the world exists
only in mind, and thus all existence is composed of minds and ideas,
dependence on mind or on consciousness.

4. Rationalism MEI2 % X The doctrine that knowledge and truth are
ultimately to be tested by intellectual and deductive rather than sensory
methods. Rationalists usually regard reason as a separate source of
knowledge, in no way dependent on experience. Opposed to empiricism

5. Utopia B3E#B A perfect society, any state, condition, or place of ideal
perfection. The word is derived from the Greek word meaning "land of
nowhere" and may thus imply a visionary or unrealistic scheme for social
improvement. However, a utopia may simply be a projection of a social
ideal by which the inadequacies of a present society can be judged.

6. Syllogism EZi€7% A logical form of deductive reasoning consisting of
three propositions. The first two propositions are called the premises, and
the third is called the conclusion. The first two propositions (the major
and minor premises) are so related that they logically imply the third
proposition (the conclusion). When the propositions are correctly stated
and ordered, the conclusion is said to be valid. Example of a valid
syllogism:

All fire fighters are brave. (Major premise)
Max is a fire fighter. (Minor premise)
Therefore, Max is brave. (Conclusion)

7. Utilitarianism Tj$) 3 X An ethical theory that claims that what is good or

useful is what produces the greatest satisfaction for the greatest number of
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people, thus, such utility or usefulness should be the aim and the standard
for individuals and for social and political institutions.

8. Praymatism 35 A 3 X he doctrine that asserts that the criterion of what is
true or of value is to be found in the practical consequences of ideas, in
how they work to solve problems and achieve human goals, concerned
with action and practice rather than a priori principles. Ideas arose in the
evolutionary process as guides to action; their truth and value are to be
judged by their practical effectiveness. The function of thought is to serve
as an instrument of adaptation and as a guide to action (Dewey).

B. Philosophers

1. John Dewey (1859—1952) #J8i41 B An American psychologist,
philosopher, educator and general defender of Pragmatism in a wide range
of contexts. He stressed that the primary purpose of philosophy should be
to solve the problems of democratic society by the use of (a broader and
more flexible version scientific method. Like Peirce, he advocated
fallibilism, and he defended democracy on the grounds that it provides the
best possible conditions for correcting our mistakes and solving common
human problems. In education he stressed the importance of learning
intellectual and practical skills in preference merely t6 memorizing facts.
Principal works: Logic: The Theory of Inquiry, The Quest for Certainty,
Human Nature

2. Aristotle (384—322B.C.) W2+ %8 A Greek philosopher, was atone
time the outstanding student at Plato Academy (from which he later broke
and formed his own school, the Lyceum) Aristotle was sensitive to the
historical development of ideas, devoted to common sense, and concerned
to avoid extremes in philosophy .A giant of Western thought, he
mastered-and irhproved upon most of the known disciplines day and made
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a lasting impact on both science and philosophy .His logic is still taught in
universities today. In metaphysics he is noted for his rejections of the
“separateness” of Plato’s Forms, his analysis of matter, form, potentiality,
substance, causality, and time, and his doctrine of the Prime Mover, and
his general teleological world view, the impact of which is still very much
felt today. In ethics and social philosophy, he is known for his defense of
the “mean” in human action (where, for example, courage is the preferred
middle way between rashness and cowardice), his analyses of virtue and
of moral responsibility, and his emphasis on the importance of particular
situations where, he urged, “the decision rests with perception”. Principal
philosophical works: Metaphysics, Physics, De Anima, Nico-machean
Ethics, and Politics.

I11. Exercises

A. Review Questions

1. Is lying always wrong?

NN s W

. When | want to do something but society says it is wrong, how can |

decide which course to take?

. Why not get fun of life without worrying about long-run consequences?

. Is it wrong to try out things — like cocaine?

. Who really has the authority to set up rules about right and wrong?

. Is conscience a reliable guide?

. Isn’t every act selfish, because even martyrs do what gives them

satisfaction?

. Don’t we say American life is better simply because we’ve been brought

up that way? In other words, aren’t a/l values relative?
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B. Discussion Questions

1. When visiting a foreign country, do you believe it is appropriate or
inappropriate to adopt the local norms of the society during your stay
there? What if the norms conflict with promises you have made or ethical
obligations you have to other people “back home™?

2. Rule utilitarianism proposes to test a moral rule (“Lying is wrong” or
“Lying is wrong except to prevent great damage to other persons”) in term
of the consequences for human happiness of observing or violating the
rule. Does this proposal do justice to “the moral point of view,” that is,
right, duty, and moral law theories?

3. Do you accept the principle of impartiality: The good of every person is
to count equally? What kind of domestic and foreign policies would the
richest and most powerful nation in the world adopt if it took seriously the
proposition that the well-being of each person on earth is of equal
importance? If policies based on the principle of impartiality are not
acceptable to you, what alternative “principle of partiality” can you
propose and justify?

4. Suppose that you are opposed, for whatever reason, to racial or sexual
discrimination. What method of value reasoning could you effectively use
to change an individual, class, or nation that practices such discrimination?
In other words, can ethical reasoning bake any bread?
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Chapter 9.
Philosophy and Esthetics

A. Introductory Comment

Esthetics (traditionally “aesthetics”) is the term applied fo the philosophical
study concerned with the understanding of beauty and its manifestations in art and
nature. The identification of the characteristics of what people call beautiful and the
analysis of theories of art are major interests in this philosophical area. Because it
focuses on the value dimension of certain kinds of human experience, esthetics
qualifies as an aspect of axiology. In an esthetic experience, our attention is caught
by something; we perceive it and become absorbed in the process of experiencing.
Our posture is one of appreciation or what might be called worth-assigning
awareness.

1. Is There a Distinctive “Esthetic” Experience?

There is wide agreement that the term "esthetic” does point to a distinct type of
human experience; students of esthetics, however, continue their controversy
regarding the most adequate language with which to talk about it and also regarding
whether the distinction between esthetic and nonesthetic experience is clear-cut or a
matter of degree. As we shall see, disagreements about the nature and significance
of objects that arouse an esthetic experience run much deeper.

We respond to most objects in one of two ways: either cognitively (What is it?
Where did it come from? How does it work?) or practically (What is it good for? How
can | use it? How is it important to me?). Before me is a tree. | ask cognitive
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questions: What kind of tree is it? How tall is it? How does it reproduce? Is it alive or
dead? | ask practical questions: Will it provide shade? How much money is it worth
as lumber? If it falls, will it block access to my house? While asking such questions,
my response is not esthetic. | am looking at the tree, but | am not seeing it; that is, |
do not perceive it just for the sake of the perception. | *have" the tree esthetically
only if | “contemplate” it, in the sense of giving my undivided attention to its qualities.

The distinctiveness of the "esthetic* experience is more obvious if we have
before us a statue or a painting. We can ask practical questions: How much does it
cost? How well does it complement the interior design of our living room? But an
answer to the question *What is it good for?" calls for a response that somehow
indicates our appreciation for the unique, qualitative thing that the statue or painting
is, in its own right. Moreover, we can employ an art object as a stimulus for thought
or reverie about our personal lives, but such therapeutic “use” will divert us from the
impact and excitement of esthetic experience itself. The esthetic experience remains
somehow special and not wholly translatable in terms of other kinds of responses.

We may also be diverted from appreciation by cognitive responses to the art
object, asking about the artist's life and other works, intentions (if any) while
fashioning the object, techniques in creating certain effects, and the artistic tradition
surrounding the creation of the work. Some art critics, the contextualists, argue that
to have such "external® knowledge about the art object enhances one's esthetic
experience. Other critics, the isolationists, claim that such knowledge is unnecessary
for full esthetic appreciation or may even handicap appreciation by tumning attention
away from the object itself. Both agree that *having" the esthetic experience is what
counts.

It has been held that the esthefic attitude is characterized by detachment,
disinterestedness, or psychic distance. These terms are ambiguous. They serve to
remind us that practical and personal concemns should not intrude themselves into
the process of appreciation; but the terms are misleading if interpreted to mean that
the appreciator should forgo intimacy, emotional participation, and identification with
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the esthetic object.

Consider the following: A partisan football fan watches the opposing
quarterback flip a perfect touchdown pass to the enemy end. "Beautiful" he
exclaims, temporarily detached from his partisanship, disinterested in the scoreboard,
and psychically distant from the effect that the perfectly executed play might have on
the final outcome of the game. Consider another example. | sit listening to a moving
rendition of “We Shall Overcome.” | visualize blacks and whites marching in Sowe to,
rubber bullets about to be fired by the police. Deep personal feelings are aroused by
the refrain “We are not afraid.” (I am often afraid) |, too, want somehow to “walk
hand in hand.” The haunting phrases “deep in my heart | do believe” and “the whole
wide world around—someday” trigger echoes of the seff | am or yeamn to be. The
esthetic dimension of the experience is maintained as long as | remain absorbed in
the song, its mood and flow of meanings, as long as | attend to them, and not to my
visualizations and feelings.

A conclusion from this discussion might be that it is easier to indicate what
esthetic experience is not than to depict exactly what it is.

2. The Objects of Esthetic Experience

Is there any limit to the range of things that can be appreciated esthetically?
We think first of objects of fine art, whose main function is to embody an esthetic
vision and elicit an esthetic response—-dramas, paintings, sculptures, symphonies,
poems, dances. But how can we draw a sharp line between the “fine” arts and the
suseful” arts? Arists in many times and places have left their imprint on utensils,
buildings, vases, clothing, furniture, ceremonial objects, and sometimes on an entire
city. How do we distinguish between fine” and “popular’ arts? Is folk music, for
example, a less significant art form than opera?

It has been suggested that an esthetic response is a natural accompaniment of
the culminating, consummatory phase of any experience. A scientist, for example,
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finally achieves a solution to a complicated problem. At the completion of her project,
she (or an observer who imaginatively reenacts the process) savors appreciatively
the new pattern of meaning that has emerged and exclaims: *Lovely!" Is the case
different when the outcome of effort and subsequent appreciation is a loaf of bread,
a stack of firewood ready for winter, or the purr of a finely tuned engine?

Handcrafted objects, concrete expressions of the seemingly bound- less
human imagination, hold a unique fascination for esthetic experience. Nature, in tum,
offers galaxies and glaciers, seashells and pounding surf, orchids and flamingoes,
cataracts and mountain peaks, male and female bodies (yes, and sunsets); in short,
intricate patterns and structures of color, fight, sound, and movement--these, and
many more, invite, at times compel, our appreciative awareness.

One fest of any esthetic theory is its capacity to account for the wide,
apparently limitless, range of objects that call forth an esthetic response.

B. An Esthetic Continuum

Esthetic experience is a focused appreciation of something. What is the nature
of the something, art object or natural event, that calls forth the esthetic response?
The continuum below points to five alternative views conceming the themes and
meanings expressed in esthetic objects.

It must be emphasized that, whatever the object's theme or meaning, it is
expressed through and embodied in a concrete form. Without form there is no
esthetic object; critical opinion on this point is unanimous. But what is “form™? The
term *“form” refers to the internal relations of the esthetic object. To avoid monotony,
the object must be a complex of different parts, but these parts must be interrelated
to form a whole (gestalt) - an “organic” whole in the sense that the parts are
interdependent. Thus, form is commonly interpreted to mean unity in variety. Some
observers hold that esthetic form also refers to some pervasive quality that gives the
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whole intensity (bright- ness or clarity). Form in the large is structure; form in the
small is texture.

The theory of formalism maintains that the art object is “pure form® and that its
formal excellence alone determines its esthetic quality. This interpretation is
particularly congenial to the proponents of abstraction-ism in art. The claim that
formal excellence is a sufficient condition of esthetic quality is open to question; that
it is a necessary condition is not debated. (See the entry for Cause in the glossary.)

It may be noted that to the extent that agreement is reached on the ingredients
of "formal excellence,” esthetic evaluations are objective rather than subjective (see
Section E, this chapter).

An esthetic object expresses (embodies) in a concrete form.

A Unified Experience
Suchness Feelings
Eternal Existential
Forms Possibilities

C. The Nature and Meaning

Of esthetic Objects: Alternative Views
1. esthetic Objects Express Eternal forms

Plato and Aristotie held that artists create an imitation, or representation, of
reality. They were not advocating the naive idea that artists strive to mirror natural
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objects as exactly as possible. Rather, the artist seeks to represent the essential
nature (essence) of objects, the rational forms on which they are patterned (Plato) or
that are inherent in them (Aristotle). For Plato, objects of art are twice removed from
the Eternal Forms, since they are only images of copies of the forms; that is ,natural
objects are imperfect copies of Eternal Forms, and works of art are only “imitations”
of natural objects.

The idea that esthetic objects represent or symbolize an ultimate Reality that is
eternal, perfect, and complete (the true, the Good, the Beautiful) recurs frequently in
the history of esthetic thought. Keats and Hegel refer to beauty as truth in sensuous
form. Music, says Schopenhauer, gives us an intuitive grasp of ultimate reality
(timeless forms of the Will to Live). Santayana refers to beauty as an eternal, divine
essence suffusing a material object. Tolstoy conceives beauty as a quality of perfect
goodness. The art object, says Goethe, is a sensuous embodiment of a spiritual
meaning. Chive Bell defines an esthetic object as significant form that reveals
utimate reality as a divine, all-pervading rhythm. In the Hindu tradition, esthetic
objects give intuitions of the ultimate as pure being, which, in contrast to the view of
the Greek philosophers, is beyond all conceptions and distinctions accessible to
reason. '

To summarize, the metaphysical idealist insists that art objects point beyond
themselves to a realm where the true, the Good, and the Beautiful already exist in
completed form. When representing a human body, for exam ply, a painter or
sculptor quite rightly creates an idealized figure whose proportions are perfectly
symmetrical.

The proposition that esthetic objects express etemal forms usually carries both
an epistemological and a moral implication. We can *know” or grasp the ultimate
nature of things intuitively. Since ultimate reality is morally perfect, artistic
productions can be judge good when they accurately depict the moral and bad when
they represent the immoral. On this ground Plato and Tolstoy argued for censorship
of the arts.

- 293 -



A number of critical questions can be raised about the
position under consideration (see also the criticisms of
objective idealism in the chapter on metaphysics). Is an art
object-for example, a musical composition-a recollection of

and universal, or does the artistic activity bring into
existence new, shared meanings? Does the esthetic object
increase our knowledge or simply heighten our awareness?
Is an abstract form of essence more significant than the
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2. Esthetic Objects Express Suchness

The most notable achievements of Western civilization are science (dealing
with the cognitive, theoretical aspect of reality) and technology (a highly practical
activity). The esthetic dimension of experience has been neglected in both
achievements. Western religions, by and large, have also subordinated esthetic
concerns to theoretical and large, have also subordinated esthetic concerns to
theoretical and practical ones; they have devoted themselves to the development of
complex theologies and to moral improvement. The esthetic dimension is more
prominence in Eastern philosophies and religions-Hinduism, Buddhism,
Taoism-where the thrust is not to understand (conceptualize) experience or to
perfect it morally but to accept and celebrate it. This characterization applied
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emphatically to Zen Buddhism, the subject of i following discussion.

If the esthetic experience means to appreciate something as complete in itself,
then all Zen experience is esthetic. if the Zen person travels, it is fo travel, not to
arrive somewhere else; he is already there. He does not strive for anything; he is
goal-less. This is the art of artlessness. "When hungry, eat; when tired, sleep.”

The priority of the esthetic element is revealed in the testament of one of Zen's
most ardent and scholarly proponents. D.T. Suzuki, in trying to explain an Eastem
perspective to a Westem audience, says, “Zen naturally finds its readiest expression
in poetry rather than philosophy because it has more affinity with feeling than with
intellect; its poetic predilection is inevitable.” That uniquely Japanese literary form,
the haiku, makes the case. A Haiku poem, so brief, simply points to the thusness of
things; it seems to say, “Just so, just as it is.” The poem offers no commentary, no
interpretation; it expresses a simple, childlike wonder.

Evening rain.
The banana leaf
Speaks of it first.

Zen painting in its spontaneity does not represent nature but is itse¥ natural-a
work of nature. The Zen artist portrays asymmetry, disequilibria, and imperfection
because these, as well as harmony, characterize individual suchness. The famous
dry garden of Romanic illustrates esthetic objects as the expression of suchness.
Fifteen uncarved rocks are arranged in five groups in a large expanse of raked
sand-just there.

Zen art is an expression of a living moment in its pure'suchness”; it is an
awakening to the present instant as the only reality-but the instant is itself timeless.
The favorite subjects of the Zen artist are natural, concrete, everyday things. Zen
masters are portrayed as aimless, going nowhere in a timeless moment; and art
echoes the moment. Zen art is a yea-saying to life as it presents itself-"empty and
marvelous.”
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Is the esthetic attitude self-sufficient? Is it enough to
accept and savor everything just as it is: cruelty, disease, !
[}

war? Does Zen fail to balance appreciation of today’s now |
with effort to secure a richer now tomorrow? i
1

3. Esthetic Objects Express a Unified Experience

John Dewey developed a theory of art as the enhancement of common
experience. Experience involves a constant interaction between live creatures and
their environments in a series of doings and undergoings. When we pay attention to
the pervasive, integrated quality of an experience, our experience is esthetic. It may
be noted that some educators, focusing exclusively on this aspect of Dewey's
esthetic theory, have concluded that exposure of students to objects of fine art is
unimportant, since esthetic appreciation can be sufficiently developed as students
experience the ordered movement from the beginning fo the conclusion of any
problem-solving activity.

Esthetic objects and events elicit a quality of experienced wholeness, of an
experience complete and unified in itself. Thus, objects of art focus and enrich
qualities found in our everyday experience. Consider the earliest known examples of
art: paintings of animals on the walls of caves to commemorate the success of a
hunting expedition.

Objects take on meaning when we discover their interrefationships and interact
with them in new ways. The moon is still a shining disk in the sky but now it has the
added meaning of men having walked on it and returned with fragments to decipher.
Science takes objects out of isolation by showing us their causes and effects, thus
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providing us with instrumentai meanings. Art is a direc! axpressior: of meanings that
are not translatable into ordinary language. Poor landiubbers, we yet participate in
Ahab'’s relentiess search for the white whale. The artist has the imaginative capacity
to see things whole, thus enlarging and unifying the quality of the perceiver's
experience.

The artist does not reveal some ghostly “essence” of things but rather their
essential meanings in and for experience. The religious feelings that may
accompany an intense esthetic perception stem from arousal by the work of art of a
sense of unity and a sense of belonging to the all-inclusive whole that is the
universe.

The more an esthetic object embodies experiences common to many
individuals, the more expressive it is. A work of art means not the artist's intention
but the unified quality of experience that, through time, it can evoke in perception.
Ideally, the art object is the vehicle of complete, unhindered communication,
enabling us to share vividly and deeply in meanings to which we had been blind or
insensitive. Who, for example, can live through a performance of Who's Afraid of
Virginia Woolf? Without acquiring a new and poignant sense of what it means to
hurt?

| Critique

i Is the net cast by “a unified experience” ambiguously
: all-inclusive? A unified experience, in one context, seems no
! more than attending to the formal properties of any art
i object, while in another context it expands to a feeling of
:  mystical oneness. How clear and adequate is the proposed
! criterion of good art, that which in the long run elicits
i esthetic experience in people? (Does the criterion imply “the
:  greatest number of people”?)
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4, Esthetic Objects Express Feelings

The theory that esthetic objects express feelings is known as expressionism.
Expressionism can be interpreted in three quite different ways. The feelings
expressed may be those of the artist, or those inherent in the art object, or the
feelings aroused in the perceiver. Thus we may say (1) the composer is sad and
communicates his personal feeling; or (2) the music is sad; or (3) the music makes
me feel sad. Obviously, these are not mutually exclusive altematives-either or both
of the second and third conditions may result from the first one.

Croce, an Halian philosopher of history and esthetics, interpreted art as an
expression (manifestation) of the artist's state of mind, giving us ‘intuitive
knowledge” of mental states (see discussions of subjective idealism). Note the
striking art sometimes produced by the uninhibited expression of so-called mentally
ill persons. Plato and James Joyce suggested that the artist's feelings are a divinely
inspired ecstasy.

The idea that art expresses the artist's personal emotions is exemplified most
fully in the movement known as romanticism. The romanticists valued sincerity,
spontaneity, and passion. The role of the artist is to feel deeply and then
communicate those emotions in order to stimulate imagination and enthusiasm in the
audience.

The romanticists were intensely interested in Nature, which they interpreted as
a manifestation of Spirit. Artists should immerse themselves in Nature, approaching
it with longing and a sense of identification; in this way artists would relive the
experiences of the creative Spirit and be able to re-express them symbolically
through their works of art. In this vein, Teilhard de Chardin interprets art as an
expression of a universal life force, reminiscent of Henri Bergson's notion of an
elanuital, the dynamic source of causation and evolution in nature.

Art may express the artist's feelings in a very different sense if it symbolizes a
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sublimated sexual impulse (Freud), or primordial images (archetypes) from the
unconscious (Jung, Herbert Read), or a playful, make-believe escape from reality.

Does it make sense to say that music is sad? It can be argued that the music
(or some other variety of art object) has a gestalt quality (perhaps a mood) so that
the perceiver recognizes (does not read into) the emotion as a felt quality of the
object itself. Music is sad when it has the properties and features of people’s sad
feelings. Some music is iconic; that is it has a structural similarity to what it
symbolizes-such as the clattering of horses' hooves.

Susan Langer and Emst Cassirer describe art as the creation of forms that
symbolize (articulate) the structure of human feelings. Who's Afraid of Virginia Woolf?
again provides an illustration. An art object does not assert any propositions about
human feelings; it is a symbolic pointing toward them. A major function of art in this
view is to clarify the inner life. Aristotle held that the portrayal of fearful and pitiable
events in tragic drama provides a catharsis, a purification of the emotions.

The third view is that art expresses feelings in the sense of evoking them. It is
undeniable that we experience sadness, joy, and other emotions while in the
presence of esthetic objects. The question is whether our feelings tell us something
about the artist’s intentions, about the art object itself, about our emotional state at
the time, or about the meanings and expectations we project onto the esthetic object.
We may approach the question by posing another question: When two persons
attend to a work of art, without paying attention to their own inner responses to it, will
one of them experience joy and the other sadness?

The hedonistic interpretation of feelings aroused by esthetic objects is that,
joyful or sad, they are pleasing. Beauty is objectified pleasure (according to
Santayana).
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! Critique

Do not esthetic objects, for example, a play by G.B.
Shaw, often express ideas and meanings rather than feelings?
Is not the capacity of objects to elicit an esthetic response
more important than the artist’s overflow of emotions and
intention to communicate them? If the source of artistic
inspiration is the individual or racial unconscious, how does
this affect our appreciation or evaluation of the work of art?
Do romanticists fall into sentimentality when they project
human emotions onto natural objects? If arousal of feeling is
the main function of esthetic objects, do we then agree that
Dickens’s Christmas Carol is a supreme achievement of art? Is
“pleasure” an apt description of our response to Guernica,
Hamlet, and Tristan und Isolde?
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5. Esthetic Objects Express Existential Possibilities

We have reached the opposite end of the continuum from Eternal Forms. The
existential view is that an art object is a sheer (pure) possibility. The art object is a
presentation of a possibility felt and imagined by its author; it is not a representation
of a form or an essence-given, complete, timeless.

The art object is more than an imagined possibility; it is itself the presence of
the possibility. The work of art, like the existing individual, is not an expression of
fullness; it is a thrust of spontaneity from lack of being. The art object is a
spontaneous utterance, an enactment, of what an individual feels and imagines
existence to be. The utterance, if authentic, is novel and original. It is “truthful® in the
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sense of being sincere and of revealing the vision to which the person is committed.
This is not an abstract kind of truth and is not subject to any empirical test. The artist
creates by willing into existence some value in an inherently valueless existence.

The only test of a work of art it's the originality and sincerity that mark its
creation. Genuine art merges authentic feeling and imagination into an object whose
meaning is completely clear. This authenticity and clarity sensitize us to cowardice
and fakery of every kind. On the positive side, art helps us to taste the infinite variety
of ways in which it is possible to be human. Such tasting is an incipient fime bomb to
explode the status quo.

There is no single style of “existential’ art. For Nietzsche, art is Dionysian,
celebrating human passions that overflow all civilized restraints. On the other hand,
a painting in which human figures are conspicuously absent may symbolize the
impersonality and dehumanization of modern existence.

The existential posture can be questioned from the
viewpoint of Zen. Both positions abhor abstractions and
pretense; both value simplicity, individuality, and especially
spontaneity. A Zen believer might query the existentialist as

off from nature? Why not let your art flow freely from the
suchness within and around you? Instead of will, why not be
willing? For example, if you feel dissatisfied with yourself,
there is no need to summon willpower to force a change; the

.
| |
i i
i i
i i
i follows: “How is it that you find yourself so completely cut i
i i
i i
i seed of change is you.” i
' J
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D. Three Controversial Issues
1. Subjectivism Versus Objectivism

The issue here raises a methodological question. Are esthetic judgments and
evaluations subjective or objective or a mixture of both elements? The altemative
answers closely parallel the positions set out in the chapter on ethics.

In subjectivism the claim is put forth that there are no esthetic inducing
properties of an artwork as such, and certainly there is no one characteristic of an
object that guarantees its value. People can only report a subjective impression of
what they perceive. No meaningful disagreement is possible when impressions or
intuitions differ, as they often do. This brings us to an “emotive theory” of esthetics.
Advocates of cuitural relativism in esthetics can point out that music and art in a
cultural tradition very different form our own often elicit no esthetic reactions a sense
of monotony, indifference, rejection, or sheer curiosity.

Objectivism as a basis for esthetic judgment takes three major forms:

a. The absolutist position is that we have knowledge of the ideal order of reality,
either through divine illumination or through reason. This knowledge, it is held,
constitutes a secure base for objective judgments of works of art. Kant contended
that there is a harmony of the imagination and the understanding that is common to
all people, and therefore judgments of taste are universal.

b. In pragmatism, an esthetic object is evaluated in terms of its capacity to
produce an esthetic response. Esthetic judgment is thus an estimation of the
possibilities of an object for providing esthetic experience. Granted that there are no
set rules for assessing the response capacity of works of art, we can point to some
properties that are likely to confer that capacity; for example, unity, complexity, and
intensity. In this sense, the judgment ‘I do not like it" is not equivalent to the
statement” It has no esthetic properties. * The final test, however, is pragmatic: Does
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the object, through time, in fact arouse esthetic appreciation?

c. The rational-choice position is set forth by David Hume: Good art has those
characteristics that please a qualified observer; a qualified observer is one who is
experienced, calm, and unprejudiced. This position must cope with the difficulty that
trained, sensitive art critics do not always agree and that {ater critics often do agree
in rejecting the judgments of their predecessors. Could we agree on which critics are
‘qualified™? We often seem to be reduced to the circular argument that the qualified
critics are the ones who have “good taste.”

it may be suggested that the function of the art critic is not to pass judgment,
as in a court of law, but to enlarge and deepen esthetic perception, which is the
function of esthetic objects themselves. In this context, the argument between
subjectivist and objectivist is of no more than secondary concern.

2. Art and Knowledge

The fundamental question here is whether art is a knowledge-producing
process. What is the relation between art and epistemology?

Intuition plays a role in esthetic perception in the sense that the qualities of the
art object are grasped in immediate awareness. Intuitionism, however, claims much
more: that the perceiver not only has direct awareness of the esthetic object but also
leamns about the nature of things from the intuitive knowledge conveyed by the artist.
Literature, for example, states or implies propositions about love, death, good and
evil, and especially human nature; if you want to understand the human condition,
we are told, go to the novelist, poet, and dramatist in preference to the academic
psychologist.

Langer, as we have seen, argues that the arts express truths about human
emotions, but she explicitly states that these truths are not translatable into
propositions subject to empirical test. No knowledge claim is put forward in her view
that art clarifies human emotions. The latter statement coincides with the view that
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art provides not knowledge but a sense of disclosure, insight, and heightened
intelligibility.

A person skeptical of intuitionism might seek to clarify the situation by
proposing that arlists fumish a vivid acquaintance with human realities and
possibilities but no knowledge about them. This proposal would hardly safisfy
romanticists, who assert that artistic imagination fumishes immediate insight into
truths about the ultimate nature of reality. The difficulty here is the contradictory
character of the reported truths and the absence of criteria by which to choose
among them. The existentialist's insistence that art expressions are “true” when they
spring from sincere, authentic feelings does not imply that they produce any
knowledge.

Most of those who deny that artistic expression is a form of knowing do not
thereby disparage its importance in human life. They hold that art's function is to give
form to new meanings and distinctive visions that will expand and enrich awareness.

3. Art and Morality

We have just considered whether art is a knowledge-producing process. We
now raise an axiological question: Is art, or should it be, a morality- producing
enterprise?

Idealists, convinced that they know what is right and proper, quite naturally
judge the artist's work in light of their moral conceptions. The obligation of art, said
Tolstoy, is to communicate the highest moral and religious truths. Materialism, in its
Manxist version, adopts the same stance; artistic conceptions that deviate from
officially established values are condemned and, if possible, suppressed. In the
interests of internal harmony and political stability, censorship of the arts is deemed
necessary in Plato’s Republic, and in communist and fascist states.

Should the artist's imagination and vision be confined within the narrow limits
set by a reigning moral orthodoxy? The record of censorship is not a pretty one; too
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often it has meant repression on behalf of a narrow dogmatism that is soon seen fo
be arbitrary and unenduring. Censorship confines the artist and at the same time
deprives everyone else of the opportunity to make a free, moral choice. On the other
hand, some advocate that artistic freedom and individual choice must take a back
seat to the majority's preferences or the well-being of the state.

It has been argued that esthetic judgment is distinct from moral judgment in
light of the fact that we can appreciate the portrayal of contradictory ways of life.

If we reject censorship and the moral absolutism in which it is typically rooted,
do we automatically commit ourselves to estheticism, the view that moral and
practical concemns should always be subordinated to esthetic enjoyment?
Estheticism appears to make two claims: Art is for art's sake alone, and esthetic
appreciation is the supreme or only intrinsic value. The advocate of estheticism can
be confronted with a haunting test case: Mussolini's nephew retumed from a
bombing mission over Ethiopia and exulted over the beauty of a bomb exploding
among unarmed civilians. The artistic excellence of the Godfather, both in print and
in film, has raised the suspicion that an inhumane way of life has been portrayed as
a lifestyle beyond the reach of moral assessment.

A third position, differing from both moralism and estheticism, argues that art
serves morality not by promoting established standards but by expanding human
sympathies and imagination and revealing a common human nature, thus uniting
humankind. The moral function of art, in this accounting, is not to extol the tried and
true but to give imaginative life to new values, to deliver us from old moralities to new
ones of wider scope. A play and movie such as Whose Life Is I anyway? Might fit
this category.
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E. Concluding Comment

There remain conflicting interpretations of the nature and meaning of esthetic
objects. This fact should not blind us to the possibility of enriching our lives in ways
proposed by each of the alternative views. Esthetic objects may arouse in us a
sense of abiding values, an awareness of the suchness of things, an appreciation for
the continuities and meanings that unify experience, a more profound recognition of
the flow of feelings in others, and ourselves and sensitivity to hitherto unimagined
possibilities of existence.

However wide we spread the net of intellectual analysis in order to capture the
message of the artist, the artist is vocation-bound to elude us. "Stop! Look! Listen!"
cries the artist. "When imagination's frain comes by and shakes the earth,
reverberate!” It may be true that few esthetic events embody a vision distinct and
powerful enough to shatter, our complacency and alter our view of life; still, we can
seek out and celebrate these few.

Esthetic experience can become a significant dimension of life, even in an
overdeveloped society. A large number of people can play and compose music,
paint, sculpt, tend gardens, and engage in handicrafts. There are two other, quite
different, possibilities.

One possibility is that people might try to create a society as a work of art.
More and more people, reacting against the impersonality and competitiveness of
huge bureaucratic organizations (in business, education, welfare) yearn for an
"organic” community. Thus, a small group may start from scratch and form a
commune. Communes in which each person "does his own thing" are marked by
variety but not unity, Other communes, where cooperation is the keynote, have
qualities characteristic of a work of art; the parts (individuals) are harmoniously
interrelated to form an organic whole. But in fashioning a society as a work of art, the
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interests and autonomy of individuals may be sacrificed to the requirements of the
overall pattemn. Indeed, “organic harmony” is precisely the organizing principle of
Plato's Republic and of totalitarian regimes. A more appealing version of an "esthetic
society” might be a society that cherished and promoted esthetic experiences in the
lives of the people composing it.

A second possibility is that we all function as artists in creating our individual
lives as works of art. It is true that a single art object is something finished, complete.
But might not each life be fashioned into a unique form, a constantly emerging
unity-in-variety with a pervasive quality of intensity? A person forming his or her own
life as a work of art would never go hungry for esthetic experience, and many others
would find nourishment from the bread thus cast upon the waters.

I. Vocabulary

1. naive a. ANERY, FMERY
(syn.: ingenuous, artless, guileless, unsophisticated, simple, innocent,
trusting, credulous, gullible, open, frank, candid)
2.inherenta. 7R, BEEM
(syn.: intrinsic, built-in, inborn, innate, immanent, ingrained, natural,
native, congenital, hereditary, basic, fundamental)
3.symbolize vi. RIE, KF, 1EA...MRIE
(syn.: represent, stand for, signify, mean, denote, betoken, exemplify,
typify, embody, personify)
4. recurvi BRE, Eil
(syn.: repeat, happen again, return, come back, reappear, persist, come and
£0)
5.sensuous a. ‘A ANLIKRHIEFN, ¥RERHN

(syn.: sensory, sumptuous, luxurious, rich, aesthetic)
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6.suffuse vr. (¥f&k, %) W, KBTF
(syn.: cover, overspread, colour, bathe, imbue, permeate, transfuse, infuse,
steep)
7. pervade vt. i@, BE  BX
(syn.: permeate, spread, diffuse, fill, saturate, impregnate, penetrate,
percolate, imbue, suffuse)
8. rhythm n. &
(syn.: beat, pulse, tempo, cadence, measure, accent, lilt, swing)
9. sculptor n. FEZIFK, BEEEX
10. proportion n. EF, KX/)
(syn.: dimension, measurement, size, magnitude, extent, capacity)
11. symmetrical a. XTFRfY, SIFRK)
12. censorshipn. HE (FIF), RE (HIH)
13. depict vt. 5, #id
(syn.: delineate, portray, sketch, draw. Paint, outline, picture, illustrate,
represent, describe, characterize, detail)
14. notable a. EEHK), EEM
(syn.: remarkable, noteworthy, signal, noticeable, conspicuous, marked,
string, memorable, unusual, distinctive, noted, distinguished,
celebrated, eminent, famous)
15. cognitive a. TAIRMY
16. thrust n. #5hH
(syn.: drive, push, shove, force, impetus, momentum, lunge, stab, poke,
prod, attack, assault
17. conceptualize vt. {EHESAL
18. emphatically adv. %5558 iEH#
19. Buddhism n. 1##
20. scholarly a. 12/
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21
22.

23.

24.

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

30.

31
32.

33.

proponent n. X¥#&, HHF#E

affinity n. 5|77, U]

(syn.: attraction, liking, partiality, rapport, sympathy)

predilection n. 1R%E, REF

(syn.: inclination, leaning, tendency, bent, predisposition, proclivity,
propensity, bias, preference, partiality, liking, fondness,
weakness, taste, fancy)

commentary n. B0, 8, BUA

(syn.: narration, comments, remarks, notes, annotation, exposition,
explanation, interpretation, analysis, critique, review,
dissertation, essay, record, chronicle, journal)

spontaneity n. H Xt

asymmetry n. NXTHR

disequilibrium n. NP4

yea-saying a. FIFURARER

savor vt. fhE, KK

(syn.: flavour, taste, relish, tang, piquancy, smack, smell, odour, scent,
aroma, bouquet)

culmination n. AR, H#

(syn.: climax, zenith, meridian, acme, height, peak, top, summit,
pinnacle, crown, consummation, conclusion, completion, close,
finishing touch, finale)

pervasive a. ¥iRAT, FEAK

elicit v. B, 31, 5, H

(syn.: evoke, educe, bring forth, draw out, extract, derive, cause , give
rise to)

commemorate vt. 1T.&

(syn.: celebration, observance, honour, solemnize, immortalize,
perpetuate, memorialize, remember, pay tribute to , salute)
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34. fragment n. 5, B
(syn.: piece, portion, fraction, part, bit, morsel, scrap, remnant, chip,
sliver)
35.landlubber n. “BHF (HEFKFE, FIRHEBHIAN)
36. vehicle n. JENY), FEXFE
(syn.: conveyance, transport, means, agency, instrument, medium, organ,
channel)
37. expressionism n. XM FE L
38. ecstasy n. 1XE, tH#, A%
(syn.: rapture, transport, bliss, joy, delight, seventh heaven , elation,
euphoria, felicity, exhilaration, thrill, exaltation, fervour)
39. sublimate vr. F+4&, 4i{t
(syn.: refine, purify, exalt, uplift, heighten, elevate)
40. iconic a. fE4ERY, KAEEE /Y
41. catharsis n. BAEZZAWIERT SRS
(syn.: purification, cleansing, purging, purgation)
42. sentimentality n. &RE K
43. authentic a. F[{5H), RN
(syn.: genuine, true, veritable, real, pure, legitimate, valid, reliable,
dependable, trustworthy, accurate, faithful, authoritative)
44, cowardice n. %1%, A8/
(syn.: cowardliness, timidity, timorousness, fear, faint-heartedness, cold
feet)
45 .incipient a. ¥R, MIHILAY
(syn.: inchoate, inceptive, beginning, commencing, starting, initial,
nascent, rudimentary, embryonic)
46. Dionysian a. E#TIH], WK
47. summon vi. Mt
(syn.: call, invite, bid, send for, convoke, muster, assemble)
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48.
49.

50.

5L

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

versus prep. 5.. H%t
parallel a. FRA), FLK)
(syn.: equidistant, even, equal, corresponding, similar, like, analogous,
equivalent)
monotony n. i, TR
(syn.: tedium, dullness, routine, sameness, uniformity)
sheer a. #IRH), #EXITH), HRH
(syn.: utter, complete, out-and-out, downright, absolute, unqualified,
unmitigated, unadulterated, pure, simple)
illumination n. 3£
reduce vi. fEA0T (EMARE), FLLHERHE
(syn.: degrade, debase, demote, ruin, impoverish, humble, humiliate)
circular a. T§¥FH/Y
(syn.: round, annular, ring-shaped, discoid, spherical, globular)
explicit a. FARIEY
(syn.: plain, clear, distinct, unambiguous, precise, specific, express,
definite, positive, categorical, absolute, full, detailed,
straightforward, blunt, unreserved, open)
disparage v. BHl, BB, BK
(syn.: belittle, depreciate, underrate, undervalue, underestimate, decry,
derogate, run down, deprecate, denigrate, vilify, defame, traduce,
malign, discredit, degrade, debase, asperse, criticize)
stance n. X, BF
deviate vi. HH, HE
(syn.: veer, diverge, wander, stray, err, depart, digress, swerve, turn aside,
deflect, differ, vary, change)
condemn vt. H®TT
(syn.: blame, censure, disapprove, rebuke, upbraid, reproach, reprove,
reprobate, denounce)
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60.
61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.
68.

IL.

fascist a. EFEHTE XK
reign vt. iI8
(syn.: rule, govern, command, hold, sway, predominate, prevail)
orthodoxy n. IESitE, IEHHNE
arbitrary a. 1EERY, TR, THRY
(syn.: despotic, dictatorial, autocratic, absolute, tyrannical, imperious,
magisterial, domineering)
automatic a. B3R, TEIRM
(syn.: involuntary, unconscious, instinctive, reflex, spontaneous,
mechanical, uncontrolled)
estheticism n. MEFEF X
exulte vi. £ B, WEK
(syn.: rejoice, triumph, jubilate, gloat, make merry, jump for joy)
haunting a. AETHE, S OLH
extol v. Bi¥%, Wi
(syn.: praise, laud, eulogize, panegyrize, exalt, glorify, acclaim, applaud,
commend)

Notes

A. Terms

1. Gestalt 153018, 2 A% K Having to do with pattern or configuration.

The term identifies a school of psychology that stresses the idea that the
whole person or the total organism is not merely the sum of its parts but
that the character of interconnectedness is itself an aspect of what a thing
is.
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2. Formlism 43X, & X A theory that stresses the form or ideational quality of
a thing. In ethics, it is often identified with intuitionism. In art, it places
emphasis not on content but on form for its own sake.

3. Expressionism I 3 X The esthetic theory that art activities and objects
express or evoke feelings.

4. Romanticism ;R i® = X An assertion of the primacy of feeling
and .imagination over reason. As artistic movement romanticism rejected
traditional restraints and stressed that the world apprehended by our
senses and reason, the world of space and time, is only an appearance or
manifestation of a deeper spiritual reality that lies behind.

5. Materialism M4 & X The view that everything in the universe, including
life and mind, can be reduced to, and explained in terms of, matter and
motion. Thus, conscious events are reduced to the transformation, or
spatial rearrangement, of material atoms in the brain. The substitution of
“energy” for “matter” does not alter the basic theory.

6. Dogmatism #{#F F X A view or opinion held as an established truth,
along with an unwillingness to examine evidence or to admit that it is
open to discussion.

7. Estheticism ME3E 3 X The doctrine that knowledge has its source and
derives all its content from experience. Nothing is regarded as true save
what is given by sense experience or by inductive reasoning from sense
experience.

B. Philosophers

1. Hegel (1770—1831) B4#%/R A German philosopher who developed the
position as absolute idealism, argued that “the real is the rational” and that
Reason is the formative principle of all reality. We need not be restricted,
as Kant held, to the realm of mere appearances (Phenomenal word). The
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goal of history is the liberation of spirit (consciousness) from its
confinement in nature in order to achieve the “Absolute” , an
all-encompassing, self-conscious, organic unity. The individual as
individual is unimportant. Hegel is noted for his dialectical analyses of
history and ideas, in which he traces the ways an earlier position or
institution is undermined and leads beyond itself to a new synthesis. Thus,
for example, master and slave may each derive some value from their
relationship (each depending upon the other), but the institution of slavery
itself inevitably must the way to a higher phase of historical development,
reflecting the unfolding of consciousness through history. Principal works:
Phenomenology of Spirit, Philosophy of Right, Science of logic, and
Encyclopedia of the Philosophical sciences.

2. Henri Bergson (1859—940) ¥ #|#f148%% A popular French thinker often
described as a “process philosopher.” Bergson stressed the importance of
evolutionary change that is carried forth by a creative force then vital). He
reacted the extremes of dualism and materialism, urging that an adequate
metaphysics must account for our experience of a continuous, flowing
time and must avoid the pitfalls of a mechanistic or “dock” time
composed of distinct moments. In epistemology he stressed the
importance of intuition and the limitations of intellectual knowledge. He
influenced a generation of writers, including James Joyce. Principal
works: Time and Free Will, Creative Evolution, The Creative Mind, The
Two Source of Religion and Morality.
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II1. Exercises

A. Review Questions

1. Does beauty reside .in things or in the eye of the beholder?

2. Should art serve a moral purpose, or should art be for art's sake alone?

3. Do esthetic objects reveal the nature of ultimate reality?

4. Do works of art reflect values or create them? .

5. Does a poem or symphony simply express the emotions of the poet or
composer?

6. Can a person's life be a work of art?

7. Do artistic visions alter our view of life?

B. Discussion Questions

1. Do those who say, “I don’t know anything about art, but I know what I
like,” have a defensible or an indefensible esthetic stand?

2. On what basis can a professional movie critic claim to be an expert in
judging whether a movie is “ good”? What determines a food or bad
movie?

3. Can you name some recent movies that illustrate the different positions on
the continuum?

4. When making a moral point about a historical event, should an author or a
filmmaker have the freedom to exaggerate, downplay, or alter certain
“facts”?

5. Is a skilled carpenter or a gourmet cook an acceptable example of a real
artist? Why or why not?

6. Comment on the following statement: “In contrast to Eastern philosophies,
Western science and religion focus on the theoretical and practical and
neglect the esthetic appreciation of ‘now’ and ‘suchness’.”
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Chapter 10.

Philosophy and Human Nature

A. Introductory Comment

At the outset we should recognize that in the ongoing discussion of important
issues the question of human nature is often raised, not in its own right but simply to
distract attention from the main topic. For example, two people are arguing about
whether the federal govemment should subsidize child-care centers. Instead of
confronting the pros and cons of that issue, one of the disputants may sidetrack the
discussion by proposing that people are by nature lazy and refuse to put forth any
effort to take care of themselves. It is noteworthy that the same disputant may justify
pessimism about efforts to achieve world peace by appealing to an exactly opposite
view of human nature, namely, that people are inevitably aggressive in defense of
their own interests. In each case, the original issue becomes lost in claims and
counterclaims about human nature.

The fact that statements about human nature are used as diversionary tactics
in political discussion does not mean that they are inappropriate topics for
philosophical analysis. Such statements are not always, or even usually, mere
rationalizations. On the contray, they function as the groundwork on which social,
political, and educational policies are fashioned. To illustrate, we can cite the Puritan
view, dominant in much of America’s colonial period, that child nature is inherently
evil, therefore requiring an authoritarian education, one that will instill in children fear,
discipline, and unquestioning obedience to law — human as well as divine. Since
one's beliefs about human nature have such important practical implications, it is the
philosopher's obligation to examine them critically — that is, to evaluate the
empirical evidence alleged in their behalf, to identify the theoretical assumptions on
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which they rest, and to trace the consequences to which they lead..

But why is the question “What is human nature?” a Philosophical issue? Why
not turn to the sciences for a straightforward, unambiguous answer? The reader,
recalling from Chapter 5 the unresolved arguments among free willists, strict
determinists, advocates of freedom as insightful awareness, and existentialists and
from Chapter 6 the differing metaphysical views of human kind, will be convinced
already of the futility of a simple "appeal to science.” Furthermore, the conflicting
views of human nature that we are about to examine highlight the fact that the
sciences do not speak with a single voice. The biologically oriented perspective of an
ethologist gives a very different picture of a human being from the leaming-oriented
approach of a behavioral scientist. Behavioral scientists, in turn, disagree among
themselves about the fundamental characteristics of human nature. Depending on
which theoretical approach is adopted (behaviorist, psychoanalytic, humanistic),
human beings are seen as reactive, as goaded by inner drives, or as goal-seeking.

While you carry through the intellectual analysis of altemnative views of human
nature (assessing the evidence, identifying assumptions, tracing consequences,
evaluation the critiques of each position), you may find it worthwhile to try on each
one fo feel how well it fits you and the people you know best. In response to Konrad
Lorenz's view, for example, do you discover within yourself and your close
acquaintances a constantly replenished wellspring of hostility and aggression
seeking release in direct or sublimated form?
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B. A Human Nature Continuum

Social with Positive
Potentialities
(Don’t change human nature, nurture it)

Selfish, Aggressive, Empty, Plastic,
Antisocial Reactive
(“You can’t change (“Human nature is
human nature”) made,not born.”)

C. Alternative Views of Human Nature

1.Human Nature is Selfish, Aggressive, and Antisocial

Pessimism about human nature — beliefs that human brings cannot trust their
deepest desires and inner promptings and that if and when they do they will find
themselves in conflict with their fellows — is a viewpoint widely held in past tines and
at present. It finds varied expression in four major modes of thought: religious,
philosophical, scientific, and literary.

Traditional Judeo-Christian doctrines have stressed the idea of original sin and
the human propensity to evil. St. Augustine, for example, described men and women
in their natural state as seeking to realize egoistic and camal desires, thus freely
choosing to disobey God's commands. Aquinas found human nature to be weak,
ignorant, and malicious; in particular, it was “concupiscent,” that is, full of inordinate
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appetites and desires that thwarted a “natural inclination to virtue.” Probably the
strongest and at the same time most influential statement of our fallen nature is
found in the religious orthodoxy of Calvinism. in the 1640s, John Cotton wrote a
catechism read by generations of children as part of the New England Primer. In this
book children leamed that they were conceived in sin and bomn in iniquity and that
their corrupt nature bent them to defy God's commandments, for which the
punishment was etemal damnation. Indeed, Cotton viewed human nature as so
intractable that he proposes the death penalty for rebellious children.

We need not harken back to olden times, however, to hear the message that all
people are inherently finite, limited, imperfect, or, in harsher terms, malicious,
perverse, and full of pride and sin. Such is the constant theme of modem —day
Christians such as Protestant theologian Reinhold Niebuhr and Catholic philosopher
Jacques Maritain, as well as a legion of popular evangelists. Today, as through the
centuries, the words of Jeremiah reverberate; Cursed is the man who has faith in
man."

While underfining the dark side of human nature, all forms of Judeo-Christian
religion offer the fallen a remedy: to exercise their God-given free will and tum from
self-pride and self-reliance toward God's ever-present mercy and forgiveness thus to
be saved and regenerated. Among the requirements for salvation are individual faith,
membership in the church where God's grace is active, and strict obedience to
divine laws, This means that, strictly speaking, “you can't change human nature” but
that God's grace and power make possible a change in the human condition; by
transforming the natural person” into the “spiritual person,” there is a remedy for sin.

To discover a comparable view of human nature among the philosophers, one
turns to Thomas Hobbes. Hobbes was convinced that people in a state of nature
were antisocial to the core. The natural state was a war of all against all. This
conclusion followed from Hobbes's view of people as inherently and thoroughly
self-centered, seeking their own pleasure either through sensuality or personal glory
if not simply to have a good opinion of themselves. Thus he found in people a
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“natural proclivity" to hurt one another. Hobbes offered no hope of religious
regeneration. His remedy was an appeal to practical reason to demonstrate that
self-preservation and self-interest of each individual required the organization of a
society of law and order and order and unquestioning obedience to a strong ruler.
Only such a “social contract” would rescue people from a state of nature.

Centuries earlier Plato had expressed his reservations about the
trustworthiness of human nature. Although Plato did not picture human nature in the
unmitigated dark hues that Hobbes did, he did see the soul as divided into three
parts; two parts, the spirit and the appetites, were like wild horses needing to be
brought under control by the third part, Reason. Since this control must be exercised
socially as well as individually, Plato's remedy for human nature involved, as did
Hobbes's, obedience by all citizens to authoritarian political rule.

In a similar vein, Immanuel Kant referred to natural human desires as
instinctive efforts at lawless, egoistic domination over others, leading to conflicts
among individuals. Like the others he prescribed regulation of selfish desires through
strict obedience to laws-but in his case these were moral laws established by reason,
rather than state rather than state regulations.

Hobbes, Plato, Kant, and the religionists concurred that although “you can't
change human nature,” you can control it-through strict political, moral, or spiritual
discipline.

We can only sample the many literary and scientific viewpoints alleging that
human nature is evil and basically unalterable. We oil cite a few examples from
literature, psychoanalytic theory, and the recently popular ethological studies of
animal-human behavior.

Anais Nin, novelist and sensitive observer of the human condition, speaks in
her diary of a *demon of destruction™ inside of her —a source of energy ‘like some
gnawing animal” that must find expression either in self-destruction or in the
destruction of others. She goes on to describe her pessimism abort improving the
world because nothing changes human nature, and a revolution simply puts another
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set of people in power while the evil remains in the form of the guilt, fear, greed, and
impotence that make people cruel and that mo system will eliminate.

Anais Nin reports that Otto Rank, noted psychoanalyst, afier a day with his
patients jotted in his notes that human nature is evil; to be human is to be cruel
cheap, mean jealous, possessive, lazy, exploitative; love and seeming sacrifice for
others are really forms of domination, pretenses that one is good. It is Freud, in his
later writings, who stated the case most succinctly .He posited two basic instincts in
man: love (Eros) and death (Thanatos). The death instinct turns against the outside
world in the form of aggression and destructiveness. Freud adopted the standpoint
that “the tendency to aggression is an innate independent, instinctual disposition in
man , the hostility of each one against all and all against one.”

Freud's theme that aggressiveness is a powerful human instinct has been
given prominence in recent years in the writings of Robert Ardrey, Konrad Lorenz,
Desmond  Morris, and others. Their thesis is that war, crime, sadism, and other
forms of destructive behavior are manifestations of a built-in mechanism inherited
from our anthropoid ancestors. The physiological mechanism of aggression is
instinctive, not only in the sense that it is am automatic response that is easily
triggered, but also in the sense that it is, like sex, a drive that spontaneously seeks
expression. Ethologists, using their studies of animal behavior as bases, point out
that aggressive impulses and behavior have played an indispensable role in the
evolutionary process. Territorial aggression against members of the same species
leads o the spacing out of members of the species over the available habitat:
aggressive competition among males leads to the selection of the stronger ones to
carry out the reproductive function; pecking-order aggression guarantees leadership
of the group by the stronger, more capable members. Among nonhuman animals,
these positive functions of aggression within a species were kept from becoming
counterproductive by the development of elaborate rituals. Excessive killing in
combat was avoided by means of these rituals, which permitted victory to be
awarded to the stronger without the physical destruction of the loser. Human beings
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have inherited a full measure of animal aggressiveness, but have not developed
appropriate combat rituals. In any case, such rituals would not work under modem
conditions, where elaborate weaponry has replaced face-to-face conflict.

Observers taking the psychoanalytic or ethological stance, while often
pessimistic about the chances for human survival, do offer some hope that human
aggressiveness will not prove fatal. First, they say, we must recognize our biclogical
limitations and face up to the fact that we are, and will always be, aggressive
animals; we must accept the fact that “warrior virtues” have been bred into us in the
long process of natural selection. Second, we must acknowledge that appeals to
reason and morality have proven ineffective in controlling our hostile instincts. Third,
acknowledging that our belligerent drives must have some outlet; we can
consciously seek to redirect them from destruction and mutual staughter to less
lethal undertakings. Competition | international sports, for example, could serve to
vent aggressive energies, just as ritualized combat do among other animals.

More influential in Western thought has been Adam Smith's confident assertion
of an acquisitive instinct in all people. His idea was buttressed in the past century by
the theory of social Darwinism, with its claim that human competitiveness is an
innate trait adapted to the inevitable struggle for existence in which only the
strongest and fittest” survive. This claim is the kemnel of the capitalist theory of
humankind, in which no “remedy” for selfishness or competitiveness is needed or
sought, The good society that emerges is laissez-faire, encouraging each individual
to pursue his or her own economic self-inferest, without interference from the
government. The inequality and social stratification that result are simply natural
outcomes of the process.
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! Critiques of Human Nature as
i Selfish, Aggressive, and Antisocial

1. From the viewpoint of modern psychology (except the
psychoanalytic branch), it is highly questionable that
competition and aggressiveness are innate drives. Most
psychologists would consider both aggressive and
competitive behavior as ways in which individuals learn to
respond under specified conditions. Aggressive behavior is
often a response to threat or frustration. If this is in fact the
case, human aggression can be markedly reduced by
eliminating as far as possible threatening and frustrating
situations. For example earlier child-raising practices-the
normal demands of the growing child-undoubtedly
produced hostile, aggressive reactions, thus confirming the
pessimistic premise about child nature on which the
practices were based. On the other hand, if children
surrounded by warmth and acceptance turn out to be warm,
loving creatures, can we not conclude that aggressiveness is
learned rather than inborn?

2. Erich Fromm raises the objection that Konrad Lorenz fails
to distinguish between two very different forms of
aggression. On one side there is “benign aggression,” which
is a defense reaction to threats against vital interests. Benign
aggression is biologically adaptive and instinctive in
animals and people. On the other side there is “malignant
aggression,” which involves destructiveness and cruelty
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aggression is biologically nonadaptive; it is not instinctive,
and its occurrence must be explained psychologically rather
than biologically. This distinction between benign and
malignant aggression undermines Lorenz’s (and Freud’s)
“hydraulic” picture of aggressive energy expanding like
heated gas in a closed container until the pressure builds up
to a spontaneous explosion.

Fromm points out that, neurologically and behaviorally,
“flight” and “fight” are equally important defense reactions
of animals under threat. Why don’t ethologists elaborate on
the “flight instinct” as a basic feature of animal and human
nature?

. Anthropological studies point to the wide diversity of

human cultures; they do not support the thesis that human
aggressiveness or even competitiveness, and mutual distrust
do, in fact, characterize life in some societies but by no
means all. She describes how the Zuni Indians, for example,
are scornful of individual who seek power or commit acts of
violence—or even of those who compete too successfully.

Some anthropologists contend that the trend of human
evolution has been toward cooperation rather than conflict.
Perhaps the main lesson of anthropology is that human
nature is not innately aggressive or cooperative but highly
plastic.
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2.Human Nature is Social with Positive Potentialities

Let us now examine the ides that our social inclinations and our positive,
life-affirming potentialities are more deeply grounded in our nature than our negative,
destructive impulses. This idea has been formulated in different ways by a diverse
group of thinkers in Eastern as well as Western traditions.

In this view of humankind, the core of human nature is seen as actively
pressing toward self-realization, self-actualization, self-fulfiliment.

In the West, the theme that self-realization is the natural goal of human nature
can be traced as far back as Aristotle, who spoke of a human “movement toward
fulfilment.” Later, we find Rousseau and Froebel expounding educational doctrines
based on the theory that our inner powers are so benign that they simply need to be
‘unfolded.” In a similar vein, Bergson posited an immanent life-force, an élan vital,
working through nature and humanity toward affirmative ends. Green, Bradley, and
their fellow idealists toward the end of the past century gave a central place to
self-realization as the natural and proper aim of human life. -

in the East, he ancient posture of Taoism reflects a view of human nature that
might be called creative quietism. In this view, human nature is at its very source
identical with all that is. This “original nature™ encompasses good and evil, flesh and
spirit. Each is a necessary aspect of the other. At birth one’s original nature is
untarnished, but it soon becomes contaminated by society and superficial activity.
The path by which a person awakes from delusion and becomes whole again and at
one with pristine innocence is quiet contemplation and a life of spontaneous
simplicity in which there is a retum to “fewness of desires.” Such a person discards
the desire far money, power, and status and even moves beyond contrived and
artificial ideas of good and evil and to be in harmony with themselves and the world.
They do not do violence others; and they do not suffer violence to be done to them
— even in God’s name. They live in a world of conventions and laws but are not of
that world with its fragmentary and arbitrary standards. They are not do-gooders, but
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what they do is life-affirming when they are in harmony with their true universal
selves. Their lives echo the words of the sage Lao Tzu: “The way to do is to be.”

At the heart of Mahayana(Northern) Buddhism is the doctrine that there is no
separate human nature; there is only Buddhists teach that the seif is not
synonymous with the ego; the self is subsumed in a bottomless unknown that is at
the same time no-seff. When the conscious self transcends ego and realizes its own
infinite aspect, the self can no longer be accepted as a quality possessed by
individuals that gives them a categorical identity or that holds them apart from or
against other individuals. The seff dissolves into and becomes one with the universal
totality of being. This is the Buddha nature with everyone and everything is endowed.
In this view, the self-nature of human beings (indeed, of all beings) is so great that it
contains all things. So, rather than concerning themselves with “human nature,”
which they regard as an objective distortion, Buddhists discem instead the mystical
yeaming for Buddha nature that is prescribed in the sacred texts and reveals itself in
the wisdom of the sages. Mencius, the venerated Chinese Confucian sage, also
charted the same path to enlightenment and self-realization: “All things are complete
within us, and there is no greater joy than to tum our look inwards and to find
ourselves true to our nature. “To redefine human nature in this way means that it can
have no objective structure, it cannot be named as a distinct and separate entity, and
everything is possible. Human beings are one with each other and ripe with endless
potential.

Modemn psychiatrists, psychoanalysts, and psychologists such as Goldstein,
Rank, Jung, Homey, Fromm, G.Allpost, May, Rogers, Maslow, and Buhler have
found it necessary to postulate a positive growth or seff-actualization tendency within
the human organism, in addition to the tendencies toward homeostasis and
responsiveness to extemnal stimuli. Buhler identifies a “drive toward self-fulfillment.”
Rogers claims to find a “forward-moving directional tendency” in every human being;
he bases his claim on the observation that when external and intemnal restrictions are
removed and the person feels free to move in any direction, the person moves in fact
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toward *full functioning.” According to Maslow, human beings are so constructed that
they press toward fuller and fuller being, that is, toward “self-regulated.” In a recent
philosophical treatise, Man and His Values, Werkmeister describes human
spontaneous process unfolding potentialities with which the human organism is
endowed. This process is primarily positive and constructive; defense mechanisms
and destructiveness are secondary deveiopments that manifest themselves only
under abnormal or pathogenic conditions. Fromm spells out human potentials in
terms of certain basic needs, which, in addition to those held in common with other
animals, stem from the very conditions of human existence.

What specific qualities of human nature are pointed to in theories of full
functioning, self-actualization, and basic needs? Fully functioning, self-actualizing
people are not selfish, aggressive, or antisocial. They accept and relate positively to
other people and have a sense of identification with them regardless of racial, class,
or other differences. Since these people are not ego-centered or defensive, their
destructive impulses are weak and typically subordinate to their felt need for
relatedness and affiliation. Rogers speaks of the *basic trustworthiness of human
nature,” so that the only control of impulse that is necessary comes from the natural,
intenal balancing of one need against another. Such balancing leads to behavior
that is appropriate to the survival and enhancement of a highly social animal.

One of our five basic needs, according to Fromm, is to go beyond self as
passive and toward creativity; if a person cannot find a way beyond passivity by
creating life, the person will tum and destroy life. Fully functioning and
self-actualizing persons move toward self-direction, trust of their inner responses,
and behavior that is spontaneous and expressive of the self in unique and
imaginative ways.

If positive potentialities in the form of dynamic needs and capacities are at the
core of human nature, the appropriate prescription is: “Don't try to change human
nature — nurture it.” This means to remove the hindrances to its nature growth and
to establish the inner (psychological) and outer (political and social) conditions that
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will allow it to flourish. This was Plato's agenda in the Republic. Another apt
illustration is provided by Ruth Benedict, who tried in her last years to go beyond the
doctrine of cultural relativity with which her name is usually associated. She selected
for study eight cultures. In four of these cultures people were anxious, hateful,
aggressive, and with "low morale.” In the other four, people were secure, affectionate,
unaggressive, and with *high morale.” She compared the cultures to find a factor
common to the four aggressive cultures but absent in the nonaggressive ones; she
could find no such common factor in race, geography, climate, size, wealth,
complexity, or kinship system. She finally discovered that the aggressive cultures
had low synergy (gain for one meant loss for another) and the nonaggressive
cultures had high synergy (work for oneself helped others). The high-synergy
societies provided institutions that ensured mutual advantage fo everyone
participating in their undertakings; the low-synergy societies were so arranged that
the advantage of one individual became a victory over another. Benedict concluded
that a cooperative, high-synergy social structure nurtured people’s positive
potentialities, while a competitive, low-synergy social structure encouraged negative
traits.

From a similar standpoint, Marx envisioned a classless society within which
“‘new” men and women would emerge to exercise their natural productive powers in
harmony with their fellows.

Critiques of human Nature as

Social with Positive Potentialities

Let us grant that human nature has positive potentialities and that cooperative
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{synergistic} social forms are possible. If the positive side of human nature is
stronger than the negative side, how do we explain the fact that Homo sapiens is the
only species known to kill its own members with systematic violence? If blame for
this situation is not laid on human nature but on the organization of society (for
example, the war system), how does it happen that in fact humankind has created,
and still supports, social systems in which war and interpersonal violence threaten to
overwhelm it?

The historical record concerning political and social revolutions shows that
human nature is neither as benign and trustworthy as Taoists, Buddhists, and the
humanistic psychologists suggest nor as plastic as environmental determinists
claim. .
Leaders of the French and Russian revolutions promised a new order in which
man’s age-old inhumanity to man would be forever eradicated. But it turned out that
the human greed and violence of the new regimes equaled or exceeded the old. The
‘new” person who was supposed to emerge “naturally” within the reformed social
and economic structures established by the Chinese and Cuban revolutions either
has failed to appear or exists in a framework of brainwashing and political coercion.

Selfish impulses are stronger than social, other-regarding inclinations and will
subvert any attempts to improve the human situation through reforming or
overthrowing the social system.

The claim that all people by nature strive to be creative, to realize their
capacities to the full, to find the *way," and to pursue long-range purposes is a
romantic exaggeration. When Tillich states that to be human means to affirm oneself
as a free, unique, self-actualizing individual as part of a community of similar
individuals, is he describing human nature setting a distant, probably unrealizable,
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ideal? Doubts about these opfimistic view of human nature are aroused less by
reference to human seffishness and aggressiveness than by simple observation that
most people acquiesce in a life of passive pleasures with a minimum of discomforts.
Skinner suggests in Walden Two that the majority of people want merely some
assurance that they will be decently provided for. The rest is a day-to-day enjoyment
of life.

3. Human Nature is Empty, Plastic, Reactive

Turning now to a third aiternative, that human beings are born with no given,
definable nature at all and are therefore infinitely malleable, we find that its
supporters include such incompatible fellow travelers as philosophers in the Age of
the Enlightenment, physical and social scientists, and existentialists.

Physical determinists from at least the time of Thomas Hobbes have
interpreted human nature as an extension of the basic laws of physics Human
behavior is viewed simply as the behavior of matter and can be understood
according to the same general principles that are applied to matter. Whatever
happens, whether in the realm of human behavior, human thought, or voluntary
action, is caused by changes of material particles. Scientists today drawing on the
newer discoveries in the fields of biophysics, biochemistry, neurophysiology, and
computer science take a similar stand on the human nature question. Intelligence,
consciousness and the physical and behavioral properties of human organisms are
seen in all respects as the consequence of the normal operation of the laws of
physics in inanimate chemical matter. A person is at best an intricate machine
programmed by the forces of nature. Here we are presented with the idea of a
*mechanical’ human being.

In a somewhat similar fashion John Locke viewed a human being as a natural
creature whose nature could be explained causally in terms of impressions coming
from the environment. Locke could find no evidence for either innate ideas or original
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sin and rejected both concepts. Followers of Locke in the eighteenth century held
that original human nature is empty and passive and therefore completely malleable.
This outlook on human nature served to loosen the heavy hand of tradition and to
assert the power of education to shape human society anew. In the nineteenth
century, a similar perspective on human nature and the shaping power of education,
but without the social-reformist impulse, was developed by Johann Herbart and
became influential in the United States in the early 1900s.0ut of Herbart's
association psychology came the conception of instruction as a systematic
presentation of “ideas”; through this procedure a teacher would literally “construct’
peopie and provide them with all the materials of their personalities.

The mental leap from Locke and Herbart to John Watson's behaviorism and B.
F. Skinner's “science of man” is not great. Watson proclaimed confidently: Give me a
baby and | will shape it to whatever personality and career you care to
specify-because there are no innate capacities to be developed. Skinner, likewise,
proposes to develop a science of humanity and a “technology of behavior” with no
reference whatever to “inner categories” or “intemal states.” Skinner denounces the
prescientific practice of attributing human behavior to intentions, purposes, aims, and
goals. “Behavior,” he complains, “is still attributed to human nature.” Feelings and
inner states, such as plans and purposes, are by-products, not causes, Skinner
insists; therefore, we should forget them and explain all behavior by reference to
antecedent events in the environment. Since the environment makes us what we are,
Skinner 185 concludes (as did some of the utopian Enlightenment thinkers) that we
need a society carefully designed to bring forth and rein forth and reinforce
responses leading to human survival.

Skinner's theory that human nature is plastic and strictly determined by
environmental influences is shared by many, perhaps most, anthropologists.
Anthropologists grant that human beings have certain common needs and face
similar problems of survival, but they point to the exuberant variety of responses and
solutions that have been devised and then transmitted fo each new generation as
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time-tested ways of believing, feeling, and reacting.

Among contemporary sociologists there are some who lean strongly toward the
view that human nature is completely shaped by culture or society. These social
scientists contend that the environmental conditions under which human personality
and behavior develop are crucial to an understanding of what human beings are and
what they do. And other human beings, because they are the most relevant and
immediate parts of one's environment, are seen as the most important determiners
of attitudes and behaviors-even of one's own sense of seff.

The sociologist Peter Berger, for example, believes that society is possible only
if most of its members agree most of the time on the definitions of the situations that
confront them. This agreement implies that powerful pressures are at work to ensure
the appropriate responses. To be a participating member of the group each person
must conform to specific demands and expectations. Human beings are social
animals, and the culture as it is transmitted to them ensures that they will play their
roles adequately and consistently. Berger challenges us with some very strong
generalizations: A person becomes what he or she plays at; individual identity is
bestowed in acts of social recognition; human dignity is a matter of social permission:
each society produces the people it needs. The implication is that even if a human
‘organism® could survive without others, it would not become a human being.
“Society makes us persons in the first place and then molds us to certain types of
behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs. “Human nature” is thereby translated as “social
nature.”

The inevitability of determinism by the environment leads Skinner to advocate
conscious control over the relevant factors, but most social scientists are content to
accept the fact of cultural diversity and the seeming relativity of all values.

While totally rejecting all versions of cultural-environmental determinism,
existentialists also adamantly insist that each individual is empty, plastic, and opento
all possibiliies. Human nature does not exist, asserts Kierkegaard, only each
individual in his or her subjectivity. Sartre contends that there is no fixed set of
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characteristics defining human essence or nature. This lack of a definite, definable
nature is 196 what sets human beings apart from everything else that exists. Every
creature except the human one is a “being-in-itself’-with a given nature, enclosed,
completed, determined. Only the human creature is a “being-for-itseff,” that is,
self-conscious. And consciousness, according 1o Sarire, is precisely “nothingness.”
Individuals, then, must define themselves; “human nature® is constantly being
invented and redefined through the choices of each individual. Authentic individuals
are aware of their total emptiness that they are *is condemned to be free-free to
accept” the full responsibility to define themselves and the meaning of their lives. As
the Renaissance writer Giovanni Pico advised: “Mold and fashion yourself into that,
form you yourself shall have chosen.”

Human nature, then, is open and plastic. The only question is what or who will
shape the individual into identifiable form: the random impact of experience, the
arbitrary conditioning of culture, some Promethean educator or behavioral engineer,
or perhaps each lonely self.

Critiques of Human Nature Empty, Plastic, Reactive

1.

Behaviorists’ conclusions about human beings, like those of the ethological
instinctivists, are drawn in large part from observation of and experiments on
nonhuman animals-in Skinner’s case, rats and pigeons. The dubious assumption is
made that human behavior is simply more complex than the behavior of other
animals, not different in kind. This assumption appears reasonable because human
subjects in laboratory situations are dependent on and under the strict control of the
experimenter. If they did have “freedom and dignity”, it would not be observable
under such conditions. Skinner's claims for a technology of behavioral control" are
placed beyond question when the technology itself is built into the experimental
situation.
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The whole approach of Skinner and other behaviorists rests on a reductionist
and therefore inadequate idea of science. There is no place in scientific psychology,
Skinner says, for concepts referring to purpose or other inner states because
physics and biology have rejected them In other words, since anthropomorphic
categories, such as “purposes,” shouldn't be applied to electrons or cells, they
shouldn't be applied to people! The emptiness of human nature is thus established
by fiat before anyone even enters the faboratory.

The existentialist focus on human beings as free agents, responsible for
making authentic life choices, can be accepted. When this focus is combined, as in
Sartre, with an absolute distinction between the Foritself and the In-itself, however,
an individual's choices become rootless. Arbitrary, and cut off from life forces and
quite possibly destructive of these forces in oneself and others. This isolation of the
*I" is strikingly seen in Sartre's assertion that the other person is always “object” and
that therefore a genuine sense of I, Thou or “we” is impossible. Human beings may
indeed have “to make themselves,” but surely they can do so more meaningfully
when they let go their ego controls and permit the natural forces within and outside
them to flow freely. This is the way of creative artists and scientists, and it is the
‘way" of Tao and Zen. In Carl Rogers's terms, healthy persons place increasing trust
in their total being and allow what they are to emerge from the ongoing process of
experiencing. This fully functioning, Taoist way is as alien to the behaviorist as it is to
the existentialist.

The truth that "culture makes us human" must be balanced with the truth that
*human beings make culture.” As David Bidney insists in Theoretical Anthropology,
individuals are not merely passive carriers of social culture; they are also active
agents in originating and modifying cufture. In a similar vein, Robert Redfield
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presents the view that culture is a product of human creativeness in which we find
people creating, expressing themselves, and representing their inner states, not
merely submitting to the constraints of custom or adapting and adjusting to others.

Human beings do not create culture in a purely arbitrary fashion either,
Cross-cultural investigations by Clyde Kluckhohn and others show that there are
limits to the variety and relativity of values. There are universal values that point to a
common human nature. No culture approves suffering as a good in itselt; none
condones rape, murder, incest, or indiscriminate lying and stealing; all cultures value
moral obligations between parents and children.

Out awareness of life altematives is becoming greater. Contacts between
cultures are increasing in number and intensity. Anthropology is providing more
knowledge of human goals and the means devised to achieve them. People are
more alert to the operation of conditioning influences within their own society. In light
of these developments, we will more and more *make culture” as active, reflective
agents rather than be made by it as empty, reactive puppets. In the final analysis,
culture exists for people, not people for culture.

D. Concluding Comment

The altemative views of human nature and the accompanying critiques have
been drawn from a perspective substantially different from that of “philosophical
anthropology™ as developed in the European tradition. Philosophical anthropology
has focused on the question of exactly which characteristics-elf-consciousness,
reason, intentionality imagination—distinguish human beings from all other animals.
Naturally, many of the viewpoints presented in this chapter, for example, that “people
make culture,” imply or assume that the human animal possesses some of these
unique capacities. Indeed, philosophical examination of alternative views of human
nature is itself a meaningless activity unless we assume that the participants
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exercise the rational capacities identified by the philosophical anthropologists.

No matter how people decide about unique human qualities, however they
must still confront the question of whether human nature is basically aggressive and
antisocial, or social with positive potentialities, or empty and plastic, they “must,”
because so much hinges on which alternative they choose.

If you believe that you and your fellow human beings are by nature selfish,
hostile, and in conflict with one another, you will no doubt acquiesce to the claims of
conservative, often authoritarian, social, political, and refigious institutions to guide
and discipline people's thoughts and actions. "Reason” will then be exercised
legitimately by the few to control the many.

if you believe that people have natural tendencies to realize their positive,
life-affirming capacities in cooperation with other persons, you will try to find out
which social arrangements (economic, political, educational) hinder and which
promote the growth of fully functioning, self-actualizing persons-and “reason” will be
put to the practical task of removing the obstacles and bringing into being the
favorable conditions.

If you believe that people have no given nature at all, you can live out whatever
values and manner of fife your culture has taught you or what a benevolent {or not
50 benevolent) behavioral engineer has conditioned you to. As for "reason,” there
will be no limits to the inventions it fashions to fill the empty organism. Or, finally, you
may stand firmly on the ground of your emptiness and (perhaps like God in the
beginning) create yourself out of nothingness.

* A majority of people in a recent survey indicated that they believed that human
nature id such that future wars are inevitable. True or not, this belief could well be a
self-fulfiliing prophecy. That possibility suggests that we examine alterative beliefs
about human nature with utmost care-remaining suspicious of all pronouncements
about human nature.
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L. Vocabulary

1. propensity n. #fi[7), >Jt%
(syn.: tendency, disposition, inclination, proneness, proclivity, bent,
leaning, aptness, liability, susceptibility, penchant, predisposition)
2. egoistic adj. FICRY, BRAEFH
(syn.: selfish, self-centred, egocentric, self-seeking, egotistic,
self-important)
3. carnal adj. YIRHY, &R
(syn.: sensual, fleshly, voluptuous, licentious, lascivious, prurient,
salacious, lewd, lecherous, lustful, libidinous, wanton, impure,
base, physical, human, corporeal, natural, unspiritual, worldly,
earthly, temporal, secular, profane)
4. malicious adj. HFOANRE, BHEY
(syn.: malevolent, malignant, ill-disposed, spiteful, vindictive, bitter,
rancorous, maleficent, injurious, mischievous, pernicious, vicious)
5. inordinate adj. I45#), T HIK
(syn.: excessive, immoderate, extreme, exorbitant, disproportionate, undue,
uncalled-for, unreasonable, extravagant, intemperate, unrestrained)
6. thwart n. 758, BHHE
(syn.: frustrate, balk, foil, check, stop, cross, oppose, contravene, defeat,
hinder, impede, obstruct, prevent)
7. catechism n. F A& Fif
(syn.: interrogation, questioning, examination, instruction)
8. primer n. AI'TH5, ¥REX
9. iniquity n. FB%&
(syn.: sin, vice, wickedness, evil, wrong, crime, offence, misdeed,
wrongdoing, sinfulness, unrighteousness, injustice, unfairness,
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inequity)

10. damnation n. &5}, EXiR

(syn.: condemnation, denunciation, objurgation, excommunication,

proscription, exile, ban, doom, anathema, curse)

11. intractable adj. 3 LIRLEH

(syn.: stubborn, obstinate, obdurate, headstrong, wilful, intransigent,

perverse, = contrary, indocile, refractory, insubordinate,
unmanageable, ungovernable, unruly, wayward)

12. legion n. X%

(syn.: multitude, throng, horde, mass, myriad, host)
13. evangelist n. BEfXEE
14. reverberate v. 1[5
{(syn.: echo, re-echo, resound, resonate, ring, rebound, recoil)
15. regenerate v. B4, H4AE
(syn.: renew, restore, renovate, revive, rejuvenate, reform, convert, change,

reconstruct, remodel)

16. sensuality n. &%

17. unmitigated adj. R, HBXH, + 28

(syn.: absolute, categorical, unqualified, thorough, utter, perfect, complete,

total, downright, out-and-out)

18. huen. 2%, iR

{(syn.: colour, shade, tint, tinge, tone)
19. vein n. /08, B[
(syn.: strain, tendency, bent, character, mood)
20. ethological adj. AFP2E#Y
21. demon n. EBE, R
(syn.: fiend, devil, goblin, imp, evil spirit)
22. succinctly adj. fEEARY)
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23. posit v. BYE, BSE, BT
24. anthropord adj. E AR, LIAK]
25. territorial adj. THER), ALK
26. ritual adj. {8
27. warrior n. {83}, MR
28. belligerent adj. {F+EH)
(syn.: warlike, martial, militant, bellicose, hostile, antagonistic, aggressive,
pugnacious, argumentative, quarrelsome)
29.driven. B0, ¥§h
(syn.: vigour, energy, effort, enterprise, initiative, ambition,
get-up-and-go)
30. lethal adj. BfH
(syn.: fatal, deadly, mortal, murderous, destructive, dangerous, noxious,
poisonous)
31. buttress v. IN3&, 3X¥F, FLE
(syn.: support, prop, strut, brace, shore)
32. kerneln. 5, FL
(syn.: core, nucleus, heart, centre, substance, essence)
33. laissez-fairen. BHESF, FTHEN
34, stratification n. B, W2
35. benign adj. RYEH), FIEH, REK
(syn.: kind, benevolent, sympathetic, gentle, compassionate, genial,
amiable, friendly, obliging, gracious)
36. to the core #IEKH, HILHIRHY
37. built-in HHF=EHK)
38. pecking ~order HIAFHFH
39. child-raising practices & /Li%
40. expound v. ¥R, H---- B

(syn.: explain, elucidate, define, set forth, unfold, develop, describe,
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interpret)
41. quietism n. TCHFE X
42. encompass v. £1%5, B1F
(syn.: include, embrace, cover, comprise, contain, comprehend, embody)
43, untarnished adj. FNEEFER, FHIESH
(syn.: bright, shining, polished, clean, spotless, immaculate, pure,
unstained, stainless, unblemished, untainted)
44. pristine adj. [RIARY, HiFhE
(syn.: original, earliest, first, primary, primal, primeval, primordial)
45, Mahayana n. GE¥) A%
46. syn.onymous adj. [F] XK, B XHHFEH
(syn.: equivalent, equal, tantamount, similar, identical, interchangeable)
47. venerate v. B, £F, #E
(syn.: revere, reverence, honour, esteem, adore, worship)
48. confucian adj. FLFH), fBRH n WK, JWRFER
49. psychiatrist n. EHHFEE K
50. homeostasis n. HB P8
51. treatise n. 3, B
52. manifest v Box, iEBH, f5HH
(syn.: exhibit, show, display, prove, demonstrate, evince, reveal, expose,
declare, make known)
53. pathogenic adj. FRIRE], BURK
54.stemv. BHik, &%, XH
55. affiliation n. X%, EHHIXR
(syn. amalgamation, annexation, incorporation, alliance, coalition, union,
relationship, adoption)
56. nurture v. 33, I
(syn.: nourish, feed, sustain, support, nurse, tend, rear, bring up, raise,
train, discipline, educate, school, instruct, cultivate, develop,
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foster)
57.agendan. WEHRE, KHEM
(syn.: list, schedule, programme, plan, calendar, timetable)
58. morale n. i, RO, 5
(syn.: confidence, spirit, heart, mood, will)
59. synergy n. 1, Bo& : thRIVER, BLE1ER
60. envision v. ¥R, TN, BHE
61. homo adj. FIMET n FEMETE
62. sapiens adj. (1) BAAH
63. taoist adj. EFRH, HEHM
64. coercion n. 318, MMNE, BEBUE
(syn.: force, constraint, compulsion, pressure, duress, browbeating,
bullying, intimidation)
65. subvert v. B3R
(syn.: overthrow, overturn, upset, disrupt, demolish, destroy, undermine)
66. self-actualize FTEMAR (XE) BOHIAEE
67. self-direction E R E A
68. the self B
69. no-self JE
70. malleable adj. 5iERi, 5&E R
71. biophysics n. &Y, YHE%
72. biochemistry n. £t %
73. neurophysiology n. 144342
74. prescientific adj. IARIE 4R Z 51 H, AR
(syn.: prior, preceding, previous, earlier, anterior, foregoing, precursory)
75. sociologist n. #2%F K
(syn.: critical, decisive, central, pivotal, vital, all-important, momentous,
essential, imperative, urgent, pressing)

- 341 -



Philosophy and Human Nature »»«-++cceveveves

76. adamantly adv. "BIRH, A EhHEH
(syn.: unyieldingly, inflexibly, rigidly, firmly, resolutely, intransigently,
stubbornly, obdurately, unbendingly)
77. nothingness n. JG,=
78. authentic adj. 7T $EA, U R, L IE A, LR, HIRIERY
(syn.:genuine, true, veritable, real, pure, legitimate, valid, reliable,
dependable,trustworthy, accurate, faithful, bona, fide,authoritative)
79. promethean ¥ % XK{E B 1), Q1 H), BT RIS K
80. ethological adj. 1T ¥ 8,57 LR
81. reductionist n. LFILHE VIREE
adj. EFRIRER,AMEEN
82. anthropomorphic adj. A RE LK, IUAR
83. electron n. ¥
84. anthropology n. A% ¥
85. condone v. FERR IREM FME
(syn.: pardon, forgive, excuse, ignore, disregard, wink at, turn a blind
eye to)
86. rape n. 3 AL

(syn.: ravishment, violation, molestation, assault, plunder, pillage,

rapine, spoliation)
87. incestn. & v. &I
88. indiscriminate adj. 1F{EH]

(syn.: random, haphazard, unsystematic, unmethodical, unselective,
promiscuous, broad, wide, wholesale, general, desultory,
confused, jumbled, mixed, assorted, miscellaneous, motley)

89. fellow travelers K&, FIBEA
90. in kind 47 L, IR TR
91. free agents HHEE
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92. cross-cultural #BAEFE—{LFFRHY

II. Notes

A. Terms

1. Mechamism 544 The view that everything, including living organisms,
can be entirely explained in terms of mechanical laws. Opposed to
teleology and vitalism.

2. Social Darwinism #t &% /R3LE X The view that society is an arena of
social struggle in which the strongest are "selected" for survival. Any
effort to soften the struggle or aid the weaker is rejected as an interference
with the process of natural selection.

3. Laissez-faire B({¥, 7T & X A phrase meaning "let alone" that is used
in economics, politics, and social philosophy, the doctrine that the
government should not interfere.

4. Synergy #hREIYER (Working together) the cooperative action of two or
frlore elements. A synergetic social order is one in which individuals by
the same act and at the same time serves their own advantage and that of
the group.

B. Philosophers

1. Rousseau(1712—1778) B ¥ A French philosopher, political theorist, and
novelist,  contrasted the artificiality hypocrisy, and deceit of
contemporary society with the virtue, simplicity openness, and innocence
of the primitive state of the noble savage. He presented society as being
frequently little more than an attempt to secure liberty by accepting chains
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and substituting moral or political inequality for natural or physical
inequality. In the social contract, each citizen ideally would transfer all his
rights to the community or the “general will”, a common will tending to
the preservation and welfare of the whole and of every part. All in
accordance with this will is just. Principal works: Discourse on the Origin
and Foundation of the Inequality among Men, Emile

2. Lao Tz (C. Sixth century B.C.) #TF A Chinese sage and the founder of
Taoism. A religion and way of life with strong affinities to nature
mysticism In contrast to Confucianism, Lao Tzu stressed simplicity and
harmony with the natural rhythms of nature. Rather than regulate
perfection, he would have things evolve in their own way to their highest
states. Happiness is found by living in accordance with the Tao, which is
both the impersonal source of all things and nature transforming itself
spontaneously. Passivity is stressed as a way of cooperating with the Tao,
as is returning kindness for evil. Both are seen as forms of strength. Lao
Tzu is given credit for the main ideas of the Tao Te Ching (The Way of
Life), although his later followers probably compiled it.

3. Sartre (1905—1980)#4¥ A French philosopher who worked in the
resistance during the Nazi occupation and is known for his popularization
of existentialism via philosophical works, plays, novels, and short stories.
He denied any “nature” of man preexisting individual choice. Individuals
create their own natures through their free choices and actions; “existence
comes before essence” He showed how people try to hide from
themselves their freedom and responsibility by espousing determinism or
essentialist theories like anti-Semitism or by engaging in other forms of
self-deception (bad faith). Though he recognized the problems individuals
in bad faith pose for one another — “Hell is other people” he later
focused on the way that man-made structures such as institutions can
seriously restrict and undermine freedom. Principal works: Being and
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Nothingness, Existentialism and Human Emotions, No Exit, Nausea,
Critique of Dialectical Reason.

II1. Exercises

A. Review Questions

1. Is it true that “ you can’t change human nature™?

2. In the final analysis, is a person no more than a “naked ape”?

3. Are human being endowed with creative potentials that seek to unfold
themselves naturally?

4. Is war inevitable because of human beings’ inborn aggressive drives?

5. Is human nature so plastic and indeterminate that it can be molded in an
endless variety of ways?

6. Does the inherent selfishness of people require constant inner discipline
and outside control?

7. Can we trust the statement that * our original nature is Buddha,” so that
“ the self-awakened will spontaneously avoid all evil and pursue all
good™?

B. Discussion Questions

1.From what angle can the frequently heard pronouncement “You can't
change human nature!” be challenged?

2. Identify and compare the philosophical assumptions in the current
psychological and psychotherapeutic theories about human behavior (for
example, Freudian psychology, behaviorism, humanistic psychology,
existential psychology).

3. Defend or criticize the following statement: Human nature is such that
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future world wars are inevitable. Is your position based on scientific or
historical evidence? An arbitrary assumption? Some theoretical approach?
Or is it a kind of working hypothesis?

4. What are the social and political consequences of adopting each of the
alternative views of human nature? If you judge that the consequences of
adopting a particular view are undesirable, is that sufficient reason to
reject it?
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Chapter 11.

Philosophy and Politics

A. Introductory Comment

*Man is a political animal”. Aristotle made this observation many centuries ago,
but his words take on fresh significance in the light of recent world events. The
exercise and distribution of power in human affairs is a long-established interest of
philosophers.

Political philosophers study the basis of social authority; they examine the
grounds on which the exercise of power is justified; and they analyze the criteria by
which power is distributed among human beings. Political philosophy is thus seen to
be related to, but at the same time distinct from, political science. Political science is
a comparative study of the forms and functions of power systems, whereas political
philosophy directs much of its altention to the basic assumptions about human
nature, reality, and value that are claimed to justify the patterns and practices by
which human beings govem themselves and exert authority over one another.

At the present time a great deal of philosophical discussion centers on the
question of how to justify the imposition of social or political authority over an
individual human being. Many of the arguments are based on the assumption that
the best and most effective political system is one that recognizes the basic
conditions of human nature. For this reason the foregoing chapter, on human nature,
is an appropriate introduction to the field of political philosophy.

Political philosophies are deeply rooted in axiological theory, where the
emphasis falls on value assumptions and value judgments. Typically, political
philosophers propose answers o such questions as the following: What is the good
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society? What is the best way to achieve the good life? What is the proper
relationship between those who rule and those who are ruled?

But the philosophical issues that emerge in the study of politics do not restrict
themselves to the domain of axiology. Every political philosophy rests on explicit or
implicit assumptions about human nature and the extent of human freedom.
Furthermore, any philosophy of power takes a basic stand on what is ultimately real
and thus involves, in part at least , a metaphysical assumption. A parallel case can
be made with respect to epistemology, for political structures and decisions are
proposed and defended by appealing to the distinctive ways human beings are
believed to obtain refiable knowledge. Finally, political philosophies tend to rely
heavily on some view of how human societies have come to be what they are over a
period of time, and this leads into that special fiekd of philosophy called the
phitosophy of history. These philosophical connections will be examined in the pages
that foliow.

The discussion will pose some significant questions, place the problems of
power and order in a philosophical context, and examine briefly some of the
alterative. At the very least, the initial exposure to political philosophy should enable
students to deepen their understanding of political and social life. But even more, it
should provide a chance to apply the techniques of analysis, comparison, and
evaluation to a timely and vital area of human concem.
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B. A Political Continuum

Composite or Balaced Positions

Concentrated Power Dispersed Power
(priority of the state, ( priority of the
duty,conformity individual, liberty,
inequality) rights,equality)

C. Political Alternatives

1.Concentrated Power

There have been many examples of concentrated political power in human
history. Virtually all major civilizations have been based on systems of organization
and control that have stressed centralized power in the belief that the quality and
continuity of society had to be established and maintained through a strong
government. The classical dynasties of China, Egypt, Rome, and pre-Columbian
America were founded on the forceful integration of economic, religious, and political
power, The attempt was to create and ensure a stable, orderly, and impregnable way
of life. As society evolved, the defenders of concentrated power developed theories
and proposed systems to underscore the need for centralized authority and to justify
its existence. The totalitarian regimes of the twentieth century that emerged in
Germany, Italy, Argentina, and Russia are recent examples of political systems
committed to highly concentrated power.

Concentrated political power is often defended and justified on the
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Concentrated political power is often defended and justified on the
philosophical grounds that human affairs must be guided by ideas or principles that
are somehow superhuman. In the fifth century B.C.E. the Greek philosopher Plato
proposed such a political phitosophy, outlined in his famous work the Republic. Plato
held that the fundamental purpdse of the state is to create order in human affairs.
The ideal or perfect state would reflect the natural harmony of the real world, which
for Plato was the world of absolute and unchanging ideas, or Forms. These absolute
and universal truths are discovered through the exercise of reason, and the logical
conclusion of the reasoning process is a social order in which the state is supreme,
absolute, and totalitarian.

Plato’s metaphysics is that of the objective idealist. ideas are the ultimate
reality, and the perfect state will reflect the basic character of this reality. The
capacity to know this reality is found in those who are able fo reason about ultimate
things-the philosophers. A state or society can be judged good or right only if it is so
ordered and governed that it faithfully reflects or becomes congruent with the
objective structure of universal reality. The ideal state is not just a collection of
individuals; it is an organic whole made up of human beings but superior to them. It
has no necessary relation to what human beings happen to prefer or think they want,
What is good is neither subjective nor relative.

Plato’s republic is not democratic. Human beings are not born with equal
capacities. Individuals should assume their natural stations in life and play their
assigned roles in society. Leadership is vested in the philosopher kings, who
exercise absolute sovereignty over all members of the state. These rulers, or
*guardians,” hold their supreme power not because they possess individual rights
but because they perform a vital service required by the state. Since some
individuals have the talent or art to govern wisely, the entire society is better off if
these individuals do in fact direct affairs. No trust is placed in the average human
being. Everyday individuals are emotional, irrational, and capricious; they do not
understand what is in their own best interests. They must be guided or compelled by
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an elite that acts in the best interests of the whole.

Obviously, for Plato, there is no tolerance for dissent or rebellion. As citizens,
people have duties, not rights. Their freedom is to serve the state, which completely
supervises their lives. Individual human beings are born and die, but the state, which
gives meaning and purpose to their lives, continues to exist in its own right over and
beyond the separate existences of its members, Political power is concentrated so it
will promote security and stability and ensure the good life for members of the
city-state.

The seventeenth-century Englishman Thomas Hobbes argued the case for a
powerful state from radically different premises. Hobbes said that in the original state
of nature human beings are selfish but rational animals living in a material
cause-effect world. Each human being struggles to survive and to maximize his or
her own pleasure and gain. Individuals are roughly equal in strength and cunning, so
their selfish actions result in a war of all against all. But because they are also
rational animals, people see the advantage of entering into an agreement, a “social
contract,” with others to establish a power that will regulate their behavior in the
interest of long-range felicity and survival. Unless human beings contract with one
another, life is destined to be “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.”

For Hobbes, the contract once made cannot be revoked. The protection human
beings seek by agreeing to submit to authority is ensured only if that authority
becomes permanent. Power once granted becomes irrevocable. Those to whom
power is given have the right to back up their claim with physical force. This brings
the state into being, and the original contract remains legitimate as long as the state
shows itself capable of exercising power-even to the extent of compelling its citizens
to do many things they might dislike under the threat of consequences they would
dislike ever more.

in  Hobbes's view, every citizen owes total allegiance fto the
government-whatever type it is-as long as that govemment is able to rule. Human
beings contract for society, but society then becomes superior to its members and
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necessarily imposes restrictions on the behavior of individuals. Resistance to
authority is never justified. Justification can come only from authority-and it would be
logically contradictory for authority to destroy itself.

Hobbes contends that in the state of nature human beings are free and roughly
equal, but they are also terribly vulnerable. They need-and rationally decide to
accept a power that wili provide order and security. Power is thus highly
concentrated (as long as the leaders can hold it, by whatever means), and individual
rights, or liberties are enjoyed only at the sufferance of the state.

A less extreme stand on concentrated power is taken by those who trace their
political heritage to the eighteenth-century English statesman Edmund Burke. The
chief concern of thee conservatively oriented statesmen is the preservation of social
order and stability in the face of the terrible threat of anarchy.

For Burkeian conservatives, society is seen as an organic but also mystic unity
linking past, present, and future in a continuous and necessary relationship. The
state is an organic partnership between the living, the dead, and the yet unbom. The
state is nurtured by religious passion, loyalty, and faith. This means that traditions
must be conserved, respect for religion and property must be promoted, and
reverence must be encouraged for those things that have proved their worth by
continuing to exist over a period of time. Radical change is seen as a prelude to
disaster. Change for the better comes as an extension of the past; it should be slow
and evolutionary; it should not jeopardize the stable social organism.

Burke held that there are no rights without duties. Individuals have only
residual rights and freedoms. They exercise personal choice and control only in
those areas where the state shows no interest or claim or jurisdiction. The rights or
liberties that do exist are the products of the political organization of society, and
political organization is charged with prescribing behavior that will meet the test of
established or evolving tradition. Burke thoroughly distrusted the masses. People are
not equal, and popular sovereignty leads only to chaos, cruelty, injustice, and folly.
Burke advocates an ideal state govemed by a landed aristocracy capable of
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enforcing law, protecting property, and maintaining respect for an established church.
The rulers are to be the natural sovereigns, marked by birth, educated in the manner
of the reigning elite, and sanclified by tradition. There is no right of revolution. It is
the duty of every citizen to love, worship, and defend the society at any cost.

A widely supported stand on the historical need for concentrated power is
found in the writings of Karl Marx, a nineteenth-century German political philosopher.
His is the position popularly labeled “communism.” Marxist Communists stress the
need-at least the temporary need-for power so highly concentrated and applied to so
many aspects of life that it is usually called totalitarian.

Marxist political philosophy cannot be understood apart from its metaphysics
(dialectical materialism) or its economic theory (economic determinism).
Metaphysically, communism takes a materialistic view of reality. The real world is the
world of matter and motion where objects exist and events take place. Human
beings and their societies are part of the natural, material, changing reality.

The theory of economic determinism is a logical extension of the materialistic
interpretation of history. Marx identified two social classes: one made up of those
who own or control the means of production (capitalists) and the other, of those who
work and thus become simply tools of production (proletariat). These two social
classes Marx found to be in natural and inevitable conflict with each other, and the
struggle-makes history and brings about social evolution. The determining factor in
history is the economic conflict.

The existence of two social classes in mortal and inevitable conflict over
property rights and economic advantages sets up a natural dialectic that produces a
new social arrangement. The dialectic is of crucial philosophical importance in
Marx's philosophy. The term labels a dynamic process that occurs in three phases:
the thesis, the antithesis, and the synthesis. The thesis represents an established
state-or condition, in Marxist theory-that is the system of production controlled by the
owners, or capitalists. Inevitably, this condition generates by its excesses the
development of its own opposite, the antithesis. The antithesis is the ever-growing
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class of workers-the proletariat. The conflict between thesis and antithesis continues
to the point of explosion (revolution), and from the ashes of revolution arises a new
social order-the synthesis. The synthesis then becomes the new thesis, and the
process begins anew. Marx reasoned that because capitalism had proceeded to
such an extreme of consolidated power in Western Europe through increased
investments and mergers, the time was at hand for a successful revolution by the
proletariat. The call went out for the workers of the world to unite. They had nothing
to lose but their chains.

There is a strong element of humanism in Marx. Basically, people are good.
Human being possess the potential for growth, but this potential is realized in
collective activity with other social beings. Human life and fulfillment depend on the
natural and social reafities in which they flourish.

But for all his harsh and inexorable determinism, Marx was also a utopian. He
looked forward to the day when the dialectic would cease because the conditions
that prompted it would no longer exist. When natural circumstances no longer
demanded the class struggle, the classless society would emerge, and human
beings would realize their true values and relate harmoniously to the natural world.
During the intermediate stages, however, society demands of its members total
allegiance to a powerful, unified, and efficient state. The state is viewed as a
necessary structure through which human behavior is brought in proper relationship
to the historical forces at work in the real world. The state has a vital role to play until
objective circumstances render it unnecessary. Then, its historical mission
accomplished, the state is expected to wither away, and the communistic utopia, in
the form of the classless society, becomes a reality. Human rights are merely held in
trust and protected until such time as all class systems in the world are efiminated
and state power is no longer needed. In the meantime, individuals sacrifice their
immediate interests and pool their collective hopes in a monolithic political system.



Critiques of Concentrated Power

1. Concentrated power is often justified in the name of the

good results it produces, but what actually comes about is
a system that serves the ends of a few privileged
individuals. The pessimistic view of human nature is used
simply to justify the subjugation of many human beings.
Concentrated power violates the democratic ideal if
human association so that even the majority is usually
disenfranchised or oppressed. The denial of human rights
and the extermination of whole categories of people in
Hitler’s Germany and Stalin’s Russia are illustrations of
the dangerous and destructive aspects of absolute
authority.

. Plato and Hobbes emphasize the critical importance of

human rationality. But if the ability to reason is a human
characteristic, why must so many people be patronized or
coerced by a few who insist that they know best what is
good and right? Is it not contradictory to support the
premise that human beings are, on the one hand, rational
and , on the other hand, shortsighted or untrustworthy?

. The Marxist idea that power is a temporary necessity, that

it is merely held in trust for people until a later time when
it will be reduced or dispersed, s not acceptable. Power
once concentrated is seldom relinquished. Power tends to
maintain itself and feed its own need-even to the



Lord Acton, an astute student of political life, warned:
“Power corrupts; absoliite power corrupts absolutely.”

Most of the alternatives presented in this section do not qualify as political
philosophies in the same way as the more formal and systematic theories already
considered. They are, perhaps, more accurately described as “postures.” Extreme
individualists typically insist that they are free from political control, political obligation,
and political definition. So, in the pure philosophical context, they may think of
themselves as apolitical of nonpolitical. Nevertheless, even an aloof, neutral, or
negative stance is still a stance. In the would of human activity, involving as it does
issues of personal obligation, group effort, and political participation, even the most
self-sufficient individuals exert, either intentionally or simply by accident, an
undeniable influence on the attitudes and actions of others and thus become
involved in the exercise and distribution of power. In short, they become
political-whether or not they want to.

On the side of those who favor dispersed power are the proponents of passive,
or nonviolent, resistance. Mohandas K. Gandhi, twentieth-century spiritual and
political leader in India, attracted world attention by demonstrating the effectiveness
of organized noncooperation in political affairs. Gandhi stressed the cultivation of
spiritual resources as an antidote to materialism and the tactics of force. He
categorically opposed violence of any sort, and, even though he believed in the
necessity of establishing a new social order, he took the moral stand that indefinite
bondage is better than violent revolution. When political negotiation for human rights
does not succeed, Gandhi advocates the tactic of refusing to cooperate with the
forces of oppression. Evil cannot be overcome by evil. But through the cumulative
example of lives personally lived in consecration to spiritual truth and channeled
when necessary into a mass movement, Gandhi believed it is possible to redeem a
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world dominated by the false doctrine of force. Power is to be disseminated to its
broadly human and spiritual roots.

Henry David Thoreau, nineteenth-century American transcendentalist,
launched a one-man crusade against organized authority. Invoking the doctrine of
individual nullification, Thoreau preached and practiced a program of civil
disobedience. It was his conviction that individual conscience stands above all law
and government and that there is a personal obligation to disobey any rule or statute
that conscience cannot affirm. Thoreau maintained that a single individual standing
for the right is more worthy than the largest of majorities standing for the wrong. He
held that good governments are those that govern least, and the best govemment is
one that governs not at all.

Gandhi and Thoreau share the conviction that moral obligation derive from a
principle that transcends the sphere of power relationships in worldly affairs. They
insist that morality is not established by political authority and does not reside in
human law. Moral ends can never be achieved by force. The only justifiable tactic for
righting a moral wrong is passive, or nonviolent, resistance. In the final analysis,
what is good and right is not validated by the political power of the state. The
ultimate criterion is individual conscience.

A similar position is taken by the libertarians, who insist that human beings
instinctively or intuitively know themselves to be morally responsible creatures. Moral
responsibility implies some degree of choice in which free will can be truly exercised.
Since we know ourselves to be morally responsible, the universe must be the sort of
place in which moral responsibility is possible. In situations where actual alternatives
confront us, we must choose on the basis of some inherent sense of “duty” that may
have little or nothing to do with the practical political realities of a particular time or
place. What in socially approved or politically expedient is not the major issue. There
is a “higher politics” that can be known and expressed only by individuals who think
and cat as responsible agents with free will. The rights to political power and the
values of political systems are matters decided by rational human beings. For the
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libertarians, legitimate political power, like all power, ‘resides ultimately with the
rational chooser in response to moral .imperatives. Power is thus dispersed and is
not the legitimate right of either arbitrary legal systems or organized groups.

Anarchists are also on the side of reduced or dispersed power. There is a
popular stereotype that portrays the anarchist as a wild-eyed demolition expert bent
on creating havoc and confusion. This picture does not do justice to the position of
anarchism. I is true that some anarchists categorically deny the right of any
government to exercise power, but most anarchists simply oppose government
based on coercion. They may regard some types of public organization as
necessary to provide basic services, such as schools and sewers, but they believe
that such agencies should be purely functional, with no authority to employ force or
inflict punishment on individuals.

Anarchists direct their principal attack at the political state, which they regard
as having usurped the right to use force. They condemn the state as an agency of
human coercion that employs armies, police, and prisons to maintain its position of
power. The anarchist solution to antisocial behavior is to bring community opinion to
bear on the deviant or, as a last resort, to invite the nonconformist to leave the
group.

The philosophy of anarchism is not highly unified or consistently developed.
However, most anarchists assume that human nature is inherently good. They assert
that people possess a fundamental sense of decency that impels them to cooperate
voluntarily in programs that are practical and reasonable. The anarchists believe that
institutionalized systems of power pervert or inhibit what are basically noble human
impulses. In any case, authoritarian systems are incompatible with moral autonomy.

Among the many communes that have sprung up in recent years, some have
committed themselves to the total rejection of any sort of group coercion and to the
fundamental right of all persons to “do their own thing.” Although as individuals they
try to live together and freely engage in spontaneous relationships, they make no
demands, establish no schedules, acknowledge no official leaders, and institute no

- 358 -



formal controls. They respect one another's moral and practical decisions, and they
insist on the inherent right of each person to be free and self-determined. Unique
individuals join voluntarily to create” intentional communities’ in which power is
reflected only in personal abilities, personal feelings, and personal consciences.
Arbitrary force and organized control are viewed as totally iflegitimate. While these
anarchistic forms of human association characterize perhaps only a minority of the
experimental communes functioning today, they attract the interest and scrutiny of
those concerned with alternative lifestyles in a world that often appears to be moving
in catastrophic directions.

Modern existentialists often reflect a simitar stance on power. Theoretically, an
existentialist might freely choose to affirm any political philosophy or system, but one
of the most visible characteristics of those who adopt the existentialist posture is
indifference or opposition to established political principles or organized political
systems. This nihilistic leaning tends to make existentialists an enigma and a threat
to those who believe that structured political arrangements and permanent political
principles are essential to human life.

Frequently in human history the search for true and basic “freedom” has led to
passionate statements about the oppressive nature of society or the coercive effects
of established authority. The question of what it means to be fully human is often
answered in a way that points up the undesirable effects of concentrated power and
underscores the necessity of diffusing power widely and limiting it to the exercise of
personal decisions. Rousseau's declaration echoes still: “Man is bomn free but is
everywhere in chains.”

2. Composite or Balanced Positions on Power

A composite position on the exercise and justification of power is reflected in
the political philosophy of Confucianism. It proposes a paternalistic and humanistic
view of government and its legitimacy that influenced public affairs in China for over
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2,000 years and affected the lives of millions of people in the non-Westem world. In
Confucianism, the state is justified under a mandate form Heaven. This place the
governance of society under celestial or supernatural sanction. it becomes the moral
obligation of government to produce the same natural and hierarchical harmony that
characterizes the well-ordered family. Respect for those in authority, virtue on the
part of leaders, and a benevolent concern for the common welfare are key elements
in the structure. The political power of the state is charged with the responsibility to
give ethical direction to members of society in the name of peace, security,
protection, and human well-being.

What might be interpreted as a forceful and unyielding form of concentrated
power in Confucian political philosophy is mitigated by the underlying premise that
ordinary people are ultimately more important than either rulers or teritory.
Education for leadership is open to all, and the most leamed and the most virtuous
can aspire to positions of status, trust, and responsibility. Leadership is to be eamed
and not inherited. Competitive examinations are recommended to search out among
the populace those best qualified to serve. A ruler who fails to honor and implement
the heavenly mandate is expected to abdicate in favor of a more able and virtuous
person. If the ruler refuses to step aside, people retain the right to overthrow and
replace him or her-by revolution, if necessary. Power is softly dispersed in the
Confucian view of political affairs, with the ideals to harmony, virtue, and filial piety
providing a stable foundation for the continuous ordering of social life through the
generations.

Democratic political systems of the West also lie somewhere along the middie
of the continuum between concentrated power and completely dispersed power. In a
democracy individuals recognize that it is necessary for them to grant certain powers
to the state, but they insist that these powers be exercised only with their consent.
Power resides ultimately in the hands of the people, not in the hands of political
leaders. Although this stance clearly distinguishes all democratic political systems
from totalitarian or anarchic ones, it is far from clear how best to define and
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interrelate the concepts commonly associated with *democracy’-individualism,
liberalism, freedom, equality, rights of individuals and minorities, and government by
the people. The claims put forward in the mane of liberty or democracy are often
strikingly different, and sometimes they contradict each other. It is important,
therefore, to probe into the concepts and claims related to the term “democracy” in
order to discover what they mean, what assumptions underlie them, and what
consequences are likely to stem from adopting them.

A. Traditional liberalism. The tenets of liberalism have played a major role in
the development of democratic political philosophy (political leaders in the West
frequently refer to * the liberal democracies”). The traditional notion of a *liberal,”
however, has been sharply challenged in this century, and new meanings have been
assigned to it. The result is that the term “liberal” today is ambiguous, and anyone
applying the label must specify exactly what is meant.

Traditional liberals emphasize individual rights, especially the right to private
property. The basic liberty, they hold, is freedom from the power of the state.
Government is an evil-but a lesser evil than anarchy; in Adam Smith's phrase,
government is a necessary evil. Government should be minimal and interfere as little
as possible in private and business affairs. Political power should be limited to the
function of maintaining public order and safety, the mutual security of citizens, and
protection against foreign enemies. Political liberalism thus quite naturally weds itself
to the doctrine of economic laissez-faire and rugged individualism. These views are
summed up in the key belief: The government that govems best is the one that
govems least. ,

Traditional liberalism traces its roots back to the seventeenth century, when
many of its central affirmations were clearly expressed in the political writings of
John Locke. Locke built his liberal theory on the assumption that human beings are
by nature moral beings and that there are natural moral rules that they ought to obey.
People are born free and equal, with the capacity to make rational choices. They are
morally obligated to respect the freedom and seff-determination of other people and
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deal with them on the basis of equality. On these premises Locke fashioned his
central principle of the natural rights of every individual. To maintain their natural
rights, people voluntarily give up some of their freedom and enter into a “social
contract” fo create a poliitical authority capable of preserving these rights and
restraining transgressors. It was Locke's view, then, that people by majority consent
draw up a contract for the establishment of a government and obligate themselves to
abide by the decisions of the majority. Government authority stems from the act of
making a contract, and the power thus formed is limited by the terms of the contract
and is subject to continuous review by the citizens involved. The contract is specific
and strictly limited, and the power given up to the government is not absolute or final.

According to Locke, the basic rights that people seek to preserve by political
means are the rights to life, liberty, and property. The individual's right to private
property is one of the most important guarantees made by government. And one of
the fundamental moral rights retained by the individual is the right to challenge and
resist authority. Locke favored a constitutional, representative govemment and
denied- the legitimacy of any permanent or absolute ruler. Locker’s ideas had a
profound impact on the framing of the American Declaration of Independence and
fater the constitution.

Departing sharply form Locke's emphasis on natural rights, Jeremy Bentham, a
late eighteenth-and early nineteenth-century English philosopher, founded
utilitarianism. He insisted that there is only one test of a good government: Dose it
promote the maximum amount of pleasure and least amount of pain for its citizens?
The question is expressed in the familiar phrase “the greatest happiness for the
greatest number of people.” The declaration of Independence reflected this utilitarian
theme when it referred to the right to the pursuit of happiness rather than the
Lockean “right to property.”

John Stuart Mill, a nineteenth-century English philosopher and economist,
while a staunch defender of utilitarianism, did not accept Bentham's view that all
pleasures are of equal worth. He asserted, ‘It is befter to be a human being
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dissatisfied than a pig satisfied; better to be Socrates dissatisfied than a fool
satisfied.” Mill's ringing defense of individual liberty in the realms of thought, speech,
and action places him in the mainstream of the liberal tradition. In his essay on
liberty in 1859, he wamned that the chief danger in a democracy is the suppression of
individual differences and expressions of minority opinion.

The utilitarian conviction that the main purpose of the state is to promote the
welfare and happiness of its members would seem to sanction a government policy
of active intervention in economic and social affairs. In line with the liberal tradition,
however, neither Bentham nor Mill adopted such a view. Bentham heid that any
restriction imposed by law was painful and was justified only to prevent a greater
pain to others. Mill believed that political control should be restricted to those matters
in which the needs of society cannot be met in any other way. Individuals should be
free to pursue their own goals in their own way so long as other individuals are not
deprived of their freedom.

The themes of traditional liberalism exert a wide appeal today, perhaps as
often for “conservatives” as for “liberals.” The central concern of traditional liberalism
for limitation on the powers of the state has been developed by Robert a. Dahl and
others into a full-fledged political alternative known as ‘democratic pluralism.” The
fundamental thesis of democratic pluralism is that power should be dispersed as
widely as possible. Power can be tamed, civilized, and controlied only when there
are multiple centers of power and competing interests, no one of which is in a
position to dominate the others. The only legitimate sovereign is the people, and
even they should not exercise absolute power, either as a whole or through
majorities. The democratic pluralists remind us that a cardinal principle of the
American Constitution is the division and balancing of powers among legislative,
executive, and judicial organs and between federal and state levels of government.
In a pluralistic democracy, politics take the shape of negotiations, compromises,
coalitions, and consensus. Such procedures the best hope that the inevitable
conflicts of power and interests can be resolved peacefully and without the use or
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threat of force. And these processes are necessary in American political life,
because any group of people sharing the same political goal and identity is certain to
be a minority; that is, any collection individuals and groups who agree on some
issues and disagree on others, Such groups must therefore negotiate and bargain to
reach compromises and maintain the coalition. Under these conditions, economic
and social changes will take place slowly and in a piecemeal fashion.

Democratic pluralism offers itself as a democratic altemnative in the liberal
tradition. At the same time, it purports fo give an accurate description of the political
process at work in the United States today.

Contemporary liberalism.

Tradition fiberals and the utilitarian Mill stressed personal.

Freedom and feared that broad state power would destroy individual liberty.
Contemporary liberals take the position that human equality, individual freedom, and
effective self-fuffiliment are more certain to be achieved when people feel a strong
sense of community and when the state is actively involved in planning for the
general welfare. Modemn liberals take to heart the ideals of the French
Revolution—iiberty, equality, and fraternity. They conceive liberty as the positive
freedom to realize human potentialities and stress the point that liberty in this sense
can be achieved only if a society can produce the circumstances in which equality
and brotherhood are also present. Contemporary liberals typically advocate
government initiative to create and maintain the conditions under which the pursuit of
happiness can succeed.

In recent times, the pragmatic philosopher John Dewey made a significant
contribution to liberal thought. Dewey contended that he free enterprise doctrine had
proved inadequate to modem circumstances and that capitalism in its present form
could no modem circumstances and that capitalism in its present from could no
longer serve the best intelligence of all persons be enlisted to produce a social order
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capable of satisfying basic human needs. He believed that human intelligence is
distributed widely enough so that each person can contribute to a cooperative
solution to life's problems. Dewey believed that individuals are free as long as they
contribute to the shared freedom of all. Freedom encompasses those acts of
creative intelligence and service that help people to realize their potentialities and at
the same time contribute to the welfare of the group.

Cooperative planning to produce practical results for the improvement of
society is is important part of Dewey's political philosophy, but he was careful to
distinguish between a planned society and a continuously planning society. A
planned society is rigid and authoritarian; a planning society is open and democratic.

Political democracy is fully consistent with Dewey's philosophy, and he
reasoned that democratic ends could be achieved only through democratic means.
He stressed the close parallel between democratic procedures in politics and
scientific procedures in the search for knowledge. Both involve principles supporting
cooperative effort, the spirit of experimentation, and the demand that resuits be
verified in the world of practice. These principles, which provide an ethical basis for
relationships among scientists, need also to be applied in the realm of law and
politics.

Dewey's pragmatic philosophy reflects a concern for human equality in which
each person is uniquely valuable. Human nature is assumed to be plastic and
perfectible. Only democracy, Dewey contended, has a working faith in the
possibilities of human nature and a concem for creating the conditions to realize
human potentialities.

In a quite different key, John Rawls, in a Theory of Justice (1971), maintain that
a well-ordered democratic society would be based on two moral principles of “justice
as faimess™: (1) each person is to have an equal right to basic liberties, compatible
with such liberties for all; (2) opportunity, income, wealth, and the bases of
self-respect are to be distributed equally, unless an unequal distribution is to the
advantage of the least favored. For example, a prospective doctor might receive a
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special subsidy to cover the cost of medical training, in anticipation of the benefits
that would later accrue to the entire community.

Rawls seeks to show that his theory of justice provides a firm foundation for
these two indispensable principles of Right, whereas the doctrines of utilitarianism,
with their exclusive concern for the Good, do not do so. The greatest good for the
greatest number may involve the sacrifice of the liberties or opportunities of some
individuals in order that the sum total of satisfaction will be greater; and this, Rawls
claims, violates our sense of justice as faimess.

Rawls gives priority to his principle, an equal right to basic liberties, and thus
raises a warning signal to contemporary liberals that their pursuit of equality and the
general welfare should not lead them to limit individual liberties.

Rawis's second principle upholds the right to equality of opportunity and to the
equal enjoyment of the “primary goods” of income, wealth, and the bases of
seif-respect. He thus places himself in direct opposition to conservatives and
traditional liberals whose exclusive preoccupation with individual rights encourage
them to downgrade the equality dimension of justice as faimess.

Rawls explicitly rejects the position of democratic pluralism that the political
process is simply a means of adjusting and reconciling the conflicting claims of
competing interest groups. In the name of justice, we must ask whether the claims
put forward are reasonable and make a moral judgment on how the interests of
everyone are affected, not just the interests of the pressure groups involved.

“Justice as fairness” thus offers a standpoint wherein the strengths of liberalism,
traditional and contemporary, might be accommodate and their respective limitations
overcome.

In the sections that follow we will investigate the welfare state and democratic
socialism. While these distinct from each other in certain crucial respects, each one
embodies in its own way some of the fundamental principles of the political
philosophy of contemporary liberalism.

The welfare state. The doctrine of the welfare state emphasizes human
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equality, the common good, economic planning, and political involvement in social
affairs. Boldly characterized, this doctrine advocates the use of the political power of
the state in whatever way is necessary to equalize opportunity and enhance the
general weffare of society. The state is viewed as an integral part of the social order,
which exists to promote the good of all its members. But the partisans of the welfare
state, unlike socialists, do not advocate the overthrow of capitalism. Rather they
believe that the government should strengthen the existing economic system and
make it work efficiently for the good of all. They are also firmly committed to program
of reform. Although they may mount a vigorous attack on particular policies and
programs of the capitalist society, their enduring aim is to eliminate gradually from
society those conditions that produce human inequality and insecurity

Democratic socialism. Socialism is an economic doctrine sharply opposed to
capitalism. Socialists advocate collective ownership and control of the principal
means of production, distribution, and exchange. Socialists believe that general
welfare of society can be promoted by granting to the government the exclusive right
to provide capital for all major social projects. The return, or profit, from
government-sponsored enterprises is used to increase the wages of labor and raise
the standard of living in the society.

The political philosophy of democratic socialism adds at least two important
elements to the underlying economic doctrine. Those who support democratic
socialism insist on preserving the right of the people to choose their government. A
further stipulation is that genuine choice must exist if people are to exercise political
power. This requires a multiple-party system and denotes the right of citizens to
criticize their government.

Democratic socialism proposes to extend democracy by applying the principles
of democratic to the nonpolitical areas of the social order. The aim is to reconstruct
society on a basis of cooperation rather than competition and the pursuit of individual
advantage. This aim helps to explain why democratic socialists typically press for
government ownership and control of industry; their goal is to reorganize the
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economy to benefit the entire society. The platiorm also advocates the following
goals, most of which would also be sought in a welfare state: full employment;
elimination of inequalities based on birth rather than service; elimination of
discrimination on the basis of race, sex, social class, or religion; medical services for
all; enlarged opportunities for the underprivileged; and universal public education.

The fundamental contrast between a traditional liberal and a contemporary
liberal is highlighted by noting their differing interpretations of two basic concepts:
individualism and freedom. For the traditional liberal, individualism means a system
where individuals are so important that they remain autonomous and ruggedly
independent — free to get ahead or to fall behind with no outside assistance or
interference. Above all, individuals are free from state control. For the contemporary
liberal, individualism means a system where individuals are so important that political
and social institutions are deliberately arranged to enrich their lives. Above all,
individuals are free to achieve their aims and purposes. Contemporary liberals strive
to bring about equality of opportunity and reward. Traditional liberals play down
claims to equality on the ground those efforts to satisfy such claims inevitably
infringe on individual freedom. When individualism is interpreted as ‘rugged,” with
freedom from any restraint and freedom to become as unequal as one's competitive
strength permits, then indeed freedom and equality are opposed values, and one
must be chosen at the expense of the other. On the other hand, when freedom is
interpreted as respect for the worth of each individual and a concem that he or she
becomes free to enjoy equal opportunities and privileges, then equality and freedom
are mutually supportive values. Maximum freedom from social restraint is an enemy
of equality. Maximum freedom to prosper embraces equality.

Critiques of composite or Balanced Positions on Power
1.

Is a truly democratic form of government workable in our complex modem
would? The democratic theory is that power resides in the hands of the people. They
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choose their representatives, judge their performance, and participate with them in
making political decisions that affect their lives. It is assumed that most people have
the interest, capacity, and wide-ranging knowledge to carry out these functions
effectively. This assumption appears highly unrealistic for the emerging nations of
the third world faced with overwhelming problems of sheer Survival and it may not
be realistic in the United States today. Is it ever reasonable to expect a large
percentage of a population to devote time and energy in attempt to understand and
do something about complicated political matters when their interests lie elsewhere?

In traditional liberalism, particularly as set forth in Dahl's theory of democratic
pluralism, the image of power and decision-making is the image of a balancing
society in which no one group or set of interests predominates. This image probably
fit the early American society, in which 70 percent of the citizens were independent
farmers and in which, in Dahl's own terms, “democracy was able to flourish because
political equality was sustained by an extraordinary degree of social and economic
equality. “The image of a balancing society simply does not fit current realiities,
where we find a heavy concentration of political. And economic power in a relatively
few private corporations, which join with government to form an “industrial state* and
a “military-industrial complex.”

In Anarchy, State, and Utopia, Robert Nozick mounts a systematic attack on
the claims of Rawis and welfare-state liberals that justice demands a redistribution of
wealth and that it is a legitimate function of the state to bring about this redistribution.
In opposition to these claims, Nozick develops an “entitement theory of justice,”
which holds that individuals have a right to own, and dispose of as they please, as
much wealth and property as they can amass, providing only that they have acquired
them legitimately in the first place. Legitimate *holdings" are those that wee acquired
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historically without fraud, force, or violation of the rights of others. Once so acquired,
the owners are entitled to their holdings, however unequal they may be, and the
state has no right to interfere with them through coercive means, such as
progressive income taxes.

In short, Nozick defends the classical liberal doctrines on property, a free
market, and a minimal state with strictly limited powers — the right to be rich (or

poor).
D. Concluding Comment

A brief and tightly condensed discussion of alternative schemes of political
philosophy can do no more than expose than expose some of the controversial
issues. Nevertheless, the examination of one range of altematives suggests the
importance of taking a broad view of politics. It also points out one of the reasons
that philosophers show an abiding interest in the world of practical affairs.

Active and intelligent citizenship in a modem democracy is a difficult
achievement. The citizen is expected to make decisions about a confusing array of
political issues and personalities. But here is where philosophy may have a very
practical application. A careful examination of the major philosophical positions can
help people to identify their own assumptions, to clarify their thinking, and then to
participate more effectively in the arena of competing political alternatives.

In the initial effort to understand the complexities of contemporary political life,
a concerned person may ask, * What is the difference between a conservation and a
liberal position?” A simple conceptual approach to the question might help to clarity
the difference. The idea of change is basic. A continuum that identifies several of the
major alternatives suggests the importance of differentiating among political
philosophies on the basis of the assumptions they make about change. Political
terms are notoriously unstable, but there is sufficient consensus to permit rough
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definitions.
Moderate
Conservative Liberal
Reactionary Radical

Reactionary. One who believe that things have changed too much already and
recommend a return to a way of life characteristic of an earlier historical era.
Reactionaries often express the view that recent social changes have carried
society beyond the best conditions for human happiness. They typically identify
change with deterioration. They maintain that political power should be exerted to
bring back “the good old days.” A reactionary is sometimes called ultraconservative
or an extreme right-winger.

Conservative. One who defends the status quo. A conservative aggressively
opposes rapid or dramatic social changes and typically insists that government
should proceed slowly and with all due caution along a path that is ties and true.
Conservation believe their society to have a good thing going, and they believe that
political authority should preserve and defend the existing way of life against
interference from outside or subversion from within.

Moderate. One who takes a position somewhere between the conservatives
and liberals. A moderate may combine elements from both the right and the left or
may take a position of suspended judgment on political matters. “Moderates® may
label themselves as such to hide their true political stance or to enhance their
political strength. But a moderate may also hold the unshakable conviction that the
balanced middle affords the only form and reasonable ground for practical politics.
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Liberal. One who believes that change in human affairs is either necessary or
desirable. The liberal often points out that conditions do change and that social
patterns must adapt or they stagnate. Contemporary liberals are inclined to approve
of social and political experimentation. They frequently support collectivism and thus
argue that social welfare and social planning are among the primary functions of
government. The liberal exhibits tolerance for a reasonable amount of
nonconformity.

Radical. One who proposes or supports rapid and fundamental social changes.
The political may believe that an existing power structure is intolerable and must be
replaced or may, like the anarchist, oppose all authority. The radical is characterized
by social nonconformity and a commitment to direct action. The view that main
function of politics is to bring about drastic change is typical.

Anocther critical issue in modem politics concerns the relative distribution of
power between the individual and the state. Two important questions may be asked.
Does the extension of political authority into wider areas of social behavior serve to
drown individuals in the mass, dominate their lives , and restrict their freedom? Or,
on the other hand, does a strong and comprehensive government institution serve to
increase and protect the actual freedom and ultimate fulfillment of human beings? A
philosophical assessment of the answers given to these momentous questions leads
directly to the heart of political controversy in our time.

I. Vocabulary

1.dynasty n. £88, SR EH

(syn.: succession, empire, ascendancy, dominion, rule, government,

sovereignty)
2. impregnable adj. 'ZEAEH
(syn.: invincible, unassailable, invulnerable, indestructible, impenetrable,
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unshakable, irrefutable)
3. totalitarian adj. AR XK
4. congruent adj. BB, —EHM
S.vestv. AR, B4R
6. capricious adji. R B TLHEH

(syn.: fickle, inconstant, changeable, mercurial, whimsical, fanciful,
freakish, impulsive, wayward, odd, queer, erratic, fitful, irresolute,
uncertain)

7. elite n. ¥, RHAY
(syn.: best, cream, flower, aristocracy, nobility, gentry, upper class, cream
de la créme) :
8. dissent n. X #E
9. supervise v. 58, HH

(syn.: oversee, superintend, administer, direct, manager, run, handle,

control, watch over)
10. cunning n. RT5, BI@
(syn.: artfulness, craft, craftiness, slyness, wiliness, guile, shrewdness,
subtlety)
11. felicity n. 8
(syn.: happiness, joy, bliss, ecstasy, rapture, delight)
12. nasty adj. B&

(syn.: unpleasant, disagreeable, offensive, repulsive, revolting, disgusting,
nauseating, odious, loathsome, objectionable, obnoxious, horrible,
vile, foul, polluted, dirty, filthy, indecent, obscene)

13. brutish adj. FF&#
14. revoke v. i, BUH

(syn.: retract, withdraw, recant, take back, disavow, repudiate, rescind,
renege, repeal, abrogate, annul, nullify, abolish, cancel, quash,
reverse, countermand)
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15. allegiance n. £
(syn.: loyalty, faithfulness, fidelity, constancy, devotion, obedience, duty,
fealty)
16. jeopardize v. FX{5%, FXEK
(syn.: risk, venture, hazard, endanger, imperil)
17. residual adj. REH), PRH
18. jurisdiction n. ¥4, EHE
(syn.: judicature, power, authority, controf, sway, rule, dominion,
domain, province, sphere, field, area)
19. dialectical adj. HHEFER), BHER
20. proletarian n. T[4
21. thesisn. IE (R
(syn.: theory, hypotheses, idea, postulate, supposition, proposition,
subject, theme, topic)
22. antithesis #n. fz ()
(syn.: opposition, contrast, opposite, reverse, converse, contrary)
23. sythesis n. & (&)
(syn.: combination, amalgamation, union, fusion, amalgamation,
compound, composite, blend)
24. subjugation n. {EfR, ST
25. patronize v. B, X, Ii%
(syn.: buy from , deal with, sponsor, promote, back, support, help,
befriend)
26. relinquish v. J{FF
(syn.: abandon, give up, surrender, renounce, abdicate, resign, quit, leave,
desert, forsake, repudiate, yield, waive, forgo, drop, let go , release)
27. detriment n. ¥, 5F

(syn.: damage, harm, injury, hurt, loss, mischief, disadvantage, prejudice)
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28. astute adj. EHEARY, PLEH)

(syn.: shrewd, cunning, crafly, wily, artful, subtle, knowing, perceptive,
intelligent, discerning, sharp, keen, penetrating, adroit, clever,
ingenious

29. be better off EEH, TR
30. apolitical . IEEVER), SBIETL KK
31. aloof adj. ¥KK)

(syn.: distant, detached, apart, remote, unapproachable, forbidding, cool,
haughty, supercilious, standoffish, unfriendly, reserved,
uninterested)

32. proponent n. XFFE
33. antidote n. SR, FHFIEHE
(syn.. remedy, cure, corrective, restorative, neutralizer, antivenin,
antitoxin)
34. tactics n. HEE
(syn.: strategy, plan, scheme, method, approach, policy, campaign)
35. categorically adv. BAWRHL, &R
(syn.: absolutely, unreservedly, directly, explicitly)
36. negotiation n. 1X#|, BEH
37. redeem v. $EHL
(syn.: recover, regain, reclaim, repossess, buy back, ransom, rescue, save,
deliver, free, liberate, emancipate)
38. disseminate v. %%
39. transcendentalist n. EXHE
40. crusade n. IEEG)
(syn.: campaign, movement, cause, struggle)
41. validate v. UEBRIEH
42. libertarian n. HHEEF LHE
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43. imperative n. 14, HNI
44, anarchist n. TENE X E
(syn.: rebel, insurgent, revolutionary, rabble-rouser, agitator, terrorist,
radical, nihilist)
45. havoc n. TIAFEIENL, PRIFLEN
46. coercion n. HEBIE
47. usurpv. &, EH
(syn.: seize, take over, infringe, encroach)
48. deviant n. TTATRPBIA
49. nonconformist n. NI SESHRIA
50. institutionalize v. {F#IEL
51. pervert v. &M
(syn.: misuse, abuse, corrupt, deprave, subvert, lead astray)
52. commune n. BRI, At
(syn.: community, collective, cooperative, kibbutz)
53.scrutiny n. #H%%, ¥
(syn.: examination, study, perusal, search, investigation, inquiry,
inspection, analysis)
54. nihilistic a. BJTE XK
55. enigma n. ¥
(syn.: mystery, riddle, conundrum, puzzle)
56. matrix n. BE
57. vulnerable a. 55X {HEH
(syn.: unprotected, assailable, defenseless, exposed, weak, tender,
sensitive, susceptible)
58.spring up BKH, B4
59. commit oneself to Z R A F, &if
60. mandate n. 14, B

(syn.: command, order, precept, edict, decree, injunction, charge,
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commission, authorization, authority, warrant, sanction)
61. celestial adj. K L), REH)
(syn.: heavenly, divine, angelic, seraphic, immortal, eternal, ethereal,
empyrean, astral, spiritual, supernatural)
62. populace n. PR, KK, ZHE
63. abdicate v JFEN N « FIA%E
(syn.: resign, renounce, give up, relinquish, cede, surrender, vacate,
retire, quit)
64. filial adj. L
65. piety n. FEig
(syn.: piousness, devoutness, godliness, saintliness, holiness, sanctity,
devotion, reverence, faith, religion)
66. wed v. 58, &%
67. constitutional adj. .IEH], FEHEH
(syn.: lawful, legitimate, legal, statutory, chartered, vested, authorized)
68. pluralism n. T
69. caudinal adj. FEH], EAH
70. negotiation n. B, KA
71. coalition n. BX&
(syn.: alliance, confederation, confederacy, affiliation, league, bloc,
union, compact, amalgamation, merger, fusion, combination)
72. consensus n. F[F—E, #Eip
(syn.: agreement, concurrence, unanimity, common, consent, harmony,
concord, accord, unity)
73. piecement adj. —H—##), TEH
74. fraternity n. HE
(syn.: brotherhood, fellowship, companionship, camaraderie)
75. subsidy n. ¥MB1&
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76. accrue v. HRWK, T4
(syn.: result, come, proceed, issue, accumulate, amass, increase)
77. partisan n. [R)%, Bk, %
(syn.: adherent, follower, disciple, votary, champion, supporter,
enthusiast, devotee)
78. platform n.  (BEH) KRN, 7H
(syn.: policy, principle, program)
79. underprivileged adj. TR/, WHEHAMUMK
(syn.: deprived, disadvantaged, poor, needy, impoverished, destitute)
80. autonomous adj. HI&H]
(syn.: self-governing, self-ruling, self-reliant, independent, free,
unfettered)
81.infringe v. BRJL, FYH
(syn.: violate, break, disobey, contravene, infract, encroach, trespass,
intrude)
82. amass v.
(syn.: gather, collect, accumulate, heap up, pile up, assemble, aggregate,
agglomerate)
83. fraud n. ¥KIE
(syn.: deception, deceit, trickery, cheating, fraudulence, imposture,
duplicity, treachery, trick, swindle, hoax, ruse)
84. filial piety 38, />
85. residein FET, - FFH
86. in line with 5----—¥
87. full-fledged B ILMEZLRH
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I1. Notes

A. Terms

1. Totalitarian 4 ¥ X #F (#9) Pertaining to a centralized form of
government that exercises control over all aspects of its citizens’ lives.

2. Anarchy JEBIFFIK7ZS Absence or utter disregard of government. In its
negative sense, the word is used to denote a state of social chaos. In its
positive sense, anarchy springs from the philosophical concept of the
inherent goodness of human nature and contends that government is the
greatest enemy of the people

3. Aristocracy SRIEBUA, RIKMER Government or rule by the best hence,
government by a small, privileged group.

4. Autonomy B 12, BJ& The power, right, or condition of self-determination,
self-governing, freedom from external control.

5. Liberalism B B3 ¥ X A term that applies especially in the field of politics
to those who advocate change as a fundamental goal in human affairs.
Opposed to conservatism.

6. Pluralism % #14 The theory that there are not one or two but many
ultimate realities. Pluralism stands in contrast to both monism and
dualism.

7. Collectivism $#{K+ ¥ A term referring to those social and political
philosophies that focus on group and community duties rather than on
individual rights. Opposed to laissez-faire.
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B. Philosopher

1. Stuart Mill EIFEMN4F + $2#) An English economist, philosopher of logic
and science, and ethical theorist. He is particularly well known for his
development and advocacy of utilitarianism in ethics. He disagreed with
other utilitarians by considering the quality as well as the quantity of
pleasurable and painful consequences. A great and effective spokesman
for the liberal point of view, Mill argued for liberty, maintaining "the sole
end for which mankind are warranted, individually or collectively, in
interfering with the liberty of any of their number, is self-protection.” He
was an outspoken feminist, arguing against legal and social restrictions on
women. Principal works:Ulilitarianism, On Liberty, A System of Logic,
The Subjection of Women, The Principle of Political Economy.

IIl. Exercises

A. Review Questions

1. Should political power be concentrated in the hands of a few leaders, or
should it be widely dispersed among the members of a society?

2. To what ends should organized government be directed?

3 What moral principles underlie the distribution of power among human
beings?

4. When does a person or a group have the right to exercise authority over
other human beings?

5. Under what conditions is it legitimate to replace those who rule?

6. Are freedom, equality, and security mutually compatible, or are they
irreconcilable goals?
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7. Over what specific areas of their own activities should individuals retain
absolute control?

8. What does it mean to take a “liberal” or a “conservative” stand on
political issues?

B. Discussion Questions

1. What are the arguments for and against those who maintain that the only
hope of mankind is the destruction of all existing systems of power?

2. Imagine that you and your fellow citizens-to-be have the opportunity to
draw up a new social contract for a democratic society. Assume that each
of you is free, rational person; equal in status; and concerned to protect
your own interests, but you don’t know what your particular
circumstances in life will be, and, therefore, where your interests will lie.
For example, if you decide that human slavery will be part of your society,
you will have to face the possibility that you will be a slave in the system,
not a master. What basic principles of organizing a democratic society
will you and your fellows be likely to agree on in this situation? You
might then ask: Does American society now operates on the principles
you have agreed on? If your answer is that it does not, what, if anything,
do you as a philosopher citizen propose to do about it?

3. In your personal opinion when and why would it be legitimate for U.S.
citizens to actively oppose the established government?

4. Based on your view of human nature, what kinds of persons should be
encouraged or allowed to lead a modern nation like our own?
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