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24th April 2000 Theo Todman
EDITORIAL

The temporary dearth of new members seems to have abated to some extent. So, a
very special welcome to :-

Richard Pilling Joanna Hunt
Martin Davies Michael Wassall

There follows a further plug for our conference in May – please come if you can, even
if only for a day – this is the reason for the early appearance of this edition of
Commensal. Please excuse any repetitiousness from C100 !

PDG Conference 2000

As announced last time, Roger Farnworth has kindly volunteered to organise the 2nd

PDG conference at Braziers Park. It is from Friday 5th – Sunday 7th May 2000. I
would encourage as many of you as possible to attend. Last year’s conference was
enjoyable for all who attended and we want to build on that foundation.

The principles are the same as last year. The conference should be highly
participatory, with a good number of attendees willing to present a paper. Don’t be
frightened by this – we’re a small, friendly crowd (the maximum capacity is of the
order of 20 – 30) and non-speakers are as welcome as the more voluble. Thankfully,
we appear to have sufficient of you willing to speak to keep us going – if anyone still
wishes to speak, but hasn’t let on yet, we can probably fit you in; for instance, I’m
down to speak on Saturday but if anyone’s keen to wrest the slot off me, they’re
welcome !  While bookings should be made directly with the conference centre (see
details below) as we’re short of time, if you do want to speak, or have views on what
should be spoken about, please phone Roger on 01208 821 544 or phone or write to
me.

Roger’s proposal was that, as last year, we start on the Friday night with a fairly light-
hearted debate. However, there don’t appear to be any volunteers to spar, so we’ve
decided to open up my “Violation of Integrity” article to further discussion, hoping
that this will set the tone for the major ethical theme of the weekend, without being
too heavy.

Roger will start us off formally on Saturday morning with a paper entitled “What is
Man for ?”, in which he will touch on both Kant and Mill, and on Absolute Values
and Aristotle’s ideas of virtue. Leslie Haddow will then speak on “What are People
for ?” – which turns out to be quite a different debate about the assumptions that lie
behind public policy when decisions about whole populations or sectors of society
have to be made. In default of anyone else volunteering, I will speak in defence of
consequentialism as an ethical principle, while trying to point out the problems of
converting this into a utilitarian calculus.
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Saturday afternoon affords us the opportunity to explore the countryside around
Braziers Park, weather permitting, or otherwise enjoy informal conversation. In the
late afternoon we hope to further discuss the issues that have, or ought to have, come
up in Commensal or on PDGList – so, if there’s anything you’d like to follow up on –
especially those of you who don’t feel comfortable giving a formal talk – here’s the
opportunity to raise the issues. We’ll discuss them “in the round” with Roger acting as
chairman. Roger suggests such topics as the interface of science, society and our
ability or inability to select from future development scenarios. We could discuss
genetic engineering, medical ethics and cloning on the one hand, and participatory
democracy and the internet on the other. We will then hear an update from Frank
Luger who will focus on one aspect of his researches, namely “Anthropocentrism vs.
Cosmocentrism: Groping toward a Paradigm Shift”.

We propose to continue the discussions in the evening in a less formal way by setting
up an impromptu Philosophy Cafe. So, bring a bottle (or a crate).

On Sunday, we have a mixed bag of goodies. Alan Edmonds will provide us with his
thoughts on Hi-Q and Mensa, Don Grace, over from Alabama, will briefly lead us in
something light, but not too trivial, and John Fenton will conclude the weekend’s
presentations with a talk on “Freedom, Information & Utilitarianism”, though people
are welcome to stay on after lunch to discuss ideas for next year’s conference.

The schedule therefore looks like this, though we have some flexibility provided we
stick to the proposed meal-times :-

Friday 05/05/2000
18:00 – 19:30 Arrive

19:45 Supper
21:00 Introduction “in the round”; plan the weekend
21:30 Introductory debate: Violation of Integrity (Theo Todman)

Saturday 06/05/2000
08:30 Breakfast

09:45 – 10:45 Talk & Discussion: What is Man for ? (Roger Farnworth)
10:45 - 11:00 Coffee
11:00 – 12:00 Talk and Discussion: What are People For ? (Leslie Haddow)
12:00 – 13:00 Talk and Discussion: Consequentialism - a Defence (Theo Todman)

13:00 Lunch
Afternoon Free

16:15 Tea
16:30 – 17:30 Round Table Discussions : Issues raised in (or that should have been

raised in) Commensal (Chair : Roger Farnworth)
17:30 - 17:45 Break
17:45 – 18:45 Talk & Discussion: Anthropocentrism vs. Cosmocentrism: Groping

toward a Paradigm Shift (Frank Luger)
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19:00 Supper
20:00 Philosophical Cafe (at Braziers) – bring a bottle !

Sunday 07/05/2000
08:30 Breakfast
09:45 Talk and Discussion: Mensa & HI-Q (Alan Edmonds)
11:15 Coffee
11:30 Something Light but Serious: Don Grace

11:45 – 12:45 Talk and Discussion: Freedom, Information & Utilitarianism (John
Fender)

13:00 Lunch
14:00 Planning next year’s Conference
14:30 Departure

Notes
1. The programme makes provision for plenty of spare time for informal

discussion at meals or in the lounge.
2. Roger Farnworth will arrive at 17:00 on the Friday and meet all guests as

they arrive & show them to their rooms. I have the day off work, so should
be there even earlier (unless I’m still at home writing my talk !).

3. At Friday’s introductory session we will encourage flexibility throughout,
and seek to have each session chaired by a different volunteer if that’s
deemed to be a good idea (otherwise Roger & I will share the job).

PDG Conference Administrative Details

The conference is to be held at Braziers College, Ipsden, Wallingford, Oxon., OX10
6AN, over Friday – Sunday, 5th-7th May 2000.

Braziers College was founded in 1950 as the Braziers School of Integrated Social
Research to study practical ways of living in a group. It now operates partly as a
community and partly as an adult education college. It has a country-house
atmosphere, and is situated in its own attractive grounds in the Chiltern countryside.

The all-inclusive fee, ie. including accommodation and meals, is £95, and early
booking is advisable. For the fiscally challenged, or those who don’t wish to attend for
the whole weekend, other options are available. Camping is a snip at £5 / night
inclusive of breakfast (but you have to bring your own tent). Saturday attendance is £5
with meals extra.  Meals are £7.50 each for mid-day & evening.

Apply for further details to the College at the above address (Tel: 01491 680221). A
deposit of £20 is payable. Please book directly with the College – I will keep in touch
with them periodically to see how things are going. Partners, whether Mensans or not,
are welcome.
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PDGList

This is the internet discussion group of PDG and invited guests. To join PDGList you
need first of all to log on to http://www.onelist.com  and sign up to Onelist. Then you need
to apply to join PDGList itself. You can do this  by initially doing a search on
“pdglist” and then following instructions. Alternatively, and quicker (though you will
thereby miss out on all the wonders of Onelist !), you can go directly to
http://www.onelist.com/subscribe/pdglist – again, you will need to join Onelist first (it will
prompt you). Either way, I then need to accept your application. Once accepted,
whenever anyone posts anything to the list, you will automatically receive an emailed
copy of the posting. To post something yourself, just email to pdglist@onelist.com and
everyone on the list will receive a copy.  Why not give it a go ?

PHILOSOPHY FOR ALL – PFA1 - KANT’S CAVE

On every first Wednesday of the month, from 7pm (lecture at 7.30 pm)
PHILOSOPHY FOR ALL meets at "Kant's Cave" for a lecture, debate and social
evening.

We are happy to announce that Kant's Cave has now moved to a fabulous
new venue:

Kant's Cave meetings are now held at the cellar bar of

The Penderel’s Oak, 283-288 High Holborn
(3 mins walk from Holborn tube station)

door-charge: £1 (free for PFA members)

UPCOMING KANT'S CAVE LECTURES

3 May 2000 Ralph Blumenau (University of the Third Age): Freedom and
Determinism

7 June 2000 Dr. Patricia White (Institute of Education): Gratitude and
Civilisation

5 July 2000 Chris Perry: Deductive Arguments
2 August 2000 Gary Retallick (WEA): A Little non-Local Difficulty: the

Implications of Quantum Mechanics for our Concept of the “Real”

                                                          
1 See C100 for more details on PFA. It has no relationship with PDG or British Mensa.

http://onelist.com/
http://onelist.com/subscribe/pdglist
mailto:pdglist@onelist.com
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Next Issue of Commensal

The next edition of Commensal (C102) will appear in June. The closing date will be
22nd May 2000. The reminder date appears on the bottom of each page.

Best wishes !

Theo

January 2000 Roger Farnworth

DETERMINISM AND FREE WILL

After last years PDG conference at Brazier's College Theo Todman wrote that my
reasoning in favour of determinism had been asserted rather than argued so I thought I
would represent the argument with the utmost clarity and polarity.

Most people accept that in most matters we are not free to choose.  That is not my
position. I believe that every word we say, every least finger movement is determined.
We never at any moment in our life make a choice that is free, an act, a word, an
intake of breath in which we could have done otherwise.  In the forty years since I
became a determinist I have looked up determinism and free will in many
introductions to philosophy. I have never seen a defence of free will that is judged to
be strong, all writers agreeing with the arguments for determinism.  This debate has
rumbled on for over two millennia and unlike most philosophical arguments there is
now broad agreement.  The strangeness is that nearly everyone believes they can
exercise freewill.

Sometimes our choices are not free because someone is constraining us to do what we
have not chosen to do.  They have taken away our liberty and forced us to do what we
do not want. I am not discussing this sort of constraint upon choice.  The metaphysical
theories of absolute constraint such as fatalism or predestination have also nothing to
do with determinism.

Nor am I discussing physical determinism.  Many people have believed the physical
world to be determined by mechanical cause and effect and some have believed the
brain and body to be such a machine.  Physical determinism is a mere belief
extrapolated from observations which could never be conclusive.  It may well be that
observations of quanta will prove this theory to be wrong and that God does play dice.
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The strongest arguments for physical determinism of the brain are easily countered.
Imagine an omniscient neurologist who knew the workings of my brain and mind so
impossibly well that she could always predict my next thought or action and presented
to me an account of how I was to spend the next minute. I would always be free to
upset her calculations by choosing to disagree and do otherwise.  Of course, she could
predict my rebellion but as her predictions would have to be of finite length I could
always add on my rejection of her conclusion.  Determinism lies on much surer
foundations than physical determinism.

I first came across the problem while walking across the downs in Bristol.  Between
the university and my hall of residence was a water tower.  Each morning I had to
choose which side of the water tower to walk.  In hot weather I might choose the
sunny side, or the shady side in heat waves or the sheltered side which depended on
the way the wind and rain were blowing.  In summer I might walk on the side where
the girls sunbathed but I was often shy and chose the other.  If I was late I would
choose the quickest route but if I was very late I might go to the other side to a bus
stop but only if I saw a bus coming.  Sometimes I would flip a coin.  Once I closed my
eyes and walked a few paces to establish my orientation.  Occasionally I would decide
to reverse my decision and if I really wanted to prove that I had free will I would
reverse it again.

All was in vain.  Later analysis showed that every motive arose from the now
unalterable past, such motives as a wish to disprove determinism, or not to be late
again, or a liking for girls or shyness or the outcome of a flip of a coin.  The only
alternative was determination by a contemporaneous, external, uncontrollable event
such as a flip of a coin or the appearance of a bus or its non-appearance coupled
perhaps with a lack of fare money or a wish to be late again.

I revisited Bristol and the site of my enlightenment last year.  The water tower is still
there.  The girls are not so pretty.  Several decades of wisdom have not enabled me to
get past the water tower without being determined by wishes that have grown up in
the distant or recent unalterable past or a chance occurrence. I wonder if you could do
better, if you could act on a wish that was not predetermined even by being
determined to be perverse mid go against your wishes.  You may believe that you
could reconstruct the situation of Tantalus who, equidistant from two desired fruits,
was unable to choose.  If you then took a random decision, would this be choice and
an example of free will and would it really be random?

You may believe you can resort to quantum theory, religion, parallel universes or
relativity theory to defend free will.  If so I shall be pleased to hear from you unless
you propose a linguistic slight of hand such as free will language describes the same
situation as determinist language and so must be identical.  It won't help either to say
that if I cannot conceive of free will then determinism has no meaning. I can conceive
of free will.  If I had it I would choose to be a better philosopher, like figs, not be shy
of beautiful women and choose to believe in free will.  But determinism is a real
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problem.  Of course we usually have freedom from constraint, free will to select from
several options but the selection we make will result from every influence from
nature, nurture and the present situation that has contributed to making us into the
person who at this moment has one certain predilection.

Accepting the arguments for determinism must have an influence on our life.  Those
who offend in society and those who offend us personally will be treated with more
compassion.  Philosophy can radically change the way we live.

Roger Farnworth

March 2000 Albert Dean

MIXED COMMENTS TO ALL IN C100

Alan Edmunds  C100/9 - The quote from Kline: Interesting. But one hopes it is
entirely coincidental that fluid intelligence is something vended from little pumps in
public bars and crystallised intelligence is something proffered in little packets on
certain street corners.

Roger Farnworth C100/12 - Consciousness: You say energy in the form of
incoming photons interacts consciously with energy in the form of particles. You are
almost there. One step more. Energy is elemental consciousness. There, you have it
all. Simply extrapolate for the rest.

Frank Luger C100/20 - Mathematics: (i) The modernist mathematics you speak of
indicates only that the mathematical dictionary has swelled beyond being able to fill
analytical travel guides and prescriptive cookery books so it may now also start on
describing tragedy and comedy. Soon, as futurist mathematics, it will press on to
cover meaning and purpose, eventually to show right and wrong, and finally to
disclose God. Mathematics supports nothing, it may point at everything. But only
point. We are not a or b or c. To perceive we must always have a or b or c each in a
thousand words as sights, sounds and what are to us are the many lesser sensations,
from memories, as observations and for schemes. Classical mathematics tried all that,
but, as with all primitive languages, it was insufficiently developed to describe and
process the relevant variables. (ii) Any claim of a mathematics independent of this
universe is false. That is so because all possible mathematics are collections of models
and all models are in this universe. It is only that the universe allows models to not
always represent what they model. (iii) Models can be things to be gazed upon or
ignored, they can also be fitted into us and other systems so as to regulate or disrupt
operation. So, models and model makers may be desirable or undesirable, and
important or unimportant. The test is whether what is crafted is looked at or used at
some time. We know some models already pass that test. With the others maybe there
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are two questions. Who regards models to be important. To whom are models
important. The answers will of course spread and overlap, both considerably, but
whether they might ever be identical I do not know. It would depend upon when in our
development one takes the measure. C100/29 - Evolution: The really strange thing is
that in one place some part of the universe may make only one change and force the
rest of the universe around it to accept that change, whilst in another place the
universe around that thing might cheerfully accept any change it wishes to make, and
elsewhere that thing may accept only some particular change the rest of the universe
would have it make, yet in another place it might happily accept whatever change the
universe around it may desire it make. So there are at least four different kinds of part
roles in the universe, specific and general forcing parts and specific and general
accepting parts, and parts may change their roles in any place any time, letting the at
least four different evolutionary processes also change in any place at any time. Thus,
whilst working out how evolution has done its work in any given case can be difficult,
working out how evolution will do its work in any given case can be impossible.

Theo Todman C100/25 - Violation: (i) Remember several issues ago I said the
general dictionary does not say how a word should be used but how a word is used.
So, a wolf is a wolf and a DNA molecule of a wolf is a pattern for a wolf because the
public say so. We might say the public grant some tolerance on the meanings of
"wolf" and "pattern for a wolf". (ii) If some wish a pattern for a wolf fiddled with they
exercise their rights as sons and daughters of God. It is what they are here to do. If
others do not wish the pattern fiddled with they exercise their rights as sons and
daughters of God. It is what they are here to do. And anyone who manages to
peacefully balance such conflicting wishes is an angel. They can do so only by calling
upon the responsibilities of both sides. Rights and responsibilities imply to an end.
The question is then not what is wanted to be done or not done, but whether and
where the desired ends, and others brought in during discussion, converge on the
standard scale that sweeps from Reset through Nothing to All. Where the needle
comes to rest then implies what is to be done or not done. (iii) Consider also the
extreme that the pattern for the wolf might not be content to be called part of the wolf.
If flying an aircraft system one had built around oneself would one wish to be called
part of that aircraft. Probably not. So, with violation we must examine two things,
violation of the pattern for a wolf and violation of a wolf. We can say the pattern for a
wolf violates other patterns around it so as to make a wolf and survive. Also, a wolf
violates other animals around it so as to feed itself and survive. Hence if the end is for
our pattern and ourselves to survive then it would seem we may violate the wolf and
its pattern. Though, perhaps we should not speak of violation when what is done is
permitted when it is necessary. Curiously, when we gather plants in the autumn we
sing loudly of it with thanks and satisfaction at what we call a festival of the harvest.
Then we proceed to destroy not only the plant but even its seed. In a lesser violation
we do not actually worry about changing the genetics of a plant, we actually agonise
over what effect the result will have on other plants and eventually on us. Our real
concern is then that what we violate might spring back to harvest our good selves, and
perhaps we have that from our pattern if it is concerned it too will be harvested. Surely
it would be easier on the conscience for us to just smile as we take the harvest. It
would better represent the intent of our morality, which is to guarantee our survival.
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The problem that some people see morality to do that one way whilst other people see
it to do it another way is surely only technical. If morality ever really threatened our
survival would we not all toss it out the window. (iv) You will see interference with
living things all comes down to one question: Is it necessary towards securing one
human life. If that is not clearly so it is only because there are so many of us that to
some extent we consider at least those we do not know to be possibly a little
expendable. (v) I do not know the above will resolve your query, but I imagine it
might at least cast light upon why you have it. (vi) There is no solution to your query
that can make everyone happy but, whatever the answer, greatly begrudged acceptance
from those disappointed would be adequate.

Albert Dean

January 2000 Roger Farnworth

MATHEMATICAL STRUCTURES AND THE NATURE OF REALITY

Newton worked out a mathematical formula for calculating the way gravity operates
on and between objects.  Newton did not explain how it is possible for gravity to
operate or of what it consisted.  Regarding the reality of gravity, he ruled nothing in
and nothing out as long as that reality could operate according to the mathematical
model he described.  His readers were free to speculate on whether the reality of
gravity consisted of particles or waves or whether an old man with a white beard
encompassed the universe and saw to it that his laws were obeyed within this domain -
or whether a green man with an orange beard or a woman or nobody was at the helm.
The point is that the list of candidates for the scenario is endless and irrelevant.

I understand from his talk at last year’s PDG conference that Dr Alan Edmonds was
one of the earliest proponents for regarding quantum theory in the same manner.

The reality of both quanta and gravity consist of unobservables but the experience of
gravity is real in a way that quanta can never become real.  An infant can rely on the
constancy and feel of gravity more than on the attentions of his mother.  It may be that
the reality of quarks may never extend beyond the words and thoughts by which they
are described.  The reality of quanta only 'becomes real' through their consequences.
Wave particle duality was manifest in the invention of transistors.  Particles that exist
for nanoseconds leave photographic traces in observable reality.

Now that Alain Aspect's experiments have been reproduced often I understand that we
must accept as reality that simultaneous action at a distance can occur.  If spin is
reversed on a particle, its previously linked pair will reverse spin simultaneously at a
distance of even up to five kilometres.  Because such communication is obviously
faster than light Einstein's constant is violated. One can imagine technological
inventions of simultaneous communication becoming possible.  But would we then be
able to ignore the hidden reality and trust the mathematics that makes it work in our
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real world as Dr Edmonds enjoins.  Could we ignore reality considerations if we know
that these considerations must contradict Einstein, if they render absurd our most basic
realities, those of space and time, if we have to believe the impossible is possible?

Let us imagine a group of people sitting round a table playing a previously unknown
game.  Around them are observers who after exhaustive observations draw up rules
which account for every move in the game.  The participants then read the observers’
reports and declare that though their rules predict every eventuality in the game these
rules are not the rules by which they themselves were playing.  The reality would
clearly be different from the predictive formula.  However we will never be
participants sitting round the table of reality.  We can only be observers (except in
regard to the reality of subjective consciousness where the reverse obtains, we can
never be observers).

We can nevertheless learn from the image of the observers and the players.  The
players knew that the rules by which they played were definitely the reality of their
interaction and they could produce proof of why this could not be otherwise. The
difference between a description of the way nature operates and a description of
reality is that the latter accounts for why the rules could not have been otherwise.  An
account of reality might describe how the form determined the function, how the
calculations of operation only remained true if the form remained exactly the same.
Perhaps it might show that only one geometrical combination was possible to create a
form from the available materials and that deficiency of any element in quality or
quantity rendered that reality impossible to materialise.

Should we be seeking the limitations of building blocks rather than speculating on
what they can build?  Such an approach would make short shrift of parallel universes
and cats in limbo.  Accounting for inevitability would be the main thoroughfare for
seeking to link the laws of nature with the reality of nature and would at least rule out
the legislative caprice of green men with orange beards.

Roger Farnworth

5th April 2000 Alan Edmonds

Mathematical Structures and the Nature of Reality by Roger Farnworth
A response by Alan Edmonds

The intention of this grandly titled essay seems to be the demolition of current ideas
on the fundamentals of physics. It starts with what may be described as a lengthy
paraphrase of Newton's well-known 'Hypotheses non fingo'.

It goes on to the first serious error : "........Edmonds was one of the earliest proponents
for regarding quantum theory in the same manner." In fact many physicists were
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taking sides, some adhering to the line referred to, some not, while I was still in short
trousers. I am unable to claim any credit in this matter. (If credit was intended ?)

We have next "The reality of both quanta and gravity consist [sic] of unobservables
but the experience of gravity is real in a way that quanta can never become real." How
the reality of anything can be unobservable is not explained, and in any case a
quantum is usually taken to be not an object but a finite quantity of action, energy,
angular momentum etc which is the attribute of some atom, electron, photon etc.
Roger seems to think that quantum mechanics is some woolly theory without
objective consequences, apart from a few mysterious gadgets like transistors.

We could in fact contemplate a real physical phenomenon, namely the behaviour of
liquid Helium 4 near absolute zero. In the laboratory the extraordinary behaviour of
liquid He may be observed; it is described in popular books of physics. This behaviour
is the consequence of the fact that all the atoms of He are existing together in one
single quantum state; it is quantum mechanics made visible.

In fact following the discovery early in the 20C by Rutherford and Bohr of the actual
structure of the atom the assumption of 'classical' theories of mechanics and
electromagnetism would lead to the self-destruction of all atoms and hence of the
universe. Roger's baby and all the rest of us only exist as a consequence of quantum
mechanics.

The essay then considers the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen phenomenon. Roger
misunderstands it thoroughly and makes the hoary and false assertion that it implies
the negation of the rules of special relativity. For some reason Einstein's constant is
now brought in. This constant appears in the equations describing the large-scale
dynamics of the universe and has nothing whatever to do with events on an atomic
scale.

The essay ends with the sort of model currently favoured by some philosophers : "Let
us imagine a group of people sitting round a table playing a previously unknown
game........"   I am unable to understand the function of this model, which seems to
relate to some argument about what reality really is. Now Roger lives in Cornwall;
may I suggest instead that he gives his thought to the question of the reality or
otherwise of the Beast of Bodmin ?

Alan Edmonds



Commensal Issue 101 April 2000

NEXT DEADLINE – 22nd May 2000 Page 13 of 31

February 2000 Frank Luger

PSYCHOLOGY AS A PURSUIT OF HAPPINESS

An Original Research Article by Frank Luger (frankluger@hotmail.com)

Abstract

The Freudian statement that Psychology is a pursuit concerning happiness was
generally discussed. Psychology and happiness were examined both in their historical
and actual contexts. It was shown that they had both been among the traditional
concerns of Philosophy; Psychology had been the concern of metaphysics, and
happiness, that of ethics. Psychology was shown to have acquired scientific status at
the threshold of the XXth century, and as such, ethical neutrality as well. Happiness
was shown to have had a clear meaning in ancient ethics; but in recent times it has
been much misused and abused, resulting in its demise as a meaningful motivational
concept. It was concluded, that there is no reliable and valid connection between
Psychology and happiness; thus the question whether Psychology is or is not a pursuit
of happiness simply does not arise in any serious discourse.

Introduction

Sigmund Freud (1856-1939), the founder of psychoanalysis, is alleged to have said,
somewhere in the voluminous writings of his late life, that Psychology is a pursuit
concerning happiness. This assertion, in the context of Freud's work, might be a fine
topic for historical research. However, because of its intuitive, popular appeal and
superficial face validity, it may be interesting to examine it in a general sense, devoid
of its historical context.

The purpose of this essay, then, is the general discussion of the above Freudian
statement. Although it would be tempting to undertake the discussion in order to
arrive at either a positive or a negative conclusion, i.e. that yes, Psychology is a
pursuit concerning happiness, or that no, this is not the case; in the opinion of the
present author such temptation is inherently dangerous because it takes too much for
granted. Specifically, it assumes that there is such thing as an unequivocally definable
state of happiness, that it is a goal intrinsically worth pursuing; and, that Psychology is
a goal-directed endeavor in this sense- as though happiness were the proverbial Holy
Grail and Psychology were the noble Knight in earnest quest of it. However, without
such assumptions it is doubtful whether the statement gives rise to a meaningful
question at all. Before any serious question can be formulated, the legitimacy of each
conceptual component has to be established as unequivocally as possible. If this initial
endeavor turns out to be reasonably successful, then questions may be meaningfully
raised; and, hopefully, answered one way or another.

Therefore, the present study will examine, on a conceptual level, both Psychology and
happiness. Their definitions and conceptual meaningfulness will be discussed. A brief
historical survey of each will be followed by a discussion of their actual 'status'.
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Finally, an attempt will be made to explore possible connections between Psychology
and happiness. If such connection exists, and if it indicates some sort of functional
relationship, then questions will be raised and their answer attempted in order to
elucidate the nature of such relation.

Discussion

According to Funk & Wagnalls Standard Desk Dictionary (Funk & Wagnalls, 1969,
p.534), Psychology is "(1) The science of the human mind in any of its aspects,
operations, powers, or functions. (2) The systematic investigation of mental
phenomena... (3) The behavior patterns regarded as characteristic of an individual,
type, group, etc. (4) A work on Psychology.". The same dictionary defines 'happy'
(p.292) as "(1) Enjoying, showing, or characterized by pleasure; joyous, contented. (2)
Attended with good fortune; lucky. (3) Produced or uttered with skill and aptness;
felicitous: a happy phrase...". Happiness, then, means all this, albeit in a neutral sense.

A pocket dictionary of Psychology (Drever, 1952, p.232), after the indication of
various theoretical biases, proposes this definition: "(Psychology is)...the branch of
biological science which studies the phenomena of conscious life and behavior, in
their origin, development, and manifestations; and employing such methods as are
available and applicable to the particular field of study...". The same dictionary fails to
define happiness at all.

William James (1962, p.15) felt that "The definition of Psychology may be best given
in the words of Professor Ladd, as the description and explanation of states of
consciousness as such... Psychology is to be treated as a natural science..." (italics in
original). As far as happiness is concerned, James made no mention, at least not in this
book.

A recent introductory text (Silverman, 1971, p.1) definess Psychology as "...the
science that seeks to measure, explain, and sometimes change the behavior of man and
other animals.". Happiness is not mentioned anywhere in the same text.

Hebb's famous 'Textbook of Psychology' (1972, p.15) defines Psychology as "...the
study of the more complex forms of integration or organization in behavior.". A
definition, or even a mention, of happiness, is absent.

Fox (1972, p.5) maintains that: "Psychology is a science, but it is also a philosophy
and an art. As a science, Psychology is the study of behavior. As a philosophy, it is the
study of persons. As an art, it is the intuitive application of what is known about
persons and their behavior.". However, Fox does not mention happiness in his book.

Before the suspicious reader begins to smell the rat, he might as well face the somber
fact: there is no unequivocal definition of happiness, while there is a plethora of
converging definitions of Psychology. Although happiness had been rather precisely
conceptualized by Aristotle, as it will be explained below, for the most part, happiness
seems to have been a rather  nebulous and elusive concept, inextricably embedded in
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ethics. Despite such difficulties, 'happiness' has perhaps been one of the most widely
used, misused, abused, and disused concepts in human history, in that order. It is
singularly peculiar, that a term of such general usage as that of 'happiness' is almost
impossible to define with an acceptable degree of reliability and validity. Yet
everybody seems to know what it is, at least intuitively.

Most people might say, when buttonholed, that 'happiness' is something akin to joyous
contentment and harmony; and that it is a highly desirable state of mind, intrinsically
enjoyable. Perhaps 'happiness' is a notion of culture in general. Let's see it in some
other languages.

The German equivalent of 'happiness' is 'Glückseligkeit', denoting a felicitous state of
mind / soul. The French expression is 'bonheur', which denotes a state of perfect inner
satisfaction. The German word approximates the Latin 'felix', while the French one the
Latin 'beatus'; although the distinction is a very delicate one, and it is blurred.

Happiness is usually regarded as the highest ranking human value, both individual and
collective, a value worth striving for, an end in itself (Jones et al., eds., 1977). While it
may escape rigorous definition per se, and seems to be an empirically unverifiable
abstraction, most people might vehemently object to the proposition that 'happiness'
might be conceptually vacuous, perhaps even meaningless.

As far as Psychology (in the above sense) is concerned, despite a plethora of
definitions, there seems to be a fair, i.e. acceptable consensus as to what it is. Its
etymology notwithstanding, even in the loosest sense, Psychology is the study of the
mind in general and the scientific study of behavior in particular; but it is neither the
study nor the science of the 'soul' or the 'spirit' or the 'ghost' or any of the similar
superficial and misleading, albeit popular notions. In other words, presently, the
subject-matter of Psychology is behavior. However, this had not always been the case.

Historically, both Psychology and happiness had a lot to do with Philosophy, albeit
with different branches of it. Philosophy, the venerable study of wisdom, has
traditionally been subdivided into epistemology, metaphysics, and ethics-esthetics; i.e.
theories of knowledge, reality, and value, respectively. Psychology has been a
traditional concern of metaphysics, especially with regards the mind-body problem;
although not exclusively. Happiness, on the other hand, has been a prime concern of
ethics, to the exclusion of the other branches of Philosophy (e.g. Hospers, 1967;
Russell, 1945; etc.).

Psychology, or the study of the soul / mind, in the historical sense, has always been
the subject of lively metaphysical interest. Specifically, two psychological concepts
were almost axiomatic to metaphysics; that of the mind as a substance, and, that of a
fundamental difference between mind and matter (e.g. Boring, 1950; Hospers, 1967).
The two basic questions that metaphysical psychology has endeavored to answer,
throughout its long history, were concerned with the mind's ability to perceive and
think truthfully about an external world, and the mind-body relationship. Idealism,
materialism, empiricism, etc., were among the historical 'schools' dealing with the first
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question, while the second question was dealt with in various monistic and dualistic
'schools', e.g. identity theory, epiphenomenalism, interactionism, parallelism, etc.
While a detailed survey of the history of metaphysical psychology is clearly beyond
the scope of this essay, it may be noted, for the present purposes, that before
Psychology had spread its wings to fly out of the maternal nest of Philosophy toward
scientific skies, it was held down to rather sterile armchair discussions and arbitrary
conjectures. However, one historical feature was the tacit assumption of the mind
(soul) as a substance which exists in its own right. In short; things mental and physical
were conceptualized as being capable of equal juxtaposition; and were subjected to
different degrees of overlap (e.g. Kaufman, 1961; Lowry, 1971; Russell, 1945; etc.)

Although Psychology had spread its wings about a hundred years ago and effectively
left the maternal nest toward scientific skies, it still had to learn how to fly. The
various early 'schools' of structuralism, psychoanalysis, functionalism, behaviorism,
and Gestalt psychology were flying instructors of varying degrees of proficiency.
Furthermore, stormy conditions hampered flying instruction from the outset.
Psychology has eventually learned to fly on its own; but, because of the prevailing
turbulences, it still cannot fly graciously. But, at least, it is in the air; and, presumably,
flying in the right direction. Time will tell, we trust.

Psychology had to pay a stiff price for its emancipation and achievements. As part of
the bargain, it had to lose its mind / soul, at least in the traditional sense. 'Mind' and
'soul' are no longer part and parcel of academic Psychology as entities, conceptual or
otherwise. To be sure, they are still used for linguistic convenience and in loose,
informal talk; but beyond that they hardly represent more than relics of bygone times,
of intellectual giants, and of blissful ignorance. They remain important for religion,
literature, etc., but not for Science.

Such XXth century trends as operationism for example, had made it increasingly clear
that it is entirely possible to study events or phenomena regardless of their assumed or
presumed metaphysical status or implications. While the metaphysician may continue
to speculate about the ultimate nature of matter and mind in his 'esoteric' ivory tower,
this need not detain the physicist and the psychologist, who may, at the same time,
cheerfully study such notions as electricity, heat, gravitation, etc., or perception,
cognition, motivation, etc., respectively. As long as the physicist is able to
unequivocally specify, in operational terms, what he means by such convenient
abstractions, the fact that basically he is studying matter in motion is a conventional,
but at the same time a logically irrelevant, statement. Analogously, the psychologist
may research such abstractions as intelligence, creativity, learning, etc., provided that
he can unequivocally define them in empirically verifiable terms and operations. The
fact that all the while he is actually studying the mind is also a conventional, but
equally irrelevant statement of little, if any, importance (e.g. Boring, 1950; Schultz,
1969; Sidman, 1960; etc.).

Consequently, most modern definitions of the term 'psychology' usually omit 'mind' or
'soul' altogether, as exemplified above. Mentalistic connotations are absent, not only
because they hamper progress by hopelessly circular, esoteric arguments, but also
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because they are simply useless for the purposes of modern psychology, which is
predominantly concerned with the processes by means of which an experiencing
organism responds to and adjusts to the world around it. The organism is not
necessarily a purposeful robot composed of an inferior, mortal body and a superior,
immortal mind / soul, as modern psychology's predecessors assumed and / or
presumed. Rather, it is an active, spontaneous 'robot', in dynamic interaction with
hereditary and environmental variables, both external and internal. In short; the
organism is an open system, in a dynamic steady-state, equally capable of short-term
adjustment, and long-term, cumulative change (e.g. Bertalanffy, 1967, 1968a, 1968b.;
etc.). That some functional aspects of the organism may be easier conceptualized with
the convenience of some 'mentalistic' terms represents hardly more than the temporary
inability of psychologists and laymen to communicate effectively. It is perhaps
unfortunate that oversimplifications are still prevalent in bridging the gap between
theory and practice. Much confusion and sterile debate could be avoided without
them. Among the future tasks of Psychology it would be desirable to include the
systematic elimination of oversimplifications and the concurrent improvement of
communication.

Since 'happiness' seems to be inextricably linked with ethics, a brief survey of the
history of ethics appears indicated. Traditionally, ethics has recognized three ultimate
values: truth, goodness, and beauty (e.g. Hospers, 1967; Joad, 1965; Williams, 1972).
Strictly speaking, Philosophy is the pursuit of truth only, relegating goodness to
morality and beauty to esthetics and art. Thus whenever Philosophy deals with these
subjects, it merely seeks the truth about them. While this distinction may seem
somewhat strained, it had to be made, at least for the present purposes. There is too
much confusion about ethics, morality, and philosophical theories about them to
overlook this point (e.g. Jones et al., eds., 1977).

Throughout the long history of Western Philosophy, ethics has been concerned with
two fundamental problems: namely the goal of life, the sort of experience that is
intrinsically most worth having (or, rather, striving for); and human conduct, the
criteria of human decisions. Two classical 'schools of thought' have been associated
with each of the above problems. Hedonism maintained that the only intrinsic good is
pleasure, thus the goal of life is to seek and maximize pleasure. Pluralism, on the
other hand, has recognized a plurality of intrinsic goods: knowledge, beauty, love, etc.
Thus the goal of life is the pursuit of pluralistic values, as these are worth pursuing for
themselves besides whatever pleasure may attend them. As far as the problem of
human conduct is concerned, utilitarianism maintained that only that act is right,
which, if chosen from all other alternatives, produces the highest possible degree of
total good, however conceived. The other 'school' concerned with human conduct has
been intuitionism, according to which the right or wrong nature of an act is inherent in
the act itself, as opposed to its consequences (e.g. Hospers, 1967; Joad, 1965; Jones et
al., eds., 1977; Kaufman, 1961; Russell, 1945; etc.).

It has been mentioned above, that 'happiness' has been widely used, misused, abused,
and disused in the history of the philosophy of ethics, in the order listed here. In
ancient times 'happiness' had a rather definite meaning, and was used accordingly.
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Hedonists and epicureans thought of happiness as the sum total of pleasure, or perhaps
as the absolute absence of pain. To attain happiness, all Man had to do was to engage
in as much pleasureful activity as possible. Aristotle, although believing that pleasure
is good, saw in it a means to an end rather than an end in itself. For him, happiness
meant harmony, balance, a 'golden middle way'; the fullest possible actualization of
human potentialities, which may be paraphrased as 'to be the right man in the right
place at the right time doing the right thing'. Specifically, Aristotle postulated three
criteria for determining happiness (in 'Nicomachean Ethics' repr. Kaufman, 1961, Vol.
I, pp.480-518); that it must be a desirable goal, that it must be self-sufficient, and, that
it must be found in the life and activity peculiar to Man. Thus, as Rader (1964, p.61)
had summarized, "happiness is an active, virtuous, and sustained mode of living that
calls into play the specifically human capacities, above all, Man's rational nature.".
Although Aristotelian ethics did not escape subsequent criticism (e.g. Joad, 1965;
Rader, 1964; Russell, 1945), this definition of happiness remains perhaps the most
comprehensive and elegant conceptualization ever since. In fact, the ethics of Aristotle
have been a moral beacon for Mankind for over two thousand years.

Medieval and Renaissance times have misused the concept of happiness both in its
narrow hedonistic and in its broad, Aristotelian sense. The religious dogmatism of
these times had promptly relegated hedonism in general and pleasure in particular to
the domain of sin, one way or another. Man's earthly plight through the 'valley of tears
and shadows' was depicted as sinful, reprehensible, and meaningful only insofar as
being a stepping stone and testing ground for eternal happiness or eternal damnation.
Happiness was the love of God, pure and simple. Man's acts were inherently right or
wrong, and the criteria for them, along with actual dictates, were spelled out by
Church canon rather clearly and dogmatically. The formula was very simple; all Man
had to do to obtain salvation was to blindly obey the Church's code of conduct, which,
for the sake of greater credibility, was proclaimed to be a divine revelation, and as
such, both infallible and incontestable. If Man did as told, his eternally happy life after
death was guaranteed. Happiness other than the love of God was inadmissible. Herd
conformity was demanded, even brutally enforced; and individual happiness, in the
Aristotelian sense, let alone in the epicurean sense, was actively discouraged and
extirpated, wherever possible. Whoever dared to defy the Church, incurred its wrath
upon himself. Charges of heresy, witchcraft, etc. easily resulted in torturous
inquisitions, excommunication, or burning at the stake. Happiness on Earth could not
exist- it was abhorrent anathema.

Following this dark and shameful era, modern Philosophy had slowly dawned. The
rationalism of Descartes, the cosmology of Newton, the empiricism of Locke, etc., had
resulted in a new conception of human nature. As Lowry (1971, p.62) had aptly
characterized: “…medieval psychology regarded Man as a tainted but still partially
divine performer in a purposeful cosmic drama; by contrast, the new psychology
considered him to be a mere animal- albeit ‘the most advantageously organized of
any’- inhabiting a blindly mechanical Universe.”. To be sure, God still played an
important role in human conduct. For example, the life enhancement doctrine of
Spinoza identified the active, volitional love of God as the ultimate value. Yet, as
Rader (1964, p.69) had noted: “…happiness depends upon the quality of objects upon
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which love is fixed, and love toward the greatest of objects, God or Nature, feeds the
mind with a profound joy. He who loves God in this intellectual way is a free man…”.
Thus Spinoza’s ethics represent a somewhat Aristotelian idea of self-realization with
religious overtones (e.g. Kaufman, 1961; Jones et al., eds., 1977). His ethical doctrine
represents a point of transition between the earlier uses and misuses of ‘happiness’
and the subsequent abuses, from Bentham to Freud, followed by present-day
confusion and apathetic disuse, as exemplified by mass media and existentialist-
nihilist ethics, respectively.

The Age of Enlightenment culminated in violent revolutions, profoundly shattering
the old intellectual edifice. The new conception of human nature failed to provide
guidelines for conduct. This need was filled, at least partially, by the ‘school’ of
intuitionism, as exemplified by Kant and his Categorical Imperative; and also
partially, by a strong revival of hedonism, as exemplified first by Bentham and his
doctrine of utilitarianism, and later, by Freud and his pleasure principle.

The great Revolutions cast a strong doubt on the legitimacy of existing social
institutions. Utilitarianism, as formulated by Bentham and J.S. Mill, declared that
social institutions, as well as individual acts, must be guided by the principle of the
greatest general happiness, which was conceptualized as the sum total of everything
that is good (e.g. Hospers, 1967; Joad, 1965; Russell, 1945). Those acts, whether
individual or institutional, that potentially or actually promote the happiness of the
greatest possible number of people, are to be judged as right. The principles of
majority, and collective benefit should take precedence under any and all
circumstances. Yet, this classical, act-utilitarianism had been so severely criticized,
mainly because of its failure to guide those acts of conduct that do not necessarily
result in the greatest general good yet they are not necessarily wrong either; that rule-
utilitarianism gradually superseded it. This latter maintains that an act should be
judged not by its consequences, but by the consequences of adopting the rule under
which the act falls. This form of utilitarianism, in one sophisticated form or another,
has survived into the XXth century (Hospers, 1967).

Besides utilitarianism, the other main example of the great abuse of the concept of
happiness, especially in its hedonistic form, was the pleasure principle of Freudian
psychoanalysis. Freud assumed that Man intrinsically seeks pleasure and tries to avoid
pain. Later, he modified this idea by postulating the conflicting tendencies of Eros and
Thanatos, or the instincts of life (pleasure) and death (pain). Happiness, for Freud, is
Eros maximized. The conflict of Eros and Thanatos is the ultimate basis of neurosis
(e.g. Freud, 1920, 1961). To be sure, Freudian psychoanalytical ‘ethics’ included other
concepts besides Eros, for example polarity, catharsis, self-knowledge, and self-
realization; but the pleasure principle is so pervasive in Freud’s works that for him,
Eros seems to have been the ‘master’ notion. Indeed, Freud’s abuse of hedonism (and
thus ‘happiness’) had been subjected to severe criticism (e.g. Heidbreder, 1933;
Rader, 1964; etc.). It is noteworthy that hedonism, quite independently from Freudian
psychoanalysis, has survived as a minor ethical doctrine in its own right; although it is
still widely misinterpreted (e.g. Hospers, 1967; Jones et al., eds., 1977).
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However, the concept of happiness, whether in its Epicurean or Aristotelian sense, has
never been as generally abused and disused as in the XXth century. In the modern era,
when Science and Technology are improving the quality of human existence almost
daily, a wholesale vulgarization of knowledge is taking place, mostly by the mass
media. The great XVIIIth - XIXth century movements of the mechanical and industrial
revolutions, and concurrent, other developments gave rise to the masses, to the lower
classes of urban societies. They had to be educated and entertained. Mass culture, as
disseminated by the mass media, has fulfilled mostly the role of entertainment, and,
sometimes, even that of education, in however simplistic fashions. The XXth century
has seen the gradual amalgamation of social classes, and the definite disappearance of
clearcut social divisions. The emerging enormous middle class, while far from
homogeneity, has been characterized by conformity, intellectual shallowness and
superficiality, and perhaps even general mediocrity, depending on the particular
society.

The typical representative of this new class is ‘Mr. Average’- whatever that means. He
is the prime target of most commercial manipulations. He is educated enough not to
be too naïve, but not educated enough to see through advertising tricks, publicity
stunts, and mass culture in general. He knows that there are such things as values, and
that they are worth pursuing. But he fails to realize that commercialized values are not
values but tricks aimed at his wallet. The result is utter confusion. Traditionally
cherished, (presumably) timeless values, such as beauty, goodness, etc. are blatantly
profanized (for example, posters of Mona Lisa with Pepsi Cola bottles in her hand)
and distorted (for example, Mr. Good Guy stereotypes) by mass culture. Happiness is
instantly available- all Mr. Good Guy and Ms. Good Gal have to do is to purchase this
product or get that kind of credit card, etc.; i.e. simply pay for it. Never before in the
history of Mankind has happiness been promoted in such wholesale manners. Yet,
Mankind is not happier at all; in fact, Mankind is definitely unhappier today than ever
before.

Indeed, this wholesale cult of happiness, instead of being beneficial, is rather
detrimental; for it promotes herd conformity, it fails to indicate any road, it profanizes
and distorts traditional values, and it dehumanizes the quality of existence (e.g. Ortega
y Gasset, 1951, 1961; Tumin, 1957; van den Haag, 1962, etc.). Ironically enough,
‘happiness’ seems to fall into gradual disuse. It is no longer proclaimed as an ultimate,
timeless value; or even as a long-range goal or desideratum (e.g. Feinberg, 1969). The
intensely individualistic existentialist philosophy of Sartre, for example, makes no use
of ‘happiness’ at all; for him, authentic existence is the goal (e.g. Green, 1960; Sartre,
1956). Generally speaking, in the last decades of the XXth century, ‘happiness’ seems
to have gradually disappeared from intellectual circles. It is still widely abused  in
mass culture, but perhaps less conspicuously than in the 1950’s and 60’s. As the
consumer becomes less gullible, promotion techniques become somewhat more
sophisticated, with the end result being of course the same, i.e. middle-class poverty,
whether financial, intellectual, emotional, and so on.

It has been mentioned above, that the concerns of classical ethics usually revolved
around two main problems: the goal of life, and human conduct. The traditional



Commensal Issue 101 April 2000

NEXT DEADLINE – 22nd May 2000 Page 21 of 31

answers (hedonism, Golden Mean, pluralism, utilitarianism, and intuitionism) to these
problems have been challenged in the XXth century, besides existentialism-nihilism,
also by logical positivism. According to this doctrine, the statement that something is
good or right reflects on the preferences of the speaker only, this in the strict sense, it
is not a statement at all, but a value judgement. Subjective preferences, even if shared
by many other people, cannot be projected as an objective goal. Hence to speak of an
ultimate good which men should strive for is meaningless. Whether people happen to
prize the ‘goal’ is irrelevant. It is equally meaningless, for the same reasons, to speak
of an objective standard of moral value applying to all men alike in the absence of
absolute yardsticks, i.e. the kind that’s independent of humanity, now or ever.
Therefore, it seems just about impossible to conceive of ethics as a rational body of
value judgements. Ethics can be conceptualized as a comparative study of customs or
culture-dependent preferences only. Logical positivism maintains that since values
have no rational basis, any discussion about them in terms other than personal
preferences and suggestions is futile and meaningless (e.g. Stevenson, 1944).

The statement that the ultimate goal of life is happiness would therefore be promptly
declared meaningless by the logical positivist. What does one do with a meaningless
statement? Reject it? Accept it regardless? Neither: one simply ignores a meaningless
statement or proposition.

To recapitulate: Psychology (today) is the scientific study of behavior. Its goals are the
explanation and prediction of behavior. It is a science because it uses the scientific
method in its pursuits. As such, it is ethically neutral. Happiness, as used today, is an
ambiguous, well-nigh meaningless abstraction, loosely referring to such notions as the
epitomy of pleasure, or goodness, or a harmonious state of affairs.

Happiness is supposed to have motivational properties. Namely, since happiness is
assumed to be intrinsically desirable, Man should be motivated to strive for happiness
above all. Especially, if happiness is the highest desideratum, then ‘happiness-
motivation’ should be the strongest of all secondary (non-physiological) motives. This
is simply not the case.

Modern research concerned with the psychology of motivation has shown (e.g.
Korman, 1974) that motivation is the consequence of deviation from the optimal level
of function, in the most general sense. In other words, deviations from (dynamic)
equilibrium motivate the organism to reestablish the balance, so that the function in
question returns to the optimal operational range. Pleasure would mean mild
stimulation, and pain, intense stimulation. The greater the deviation, the stronger the
motivation, in the inverse sense and reverse direction. If happiness is the epitomy of
pleasures, then it can be either the most intense of those, or the most enduring of
these. However, neither intense, nor sustained pleasure (or joy, or euphoria, etc.) can
be tolerated by the organism for long. The neutral balance will soon be reestablished,
and automatically at that. Thus, happiness cannot be the epitomy of pleasures,
however conceptualized. On the other hand, if happiness is a harmonious state of
affairs, then it should correspond to the optimal level of overall function in the
organism. However, this state, the optimal range, is not motivating at all. Indeed, a
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well-adjusted organism is unaware of its functions. Thus, if happiness means a
harmonious state of affairs, it cannot have motivational properties. This is a blatant
contradiction.

Perhaps happiness is a sustained feeling of general contentment, of overall
satisfaction. Maybe it is the result of successive achievements, in the cumulative
sense. Maybe it is a feeling of serene tranquillity, of general reconciliation. Perhaps it
is a feeling of fulfilment of desires. Perhaps…

The point is, that once ‘happiness’ is stripped of its motivational properties, it
becomes speculations galore. Furthermore, for the purposes of the science of
Psychology, such speculations are not only futile, but meaningless as well. Let’s see
why.

Man cannot seek happiness actively, because Man would not know just what to seek.
Happiness cannot be incurred passively either, because it would have to give rise to
reproducible processes in behavior, which simply does not happen.

Psychology studies the relations among psychological variables. As Zimmerman
(1963) has pointed out, these relations may be subsumed under the notions of
functional laws and reproducible processes. Functional laws would describe the
immanent and well-nigh changeless characteristics of the Universe, and as such, they
are mostly absent from Psychology, except in those aspects in which Man is subject to
the Universe and its cosmodynamic patterns. On the other hand, reproducible
processes involve aggregations or assemblies of time-bound events. Most relations
among psychological variables could be characterized as reproducible processes.
Happiness is neither a functional law, nor a reproducible process. Thus it is not a
psychological variable.

Since general psychology uses the scientific method, it is part and parcel of the
scientific enterprise. Science is traditionally thought of as having two distinct
functions; the explanation of Nature, and the improvement of human existence.
General psychology endeavors to explain that part of Nature, which is called
‘behavior’. Applied psychology tries to improve the quality of human existence (e.g.
educational, industrial, clinical, etc. psychologies). Although there is a certain
disagreement concerning the scientific status of applied psychology (e.g. Fox, 1972),
this disagreement is not important for the present purposes. Pure science is ethically
neutral (e.g. Conant, 1951), since its job is to explain, not to make value judgements.
However, applied science, or for that matter, applied psychology, does make indirect
value judgements from time to time. Educational, industrial, clinical, etc. psychologies
many times face situations in which ethical neutrality is impossible, or in which a
certain commitment must be made, or  in which certain value assumptions must be
made, or certain decisions must be made, etc. While ethical dilemmas sometimes do
plague scientific work (e.g. Otto, 1949) in general, and applied psychology in
particular; it is only with a great stretch of imagination, that the concept of happiness
can be seen as relevant in this context. Presumably, happiness has something to do
with such situations. Maybe the educational psychologist designs a teaching program
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which improves teaching efficiency and classroom happiness (?). Perhaps the prison
psychologist recommends parole after considering aspects of community safety and
happiness (?). But do these psychologists know what they mean by ‘happiness’? More
importantly, can they measure it?

Conclusions

As it has been explained in the introductory section of this paper, the purpose of this
essay was the general discussion of the Freudian assertion, that Psychology is a pursuit
concerning happiness. Accordingly, both Psychology and happiness were examined in
their historical and present contexts, in order to demonstrate a possible connection. It
was necessary to consider them within the traditional framework of Philosophy.

While both Psychology and ‘happiness’ were part of Philosophy’s long history, this is
no longer the case. Psychology, in the XXth century, has become an empirical science.
‘Happiness’, after its privileged position in ancient ethics, has been so much misused
and abused, that, especially in the XXth century, it has gradually lost its meaning and
is fading into disuse. It may even disappear completely.

There seems to be little, if any, connection between Psychology and happiness. Even
in the most oversimplified scheme, far too many assumptions would have to be made
in order to show some (strained) connection between Psychology and happiness, let
alone demonstrate a functional relationship, such as one being the pursuit of the other.
If there is such a thing as happiness, if it is intrinsically worth pursuing, if psychology
is not neutral but a goal-directed endeavor, if happiness is a goal suitable for
psychology to be pursued, if…

Psychology, or for that matter Science in general, cannot be thought of as pursuing
some lofty ideal, except perhaps truth, namely probabilistic truth. A theory aimed at
approximating truth is neither good nor bad; it is either useful or useless. Therefore,
it seems evident, that there is no connection worth mentioning between Psychology
and happiness. Any arbitrary connection would be a non-sequitur, thus logically
inadmissible. Since there seems to be no connection worth mentioning  between
Psychology and happiness, the question whether Psychology is a pursuit of happiness
or not, simply does not arise.

While the topic may be of interest to historians, the present essay cannot help but
emphasize the only reasonably unequivocal conclusion: objectively, academic
Psychology has no longer anything to do with happiness. 

                                               -----------------------------------

Written:  Ottawa, October, 1975; Revised: Budapest, February, 2000.
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5th April 2000 Neil McAllister
RESPONSE TO FRANK LUGER2

I read through Frank Luger's contribution. I was impressed by the amount of effort he
had put into it and how well researched it was. ... A few points I thought I might throw
into the pot :-

The advances in modern medicine and psychiatry seem to reduce happiness to a
question of chemical balance. In this context would pouring Prozac into the water
supply be benevolent in terms of intuitionism or utilitarianism :))) In application
psychology is still about happiness. People go to a psychologist because they are
troubled or unhappy. I am sure Frank agrees with this self evident fact. What
happiness is is another subject completely. In practice people seek counselling to free

                                                          
2 Neil posted this on PDGList, to which I had originally posted Frank’s article, by way of
soliciting immediate feedback. Where Neil’s response appears conversational it will be on this
account. This also explains the emoticons ;-).
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themselves from a traumatic past or an existential crises. I saw the movie ''American
Beauty'' last night and feel it is very relevant to this subject. Well worth the 5 Oscars it
garnered. Freeing oneself from the past in Hindu or Buddhist terms is releasing ones
Karma which is done through a variety of techniques such as meditation. Ones aim is
to experience pure untrammeled consciousness, an unfettered mind, simplistically
speaking.  "An intellectual is someone whose mind watches itself." Albert Camus,
Carnets

Psychoanalyses or on the other side any number of pop-psychology techniques
(Neuro-linguistic programming (NLP), affirmations, subliminals etc) are in my mind
simply reshuffling the cards as opposed to transcending the whole deck of cards. I
probably sound silly but I fail to see the point of reliving an unpleasant experience, I
mean it was bad enough the first time!! I feel that the minds natural state is one of
happiness or joy. Defining that is hard, measuring seratonin levels relatively easy.
However when ones aim is to map the mind from a physiological perspective one is
not concerned with happiness except as a chemical state. This moves definitions of
mind and consciousness back into the philosophical arena since (I know no-one
agrees) psychology seems to be an applied technique as against a speculative
endeavor. Psychology is being squeezed out except as an applied technique. In short I
agree with Frank for the above reasons.

As regards happiness and ethics while I agree with Frank I must say that in the context
in which he is speaking it is really about socially acceptable happiness, even hedonism
cant be too bizarre, the agreement of the pleasure slaves doesn't seem to be socially a
problem in ancient Greece. Utilitarianism still involves social contract. What of the
happiness of the Viking berserker or Nero slitting the throats of Romans late at night
in a gleeful rampage. One could argue that these were socially acceptable to Vikings.
The link of happiness and ethics is a matter of social contract and civilized
domestication of the ''noble bull''. Happiness is measurable in terms of brain states
even for the clinically depressed and masochists. Happiness is as you define it and this
definition comes down to ones karma, the sum total of what brings one to this
moment in time, this is true even of the masochist. This karma can be good, bad and
indifferent and includes physiological equipment such as the neurological functioning
of ones brain, the karma one receives from ones parents as well as their mentality.

This brings me to logical positivism. I don't know a huge amount about it and only
heard of it recently. However my impression is that in a multi-cultural global village a
philosophy like this was bound to arise as a response to racism and bigotry. I may be
wrong but my impression of it has been that it is a call for tolerance in the west of the
other civilizations living amongst the peoples of the west. Nothing wrong with that,
just a pity it doesn't seem to be applied in other civilizations. It can be a danger if it
causes a civilization to become divided or lose identity or its essential unity and
purpose. If it is simply tolerance and openness to cross-pollination then it seems fine
to me as it encourages and promotes growth with new ideas etc. If societies purpose is
consumerism and wealth creation and success in this is happiness then logical
positivism is an appropriate philosophy as one can be happy in terms of ones new car
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and the whole world wants to drive a Benz. So all the drives are sublimated in this
purpose. So one world one village is OK, no dangers or threats to a new world order.

Now I come to mass-culture. I agree with everything Frank says even though I must
admit to being one of the 6 billion masses, a quite ordinary soul. What I don't agree
with is that he implies that the culture of previous eras was generally available. It
wasn't. A peasant in Italy did not experience the opera ( I hate opera, gimme da blues
any day) any more than the majority of Victorian England read Dickens. What we
have now is a filtering down. More people are literate in the West than at any time
since the Big Bang, Garden of Eden, the Spaceship landed (insert own personal belief
here). The fact that the majority watch The Simpsons is not the point. They all
understand the satire involved, that's the point and they all know who Bart is. How
many people resident in Athens or its environs understood the Greek plays mocking
Pericles, how many had ever been to the theatre, a tiny percentage. Those were the
Athenian equivalents of the Simpson's, light entertainment with a social comment.
Would PG Wodehouse be to the 21st century what Dickens was to the 20th century?

In general I agree with everything Frank said. A well written essay from a very well
educated man. I envy your grasp of the inter-relations of different schools of thought.

It also highlights something I read a while back- "the only transcendent experience
open to modern man is sexual love". Not entirely true but thought provoking all the
same, oh and they left out sixteen pints with the mates and a curry down the chipper
and Man U winning the cup.

As a further comment in terms of a thought provoking essay, the Christian ideas of :-

1) A personal relationship with an anthropomorphic God
2) Freewill to attain salvation
3) Personal salvation/redemption

probably played a large part in terms of the evolution of laws favoring private property
and democratic rights. These were bound to lead on to the merchant class gaining
political hegemony as they possessed the wealth to purchase land and power. With
this new definition of the means to power and the need of a merchant class to increase
supply thereby increasing wealth one was bound to have technological innovation and
a need for greater demand. Empire also increases demand. Global consumerism is the
logical need of post empire capitalism. In a world where purpose is defined as
providing the material goods such as a car and a detached bungalow and school fees to
be considered worthy of contributing to the gene pool, happiness is bound to be
defined in material goods. I don't know if we are any happier now than our ancestors
were, probably not, just a bit more comfortable. Happiness has always been a
problem. If everyone were happy in bygone ages they wouldn't have discussed it so
much. At least now we can measure it in brain chemistry and then go home and bang
something out on the PC before phoning for a takeaway and popping on a video. Volte
face? Maybe, but I do think we need to examine our values and behavior in terms of
our part in the system called life. Chief Seattle is still a warning sign offering guidance
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for the 21st century. Frank seems to imply we have lost our way in terms of what
makes for happiness, if that is so, I agree but with the caveat that shallow people have
shallow pleasures.

 "I'll tell you a great secret, my friend. Don't wait for the last judgement. It happens
every day." Albert Camus, La Chute (1956) p. 129.

Neil McAllister

Frank Replies (6th April ) : Dear Neil :-

Thank you for your interesting message and kind words. I only have one comment,
concerning pleasure; because this is directly relevant to (Freudian) 'happiness', while
your other points were either corollaries or spinoffs, not directly concerned with the
specific topic of the paper. Remember, this was not my doctoral dissertation; but a
minor academic exercise, specifically interested in examining and evaluating the
original Freudian statement, no more. Sorry, if it was a bit lengthy or tiresome; but
blame Freud, please, who was notorious for his sweepingly vague and hopelessly
nebulous phrases.

Pleasure, while a bit more specific (as the opposite of pain); is almost as difficult to
define as 'happiness'. At least, here we are dealing with a genuine psychological
variable, rather than with an artificial construct touted as a genuine (natural) human
value; and pleasure can be operationally defined with reasonable unambiguity, and
taken into the laboratory. I had personally done neurophysiological-psychological
experiments with rats, into whose brains electrodes were inserted at the precise
locations where (sexual) pleasure centers are located; and trained them to press levers,
using mild electrical stimulation to those centers as reinforcement.

Well, the results were far more spectacular than had I used food pellets for reward for
correct response. My rats had learned the lever pressing astonishingly fast, with no
more than one or two mistakes per subject (p>0.001); and as soon as they knew that a
successful lever-pressing was rewarded by mild (sexual) pleasure, they were literally
pressing and pressing, like maniacs, without caring about food or water, until sheer
exhaustion, almost regardless or reinforcing schedules. The lever pressing sounds
went like this; click...(zilch)...click, (zilch), click, click, clickclickclickclclickclick
...(ad infinitum) ! Sometimes, I sat there whole nights watching the monitors; and the
darn horny little beasts had far greater stamina, than I did.

So, pleasure is a powerful psychological variable; and it has specific motivational and
neurophysiological correlates, such as measurable neural activities. However, I'd be
reluctant to say the same about 'happiness', as explained in my paper. Which is why I
think Freud was a bit careless or perhaps biased (blowing his own trumpet) when
making his statement.
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Fank Luger (Budapest, April 6, 2000)

5th April 2000 Alan Edmonds

Understanding Quantum Mechanics, Princeton University Press 1999

Roland Omnès : Review by Alan Edmonds

Quantum mechanics - and in this book and in this review the non-relativistic theory
(NRQM) only is considered - has a peculiarity not shared with any other branch of
physics : seventy-odd years after its birth the interpretation of NRQM is still being
argued over, not just by philosophers and hedge-philosophers, but by many in the
trade. A long time ago when I was at  Niels Bohr's institute in Copenhagen I shared an
office with an amiable Frenchman called Bernard d'Espagnat. In those days and ever
since he has spent much of his time thinking and writing about  what was the real
meaning of the quantum mechanics which many of us accepted as being difficult to
understand but which gave amazingly accurate predictions of phenomena in the
physical world. Despite great advances in quantum electrodynamics, elementary
particle theory and high energy physics in general, certain aspects of NRQM have
continued to present problems of interpretation.

However in recent years the activities of a number of people, not only d'Espagnat but
John Bell,  Roland Omnès and others have largely solved many of these difficulties. In
addition to these theoretical studies, numbers of very ingenious experiments using
modern techniques have been carried out, mainly in France, which have made
concrete the basis of the newer interpretation. This new book by Roland Omnès (who
is Professor of Physics at the University of Paris XI) gives a comprehensive account of
the present state of thought in this field which has long attracted the attention of not
only scientists but many with a more philosophical interest.

Do not believe the blurb on the back of the book, which claims that it is aimed at
"beginning students and experienced physicists, mathematicians and philosophers". It
is a difficult book, even for practitioners of the art, including myself. The author
begins with a historical survey ranging from the early days of NRQM to the present,
and continues with numerous 'philosophical' discussions of the significance of the
theoretical and experimental developments which he describes.

One of the most fundamental problems with QM is that of describing an experiment.
The actors in the experiment - atoms, electrons, photons...... behave in a 'quantum'
way while they are observed by  macroscopic apparatus which is supposed to behave
in a 'classical' way. This dichotomy is the basis of the Gedankenexperiment involving
the well-known cat of Schrödinger. Omnès shows how the relatively new concept of
'decoherence' enables us to treat such a dualistic situation in a unified and systematic
way, so that the cat may be retired to the philosophical menagerie along with
Buridan's ass and other beasts. (An explanation of decoherence is inappropriate in a
review such as this; the reader is referred to the book where it is explained in detail.
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Omnès also describes an experiment in which decoherence is actually measured. It is
not another woolly concept like, say, deconstruction, which I gather nobody
understands.)

Another difficulty in NRQM which Omnès discusses at length is to do with what is
'reality' in the context of such apparent contradictions as wave/particle duality. He also
deals with the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) phenomenon . This has been much
argued about since the original EPR paper in 1935. He describes how the late John
Bell (who worked at CERN, Geneva) has given a definitive explanation of EPR. Bell's
approach requires accepting that in QM we can no longer assume separability, which
is the idea that distant objects may be looked upon as necessarily unconnected. Under
certain circumstances two particles (eg those emitted in an EPR experiment) are in a
single 'entangled' quantum state which is a superposition, no matter how far they
recede from each other. This possibility was considered long ago by Bohr; more
recently Bell described experiments which could  prove this doctrine. Such
experiments have now been carried out by Aspect and others. The suggestion which is
often put around that EPR makes instantaneous communication possible, contrary to
the basic principles of relativity, is thus shown to be unfounded. All these matters are
explained clearly by Omnès.

The book concludes with descriptions of several ingenious experiments which
exemplify the apparently implausible assertions of NRQM. For example, Omnès tells
how a single atom can be trapped and observed while it undergoes 'quantum jumps'.

Although the non-mathematical reader will find parts of the book decidedly recondite,
judicious skipping will enable him/her to get an accurate idea of the present state of
the 'interpretation' of NRQM which, due to the efforts of a few able people, has now
become much clearer.

Alan Edmonds

April 2000 Nigel Perks

A PHYSICAL CAUSE OF CONSCIOUSNESS ?

Response to Roger Farnworth, C100/12

Roger's article begins with an observation that philosophy of mind has wrapped itself
up in notions of mental phenomena distinct from physical phenomena, making any
connection between the two, in particular between the conscious mind and the
physical brain, very puzzling. It suggests that we can see how physical impressions,
typified by light, cause and constitute consciousness, by showing that there is no
consciousness distinct from that of which it is conscious.
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A thought-experiment is described, in which a speck of light is introduced into a
complete absence of inner and outer experience. "The darkness as well as the light
becomes conscious." I am unclear as to the purpose of the experiment and the
meaning of this statement.

If it means the darkness and light become conscious (of something), which is what it
says, this is counter-intuitive, beyond experience and not shown to be true.

If it is meant to show how consciousness can arise in previously non-sentient stuff, it
does not. The only consciousness present, the only being awakened by the light, is the
one performing the experiment - an already conscious human being.

If it is to show how the perceived world is built up out of simple sensations, it is fine
up to the statement "all concepts have been reduced to light". It is percepts which have
been reduced to light. Sometimes ideas "occur" to us, just as things (in a general
sense) appear before us; but sometimes we have to think hard in order to work out
what something is or to understand another's communications. From ordinary
experience, it seems that concepts are sometimes attained by an activity (thinking),
and not merely given like patterns of light. It should not be assumed that this is not the
case.

When aware of something, we are not usually aware that we are aware of it. Looking
at these words, I am thinking of the words and their meaning, rather than "I am
looking at and understanding these words". Except just then! It is possible to look at
an object and be aware that one is looking at it, but it requires a decision and an effort.
This is another instance where the content of consciousness goes beyond the given
and includes a product of our activity. The statement "we can never be aware of
consciousness" is false in that I am certainly aware that I am conscious, and from the
article I am sure that the author is aware that he is conscious. If it means, we are aware
of the objects of consciousness and not of a thing "consciousness" - that consciousness
always has a content and has no existence apart from that content - this is a
description of the situation before we deliberately become aware of what we are
doing. A thing and the experience of that thing are different. When I am aware of a
table, there is something more going on than the table just being there, and I can direct
my attention to this "more".

The article's contention for a physical cause of consciousness boils down to a
statement that a central nervous system becomes conscious when light colonises it. To
me this does not explain anything and gives no intuitive understanding. If you shine a
bright light in my eyes at 5 a.m., you will see light "causing" consciousness (and
emotion besides) in one sense, but shining a light in my teddy bear's eyes (if I had one)
would not cause consciousness. That I am a being which can be conscious, and yet am
a physical object just as is the teddy bear, is the whole point.

A distinction we observe is that between the dead and the living. A plant grows and
moves and responds to light, which my teddy bear does not. An animal can even move
about as it feels inclined - and has some kind of inner experience. There is "something
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in there". There is "something behind that person's eyes". The difference between a
plant withering after being uprooted, and an animal screaming in pain, is a total
difference of kind of phenomenon.

I have a feeling that Roger was trying to show that the need for a bridge between the
two apparent kinds is artificial, based on incorrect distinctions. If that is the case, I
should be grateful for a further attempt.

The second part of Roger's article brings biology and evolution into the story. It is
concerned with external things that we can observe with our senses. Whether these
things are alive or dead, simple or complex, they seem to be just things that we could
dissect without coming across anything like a sensation or thought. So again this does
not help us understand how the non-sentient comes to be sentient.

"The emergence of the concept of self" is mentioned briefly. As experienced, this is
given - it just happens that we realise, "Oh! I am here!". However, I can now become
aware that "I am here, I exist" by choice, by directing my attention, just as I can
become aware that I am aware of something by decision and effort. If concepts
attained by thinking, awareness of awareness attained by effort, and consciousness of
self by directing attention to oneself, do add content to consciousness besides sense
impressions which are just given, then it is conceivable that our decisions and actions
too can go beyond the given - can become free of the controlling sense impressions.

Sources
("I might not think this way if I had not read...")
Rudolf Steiner: The Theory of Knowledge Implicit in Goethe's World-Conception;
Truth and Knowledge; Philosophy of Freedom.

Nigel Perks
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