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13th August 2000 Theo Todman
EDITORIAL

First of all, apologies for the non-appearance of the June issue of Commensal. I was
just too stressed out at work (for no good reason really) to focus on it. Still, we have
a bumper issue this time, and on the presumption that the contributions keep rolling
in, I hope normal service will be resumed from now on !

As usual, we welcome new members :-

Sattam Al-Mugheiry Gordon Shiach
Edward Szwedowski Peter Baker
Imogen Short Timothy Christie
Karen Wells Tim Clemson
Stephen Coomber

Obituary - Sleila Blanchard

I received the following note on 8th August from John Logan :-

"I wonder, Theo, if you have heard yet that Sheila died on Saturday.
John Paines posted the news to the two Tribune e-lists.

 I knew her as our SIGSec in the late 1970s and when I was SIGs
Officer  from 1982 for a few years, when she gave me much help and
encouragement  in stabilising the SIGs scene which was rather turbulent
at the time.

 No doubt other older members of PDG will have known Sheila better
than I  did and will regret the loss of this wonderful lady."

And later ...

"The funeral was a humanist service on Monday 14th August at
Doncaster crematorium. I understand that Stevie Hobbs will be sending
an obituary to Mensa Magazine"

This is a great shame. I had a fairly extensive correspondence with Sheila between
June '97 & August '98, some of which appeared in Commensal - though her account
of the situation that sparked the genesis of PDG & the demise of Mens Sana didn't. It
all sounded rather political, the sort of thing I wanted to steer clear of. Besides, I think
she told me "for information only".

For some reason Sheila left PDG in late 1998 - her last letter to me of 21st August
1998 indicated she might not renew her subs - she seemed disturbed by the politics
(again).
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I don't know enough about Sheila's life to comment sensibly, but her intelligence and
graciousness shone through in all the correspondence I had with her. Maybe others
will have more to add ?

PDG Conference 2000

As announced last time, Roger Farnworth kindly convened the 2nd annual PDG
conference at Braziers Park. It took place from Friday 5th – Sunday 7th May 2000. It
was, I believe, a great success. Numbers were down on last year - partly because I
was rather late advertising the event, and partly due to some late cancellations. As it
was, there were 13 of us who took part in the discussions - an inauspicious number,
but one ideally conducive to the highly participatory form of the weekend.

We commenced on the Friday night an hour ahead of schedule due to a change in the
meal-times at Braziers (Jane Benn - please check for October !). As is usual, we
introduced ourselves "in the round". Those present and introducing themselves were,
in sequence, Hazel Guest, Roger Farnworth, George Childs, Alan Edmonds, Sheila
Haddow, Don Grace (from Florence Alabama), Nigel Perks, Jonathan Young, Linda
Gough, Leslie Haddow, John Fender ... and myself. Don's family (wife, son,
daughter) also stayed at Braziers though didn't attend the conference sessions.
Nevertheless, it was good to meet them at mealtimes & sundry other informal
occasions. Frank Luger didn't arrive until midnight because, having survived an
endless coach journey from Budapest, he was diverted by rail on the last leg of his
journey to Goring-on-Sea rather than the lesser known but more appropriately located
Goring near Reading.

These important preliminaries out of the way, Friday's activities continued as
advertised with me reading my revised paper Violation of Integrity – A Reprise. I was
quite satisfied with the paper1, but it was not suitable for me, at least, to deliver. I've
seen accomplished speakers read difficult papers and make them sound lucid and
interesting - this was true even of most of the papers delivered at Braziers - but I just
haven't got the knack. I lose my place, get confused, mumble ... especially when
interrupted every 30 seconds as tended to be the case. Still, we had a good discussion
after I'd given up delivering the paper in the way intended and it did raise many of the
issues to be covered throughout the weekend. So, I dare say it wasn't that bad.

Roger Farnworth and then Leslie Haddow got us off to a good start on Saturday
morning with papers entitled “What is Man for ?” and “What are People for ?”,
delivered with appropriate clarity and gusto.

In default of anyone else volunteering to take my place, I spoke in defence of
consequentialism as an ethical principle, alloyed to my other prejudices. This seemed
to work better than that the effort the previous evening and amply rewarded the half-
hour spent in preparation on the Friday morning. There is no justice.

                                                          
1 This paper, together with all but one of the others presented at Braziers, is produced later in
this issue of Commensal. Where this is the case, I have restrained myself from commenting
further in this editorial (or, sadly, elsewhere - lack of time & space).
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The bulk of Saturday afternoon was taken up with enjoying the sunshine  (some of the
talks had been al fresco) and the beautiful countryside around the Braziers estate. We
then reconvened before tea to hear Frank Luger give us an update on his researches on
“Anthropocentrism vs. Cosmocentrism: Groping toward a Paradigm Shift”.

The Saturday evening was taken up with an informal session where all sorts of things
that I cannot now recall, except the backbone of the session was, at Leslie's
instigation, an enjoyable philosophical parlour-game whereby we each had to state in
fifty words or less what we thought the meaning or purpose of life was, or else state
why we thought this a meaningless question. I no longer have access to these priceless
slips of paper, which were read out to the group (with various degrees of accuracy)
and then discussed. A model answer by yours truly was :-

"It is not clear that life has a meaning or a purpose. This would require some
purposive scheme (eg. a theistic one") into which we fit. We may be given a
purpose, eg. by our parents or society, but these are illusory and lead to
rebellion as they reflect other people's purposes for us. We may give ourselves
a purpose. It is best for this to fit with our natural talents and propensities and
has something to do with us fulfilling our potential - that is, our potential to
make some positive contribution to the world. We should choose some useful,
satisfying and achievable projects and complete them.

Why is this question asked ? All human artefacts are made "for" something,
and we have a tendency to assume that all things, including ourselves, are
artefacts and must therefore have some purpose. This is a category mistake.
Also, we have an emotional need to justify to ourselves that toil is "worth it".
Even the projects we enjoy run into difficulties and we psychologically need
to persuade ourselves that we're fulfilling a purpose in order to keep going
during the difficult times. Some people's lives are all hard times".

Note the scrupulous adherence to the fifty-word limit. Maybe Commensal readers
would like to write in with their answers to this tricky question (with a similar or
greater license as to length) ?

On Sunday, Alan Edmonds provided us with his reminiscences of Mensa and the
political orientation of various prominent individuals linked to his thoughts on the Hi-
Q controversy. John Fenton concluded the weekend’s presentations with a most
stimulating talk on “Freedom, Information & Utilitarianism”, the transcript of which
is promised for the next Commensal.

The final item on the agenda was the discussion of next year's conference. All had
enjoyed the weekend, but it was agreed that we should commence the organisation of
the 2001 "Weekend" much earlier than had been the case for 2000. The topic was
agreed to be something to do with Consciousness. See next Commensal !

MENSA AT BRAZIERS OCTOBER 2000
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I'm grateful to Jane Benn for the following announcement :-

"I enclose a copy of the programme for the Mensa Aims of Education conference at
Braziers on 6 - 8 October. I would be grateful is you would publish2 it in Commensal.
Any chance of seeing you3 in October ? Of course, any member of the Philosophy
SIG is more than welcome attend."

THE 100th MENSA INFORMAL RESIDENTIAL DISCUSSION
CONFERENCE

Braziers Adult College, Braziers Park, Ipsden, Wallingford OX10 6AN

THE AIMS OF EDUCATION
Chairman: Jane Benn

6th - 8th October 2000

Friday 6th October 2000
19:45 Supper
20:45 Introductory Session - including initial thoughts on what we

individually believe to be the main aims of education; delegates are
invited to bring their own one-sentence definition.

22:00 Refreshments

Saturday 7th October 2000
08:30 Breakfast
09:30 Alan Hassell What the well-educated adult should know?
11:00 Coffee
11:30 Leslie Haddow The various aims of education and the compromises

necessary between them.
13:00 Lunch

Afternoon Free
16:15 Tea
16:45 John Maxwell Student-centred education.
18:00 Sheila Haddow Motivating the individual.
19:00 Supper
20:00 Interlude - Delegates are invited to entertain and educate us with a

favourite piece of poetry, literature or music (cl0 minutes
maximum); musical delegates are invited to make use of the good
piano available, or bring their own instrument.  And those who
believe that a glass or two of wine would add to the enjoyment are
invited to bring an appropriate bottle.

                                                          
2 Done !
3 Maybe, and thanks for the invitation !
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Sunday 8th October 2000
08:30 Breakfast
09:30 Jenny Turner The relative merits of the Internet, CD-Roms, and

books in education.
11:00 Coffee
11:30 Pam Ford Proposals to bring more intellectual content into Mensa

activities.
12:00 Final Discussion and Plans for Future Conferences
13:00 Lunch

NOTE There will be ample opportunity for general discussion after each
presentation.  Speakers have been asked to restrict their
contributions to a maximum of 45 minutes, and most have indicated
that they will in fact be speaking for a considerably shorter time.

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.egroups.com  and sign up to eGroups. 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 eGroups !), you can go directly to
http://www.egroups.com/group/pdglist – again, you will need to join eGroups first (it will
prompt you) – and then click on the “subscribe” link or button. 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@egroups.com and everyone on the list will
receive a copy.  Why not give it a go ?

Incidentally, for those who've signed up for PDGList, MS Word 97 versions of all the
back-issues of Commensal since I've been PDG Secretary are available in the "Files"
area at the PDGList website (http://www.egroups.com/group/pdglist).

PHILOSOPHY FOR ALL – PFA4

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. Kant's Cave meetings are now held at the cellar bar of The Penderel’s Oak,
283-288 High Holborn, London (3 mins walk from Holborn tube station). Door-
charge: £1 (free for PFA members)

UPCOMING KANT'S CAVE LECTURES

                                                          
4 See C100 (or http://www.pfalondon.freeserve.co.uk) 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
http://www.egroups.com/group/pdglist
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6 Sept 2000 Robert Johnson : In search of the Essence
4 Oct 2000 Dr. Barry C. Smith (Birkbeck College, London) : tba
1 Nov 2000 tba
6 Dec 2000 Dr. Veronique Monoz-Darde (University College, London) : tbc
3 Jan 2001 tba
7 Feb 2001 Dr. Eric Frankel and Dr. Stephen Szanto (Whipps Hospital London)

: Brainwashed Youth - A Neuroscientific and Philosophical
Appraisal

The PFA at the Mary Ward Centre : Philosophy Debates are to be held approx.
monthly on Saturdays 14:00 - 17:00; Dates : 14 October, 2 December, 16 December,
17 February, 3 March, 7 April, 19 May, 2 June, 9 June. There are also Public
Lectures on some Saturdays 10:00 - 13:00; Dates : 28 October & 7 April. The Mary
Ward Centre is at 42 Queen Square, London WC1N 3AQ. There is no fee.

ROYAL INSTITUTE OF PHILOSOPHY5

Annual Lecture Series, 2000-2001 : Logic, Thought and Language

2000
13 October Mark Sainsbury

What Logic Should We Think With?
20 October Gregory McCulloch

Mental Representation
27 October Julia Tanney

Self-Knowledge, Normativity, and Construction
3 November Barry Smith

Thought and Language
10 November Alan Millar

The Normativity of Intention and Meaning
17 November Gabriel Segal

tba
24 November David Wiggins

tba
1 December Crispin Wright

Relativism and Classical Logic
8 December Jennifer Hornsby

Communication

2001
19 January Christopher Peacocke

tba
26 January M. G. F. Martin

Language
2 February A. W. Moore

What Are These familiar Words Doing Here?

                                                          
5 No connection to PDG or Mensa, but I can very highly recommend these lectures.
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9 February Scott Surgeon
The Conditionality of Thought

16 February Timothy Williamson
Possible Beings

23 February S. G. Williams
Ambiguity

2 March Bob Hale
Logical Knowledge

9 March Charles Travis
Rethinking Psychologism

16 March Paul Boghossian
Rational Belief

All Lectures to be given at 14 Gordon Square, London WC1 on Fridays at 5.45 pm.
Admission is free.

My Web Page

Please excuse the self-advertisement, but ... I've at last got round to setting up my
web-site (http://www.kenrick-todman.freeserve.co.uk). Amateurish stuff, but has links to
HTML versions of two sets of documents I've produced over the years.

1. The pompously entitled Tractatus Christianus - a (fairly negative but not mocking)
appraisal of Christianity which gives my general worldview in order to be able to
undertake the critique. A long document in the style of Ludwig Wittgenstein. My
magnum opus.

2. Back issues of Commensal - it only contains 3 rather old issues at the moment, but
I'll add more as I get round to the tedious task of conversion. The advantage (I
allege !) of the HTML versions is that they allow you to hop around between
articles (useful for understanding the mixed-bag commentaries on previous issues).

Next Issue of Commensal

The next edition of Commensal (C103) will appear in October. The closing date will
be 22nd September 2000. The reminder date appears on the bottom of each page.

Best wishes !

Theo

May 2000 Theo Todman

http://www.kenrick-todman.freeserve.co.uk/
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VIOLATION OF INTEGRITY – A REPRISE6

On the evening of Friday 21st January, I attended one of the Royal Institute of
Philosophy’s weekly London public lectures. The lecture was delivered by David
Cooper, Professor of Philosophy at Durham University, with the Chair occupied by
Anthony O’Hear (Professor of Philosophy at Bradford University, Director of the
Royal Institute of Philosophy & Editor of its Journal Philosophy). The lecture was
concerned with the Philosophy of Technology and the Philosophy of the
Environment, and why the two should be so inter-linked. During one discussion
thread, Professor Cooper suggested that if we adjust the genes of a bull to make it
quiescent (while keeping it sexually fertile) we are “violating its integrity”, and asked
whether there was something about this that would be deemed repellent to most
people ?

I wrote up the subsequent discussion, in which I played a substantial part, for
Commensal, including a critique of elements of my position by one of the subscribers
to PDGList. I will re-open this debate this evening as a warm-up session for the week-
end’s conference, which focuses on  ethics, as a way of getting us thinking about
these topics – in particular the possible connection between ethics and aesthetics. It
will also open up the question of the ethics and dangers of genetic engineering – one
of the hottest topics of our times, and one on which a lot of irrational hot air is wasted.

My intention in this introductory talk is to outline the bones of the discussion,
correcting some of my errors along the way, and then leave us with some questions to
discuss further. If anyone has a burning issue that they fear will get lost, would they
please restrain themselves until I get to the list of questions, when they can tack it on
to the items for further discussion.

What does it mean to violate something ? A dictionary will tell us that it is to abuse,
profane, defile or do violence to it. And “integrity” ? The wholeness of a thing.
Maybe, what makes it what it is.

There is a difference between violating a thing in its own perception and in the
perception of those who value it. The former violation is certainly an ethical question,
but applies only to sentient beings currently conscious of their past history. The latter
can also be an ethical question – particularly if the violation has been to a sentient
being no longer sufficiently sentient as a result – but can also be an aesthetic one
where sentience is not involved – though violating the sensibilities of the tender-
hearted or artistic is presumably an ethical issue. There is also a distinction between
the effects of a course of action on an individual and that on whole populations
leaving no unviolated remainder.

Getting back to our original example, I had questioned whether the new animal was
still a bull, or whether it had become  something else, and suggested that there’s a
distinction between quiescing a bull by lobotomising it and simply breeding one that
                                                          
6 Delivered at the PDG Conference, Braziers Park, May 2000. Apologies for the repetition of
much of this from Commensal 100 (March 2000). There are significant additions and
expansions.
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is quiescent – whether by genetic engineering or by natural means. We will come
back to the “is it a bull ?” question later.

I think the distinction between modifying the future state of an individual and creating
it in that state is perfectly valid, even though the end result may be the same. In the
former case, the bull’s expectations (assuming it has any) and its present experience
have been violated, whereas in the latter, the bull had no pre-existence and what we
have done is to bring into existence something that is in some sense inferior to what it
might otherwise have been. We will return to this theme later, when we come onto the
dangerous ground of human procreation. We can draw a parallel with One Flew Over
the Cuckoo’s Nest, where – in the film version - the Jack Nicholson character is
lobotomised to eradicate his rebellious tendencies and the pseudo-dumb Indian
character suffocates him. I presume this is to prevent his pious memory being violated
by his present diminished existence, but it might be for other reasons we might
debate. Maybe he does this because he believes that the Jack Nicholson character is
imprisoned by his present diminished condition and that by euthanising him he is
liberating him from his misery. Liberation is definitely a theme of the end of the film.

We might ask ourselves whether any objections we might have to genetically
engineered quiescence are due to its “unnatural” nature rather than to any concern for
the individual or the germ-line. Has humanity violated wolves by breeding lap-dogs
from them ? Are lap-dogs violated wolves ? Do we object to the existence of many
breeds of dog on this account ? We probably ought to as some of them are chronically
debilitated by the strange somatic variations breeders have thrust upon them.
Alternatively, is the issue one of gradualism versus instantaneous change ? Do we not
notice if the change is gradual in an evolutionary manner, whether natural or humanly
directed ?

Getting back to the “is it a bull ?” question, we must also ask ourselves whether
“natural kinds” really exist - is the talk about “bulls” having integrity that can be
violated really a Platonic notion that there is an ideal form of a bull in the heavens
somewhere, to which real-life bulls approximate to greater or lesser degrees ? Is the
notion of natural kinds undermined by evolution, in which organisms are always
adapting to their environments (or not – and becoming extinct) – so there never is an
immutable  proper form for them to be ? If there’s not a proper form for a bull to be,
how can we violate it by breeding or engineering it to be something different ?

My view would be a consequentialist one – at least as far as an individual is
concerned. If the individual is brought into being in a situation wherein it can be
happy – ie. the sum total of auto-evaluated good that will, on balance of probability,
happen to it outweighs that of the ill - then there is no ethical objection.

Then again, there’s a distinction between what we do to one or some of a kind, and
what we do to all of them. If we modify all bulls, so they are all quiescent, that is, we
only breed from the quiescent strain, and allow the violent one to die out, the loss is
greater than if only some are bred that way. In the latter case we have made bulls
according to the old model extinct & created another line to replace them. If we allow
the two lines to co-exist, we have left our options open.
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Then there is the question whether, by breeding alone, we can create anything
genetically novel, or permanently eradicate any genetic trait, or whether we are
simply re-shuffling or selecting from the genetic material already present. By contrast,
genetic engineering may introduce genes genuinely novel in their new context.

The genetic method of creating quiescence within bulls was of introducing similar
genes to those that result in Down’s syndrome in humans. If I say these modified bulls
are not bulls, am I committed to saying Downic humans are not humans ? This is
where things get technically and metaphysically complex. For a start, I don’t believe
there’s unanimity about what makes up a species. Ernst Mayr in Towards a New
Philosophy of Biology (1988) notes four concepts of the species – the typological, the
nominalist, the biological and the evolutionist. I’ve a feeling there are counter-
examples – ie. hybrids - to the biological definition favoured by Mayr of “species (as)
groups of interbreeding natural populations that are reproductively isolated from other
such groups” (or of a species as a maximally mutually inter-fertile group capable of
producing fertile offspring).

Getting back to the point, I don’t think I’m really talking about species at all, in
saying that a genetically modified, quiescent bull is not a bull. What I’m intending is
that while it may still belong to the species bos bos (or whatever) the quiescent bull is
not what it would otherwise have been, however well it might interbreed with others
of the species, any more than a Manx cat with its tail genetically re-engineered back
would still be a Manx cat. Bulls just are fierce creatures, and a quiescent “bull” just
isn’t one any more.

If we avoid speciesist categorisations, does any of this matter ? I may be
misrepresenting him here, but I believe Peter Singer (whose appointment as Professor
of Philosophy at Princeton has caused such a rumpus on account of his views on
euthanasia) would treat all sentient individuals equally on non-specific lines in accord
with their ability to suffer, or to experience or anticipate various other goods or ills –
such as boredom or restriction. That is, he would treat individuals of different species
equally if they can suffer (etc) equally. At least he would do so from a philosophical
or ethical perspective, though clearly from a legal perspective, much hangs on these
distinctions. Of course, knowing what it is like to be a member of another species is a
profound philosophical problem. We can only know by observation of behaviour and
by analogy with our own experience, but this may not take us far enough.

Another argument may be that bulls are by nature “noble savages” and that by
breeding them to be quiescent we are demeaning them. Maybe like the Romans
booing when elephants were slaughtered in the arena, as elephants are noble creatures
which shouldn’t be treated that way. But a genetically modified bull isn’t, in this
sense, noble, and never has been and doesn’t know or care that humans think it ought
to be. An elephant being slaughtered is another matter altogether – one imagines it
doesn’t enjoy the experience any more than a gladiator would, or did.

Another objectionable example introduced by Professor Cooper was that of
genetically engineered capons with small brains, few feathers & high meat content –
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engineered for the convenience of the poultry industry. Are they violated chickens,
and do (or should) most people find their existence abhorrent ? We might well ask
whether chickens are violated birds because they are fat and flightless. It has been
pointed out to me that flightlessness, eg. in penguins, is a natural phenomenon that
arises where the advantage of flight to avoid predation are outweighed by other
considerations. Animals in close association with man, whether as co-workers, pets or
food sources do not go extinct because, at worst, predation is post-reproductive.

Does it just not depend on “what it is like to be” an X ? If we engineer X’s that are
happy to be X’s (and don’t know they could be happier as Y’s) is this not better than
violating un-engineered chickens by keeping them in the desperate conditions of
factory farms to which they are unsuited ? I’m presuming here that the small brains of
the engineered capons are contrived as necessary to their happiness which is valued
by the farmer simply because unhappy capons go off their feed, or fret away calories,
and so don’t produce the requisite crop of meat. Is the issue one of naturalism versus
artificiality ? If so, are the objections irrational ? If the objections are rational, they
would appear not to be consequentialist, so I presume the judgements are aesthetic –
ie. we just don’t like the idea of these violated individuals existing whether or not they
are happy or unhappy in themselves and whether or not they are of benefit to us
humans.

In considering the aesthetic aspects of violation, we might consider various inanimate
examples. Would we be wrong to change an historic painting – even if most or all
people would like the change – and why not ? Would it be because this would violate
its integrity ? Most of us would object to “improving” a historic work of art because
thereby the original is destroyed, whatever the virtues of the improved version might
be. Even restoration is sometimes treated as a violation rather than as preservation if
too much liberty is taken in reconstruction. However, architects have routinely
violated the integrity of buildings when they have added to them (as in the adding of
Georgian fronts to mediaeval buildings, Renaissance additions to mediaeval
cathedrals etc.), frequently with public approbation. Is this violation or development ?
Does it depend solely on whether it is done well or badly – a value judgement – or are
we merely more comfortable if we only see the effects and the previously destroyed
elements were never known to us ? Does the Pompidou Centre violate the Louvre ?
Salisbury Cathedral once only had a tower rather a spire - was it violated by having
the spire erected, or would this only have been the case if it had been bodged as at
Chesterfield? Would we violate the leaning tower of Pisa by straightening it ? Why
are old things so easily violable while new ones aren’t to the same degree ? Why is
“history” venerable while current affairs are ephemera ?

Violation of corpses also came up for discussion – as a counter-argument suggesting
that the sort of stand I was taking would suggest that nothing was violable. Did I
object to the violation of corpses ? They are not sentient, nor are they aesthetically
pleasing, but we don’t do it, so why not ? Various superstitions aside, the answer can
only be that we do not do so in order to protect the sensibilities of the living. So why
not avoid certain genetic modifications for similar reasons – not to protect the
sensibilities of the modified animals, but the sensibilities of observing humans ? I
would have thought there is nothing new in this case – the sensibilities of humans are
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already protected by keeping the unpleasantness of animal husbandry out of sight.
Getting back to corpses – certain uses are deemed violation by some to the frustration
of others. For instance, sentimental objections to the use of body-parts for research or
remedial surgery; or some religious sensibilities restricting the archaeological study of
human remains (eg. of mummies, bones of native Americans, ossuary contents in old
Jerusalem, etc.). Are these objections rational and should they be allowed to stand ?

The discussion of genetic engineering in this essay has tended to centre on the
aesthetic idea of violation, rather than on the consequentialist approach of evaluating
the potential adverse consequences – in particular relating to the potential backfiring
of such “Frankenstein” tactics. Is there a valid moral objection – or are the alleged
issues just ill-considered “yuk-factor” aesthetic objections disguised as moral issues ?

QUESTIONS & DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Do we agree on the definitions of violation and integrity ?
2. In the above context, how are our considerations divided between concerns for the

individual’s own self-perception & feeling (if any) and those of ourselves and our
society ?

3. How much are these concerns divided between those for the individual and those
for an exclusive collection (eg. species, strain) ?

4. Are we satisfied that there’s a moral distinction between changes made to an
individual prior to its birth and changes made subsequently ?

5. What are our responsibilities for bringing into being “below par” animals ?
6. Does the above apply to humans ? Is eugenics wickedness or common sense ?
7. Have domesticated animals been violated by the natural breeding techniques to

which they have been subjected over the centuries / millennia ?
8. How important are the conscious expectations of the future in an individual in

determining our course of action towards it ?
9. What’s the ethical and philosophical import and message of One Flew Over the

Cuckoo’s Nest ?
10. Is there a valid moral or other distinction between naturally induced change and

unnatural change ? If so, what is it ?
11. Are our objections (if any) to genetic engineering consequentialist (“because of

the risks of doomsday”) or aesthetic (“yuk ! Frankenstein’s Monster”) or due to
some other reason (“playing God”) ? Are these objections valid ?

12. Are there “natural kinds”; do we agree what a species is ? What’s the impact of
evolution on these characterisations ? Do we even believe evolution is the correct
paradigm to explain the origins and diversity of biological life as we know it ?

13. Is (or within which bounds is) an engineered “X” still an “X” ?
14. Can we create genuine genetic novelty by breeding ? If not, is genetic engineering

qualitatively different from selective breeding ?
15. Do we agree with my definition of consequentialism, ie.  that if expected good

exceeds expected ill, the course of action leading to the expected state of affairs is
ethical.

16. Is consequentialism a valid ethical system ? Is it an ethical system at all or
“rational self interest” ?
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17. Are we speciesists ? Do we have the right to treat sentient beings of other species
more harshly than those of our own species with like cognitive capacities ?

18. Can we know what it’s like to be a member of another species ?
19. Do animals have moral capabilities (eg. nobility, faithfulness, selfishness …) ?
20. What’s the problem with “correcting” historical artworks ? Do they have integrity

that can be violated ? Are they still owned by their creators in some sense ?
21. Is there any objectivity in aesthetics, or do we just follow our prejudices ?
22. Is ethics more closely connected to aesthetics than to any objective system ?
23. Can corpses be violated and would you do so or be happy it was being done (“in a

good cause”).
24. Should the irrational superstitions of others be protected ?

Theo Todman

4th May 2000 Anthony Owens

DETERMINED TO HAVE FREE WILL

I would like to add a few comments to Roger Farnworth's piece, Determinism and
Free Will in C101.

I assume he equates physical determinism to causality.  Now it might well be true that
our interpretations of causality can only ever be assumptions but I doubt he can rely
on 'observations of quanta' to replace causality with dice.  Quantum uncertainty is
vastly over-rated.  Basically, this is nothing more than the old particle / wave problem.
Particles have position, whereas when they travel as waves, which they do, they
merely have wavelength.  In other words, they are spread across a definite, albeit
small, area of space; and their position becomes, you guessed, uncertain.  Incidentally,
I have to thank Brian Greene's book, The Elegant Universe, Cape, 1999, for this
devastatingly obvious, yet undoubtedly elegant, explanation.  By the way, the book
concerns superstrings, a theory which has more to commend it than most.

Now is Roger’s determinism any different.  Indeed, is determinism any different from
physical determinism, causality, or predestination.  Our brains are physical objects:
our thoughts, words, and deeds are the end result of a multitude of little waves or
particles wandering about in our brains; triggered by our experiences; along paths set
by our genes, amended by our past; and stored equally physically in our memory.  In
turn our memory, in the light of the Aspect investigation of the EPR thought
experiment, could be anywhere in the universe.  Is there any room for free will in this
melee?

Possibly, but only by a major stretch of the imagination.  Suppose we have, or had, a
role to play in the initiation of the universe.  I'm not saying we thought it into
existence, but merely that we inadvertently set the ball rolling, so to speak.  In other
words we originated the waves which gave rise to the universe we now inhabit: a
universe as accidental and evolving as you like.  You must admit that this is at least an
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original solution to our view of universal expansion; and a damn sight more likely
than a particle which, confused by the uncertainty principle, suddenly found it had
popped up out of nowhere and promptly inflated itself, rather conveniently before the
laws of physics arose to constrain it, despite it being matter; and without consideration
of how it could be said to have inflated before anything else existed against which this
remarkable spurt in growth could be measured.  I'm sorry if this offends anyone who
believes this guff but it really is too farcical to contemplate unless you're being paid to
contemplate it.

Nevertheless, how could we set the ball rolling before we existed?  Well, I happen to
believe that we are eternal beings, currently acting through a body, and initiated by
God.  Could free will reside in what remains of that spark of involuntary creativity
which must now compete with its environment and with the others of its like. It might
simply be a matter of either believing in God or not, which attitude must have an
influence on many of our actions.  Of course, it's all a matter of belief, but then isn't
everything?

I would like to ask Roger one question however.  Why should we treat with more
compassion those bound by determinism to offend society?  Wouldn't it make more
sense to just have them put down?  What is compassion and why should it be shown
to an automaton? ... er ... make that three questions.

Anthony Owens

May 2000 Roger Farnworth
DETERMINISM: A CHALLENGE7

"I would like to ask Roger one question however.  Why should we treat with more
compassion those born by determinism to offend society ?  Wouldn't it make more
sense to just have them put down ?  What is compassion and why should it be shown
to an automaton ?

I refuse to reply directly to the author of those chilling Nazi remarks and address the
general reader.

The arguments for determinism apply to everyone and not just to those who offend
society.  Indeed, offenders are often socially excluded and punished as though their
actions had not been determined.  But as everyone is equally determined we must feel
compassion for those selected to suffer for their behaviour.  It is right to punish this
behaviour in order to regulate society and right also to feel compassion for the
suffering of the punished.

                                                          
7 A response to the above article by Anthony Owens.
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The question: "What is compassion ?" was addressed at this year's Braziers
conference and is printed below in this edition of Commensal as "What is man For?"
(note especially "I was in prison and you visited me").

I notice that neither in Commensal nor on its website has there been an argument to
support free will.  This reflects the general position in philosophical circles.  Though
the arguments for total determinism of human actions seem impregnable there is
surely no reason whatsoever to accept the physical determination of thoughts.  No
confirming observation could be made so this parallel theory of human determinism is
based on unfounded speculation.

However, perhaps there is one Commensal reader who at one moment in life has
performed an act which was not determined by motives that derive from past
experience which can no longer be altered or by a present event we cannot control and
cannot be altered.  So here is a challenge to you.  Describe this act in a way that shows
it was not determined by what was unalterable in the past or then present and was
freely chosen.

Roger Farnworth

May 2000 Roger Farnworth
WHAT IS MAN FOR?8

I find it remarkable that though I studied ethics for a degree I cannot recall ever being
guided in a moral choice by ethical considerations drawn from those studies.  When
confronted by a moral demand, even when it is a novel situation, I don't need to think
about what to do, I just act. I shall examine this response of non-rational ethics and
the failure of classical ethics by asking the question "What is man / woman for?"

The answer to this question is almost always "man is for himself”.  Moral choices are
rare.  Each day all of us perform over a thousand actions which serve our own
purposes or those of a choice of social groups to which we choose to belong.  One can
be certain that no two persons will fulfil exactly the same list of individual and social
group purposes.  In evolutionary terms this means that every niche on the vast
metaphysical rock of possible and potential nesting sites for man's purposes to hatch
into fulfilment, every site will one day be occupied.  This is good news for fulfilling
mankind's potential.

On rare occasions we can serve the purposes of others and not ourselves, that is, we
take moral action.  There are two approaches, to neither of which classical ethics is
relevant. I look first at general public issues and then at particular interpersonal
choices.

                                                          
8 Delivered at the PDG Conference, Braziers Park, May 2000.
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The classical error was to assume that there is an unchanging ethical domain where
principles are established as templates for all future action.  Today we are involved in
ethical scenarios which were not visible in my student days such as gender,
environmental, medical dilemmas which require creativity to resolve.  My colleagues
devise ways to monitor end use of arms sales by electronic tagging or bar coding.
They seek ways of making Third World debt forgiveness acceptable to rich countries
by diverting repayments to aid education and health.  They shift the focus of gender
studies to Third World farming where development often exacerbates inequalities.
The generating of imaginative creative solutions to moral dilemmas owes nothing to
formal ethics and more perhaps to poetry.  "Poets are the unacknowledged legislators
of the world;" wrote Shelley.

I want now to consider particular situations where we are able to take responsibility
for alleviating suffering and take as an unambiguous example a child suffering
cruelty.  Would we need to pause for ethical debate before acting?  Would we only
take action if a divine or unacknowledged lawgiver had laid down an absolute decree
that we should do so?  Kant would have us ask whether preventing child cruelty could
be made into a universal law.  But would our taking action ever be dependent on that
question?  Would we calculate on a Utilitarian scale of the greatest happiness of the
greatest number before acting?  Because such philosophy was an obvious failure,
attention moved away from the question they attempted to answer "What ought I to
do?" and revived the Aristotelian concept of virtue : "What sort of person ought I to
be?"

The fighting bands of Sparta and Athens had developed a code of honour that
emphasised a correct decree of trust, bravery, mutual aid and loyalty.  But a problem
arises when we consider honour amongst thieves.  Bands of crooks can also value
trust, gang loyalty, bravery and co-operation.  So virtue can be used for vicious
purposes.

If we abandon the egocentric questions "What ought I to do and what sort of person
ought I to be?"; is there a third option? I think we should consider our nature and ask :
"what is man for?" When we act spontaneously to help a child in need we have not
paused for ethical debate.  We have acted out of our nature and about that nature we
can ask what man appears to be for and observe that man is for others.

Such ethics alters the focus from what I ought to do or be to a focus on the other and
this corresponds to our experience of being moved to help a person in need.

Much of our evolutionary success derives from our being co-operative breeders.
'Homo Sapiens' originated out of interconnectiveness. I am a person because of
personal relations.  These are, of course, assertions but are they not supported by the
following adaptation of Hume's observation that when he looked for his identity he
only perceived a bundle of perceptions.  My social identity is a bundle of perceptions
of others and what I believe to be their perceptions of me.  My particular society
constitutes my social self. I am both of others and for others, both genitive and dative,
the object of others possession and a being who is for others. Only to the extent that
each of us is a social person, being for others is part of our nature.  It is a change from
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being a noun qualified by virtues and vices to being a verb whose fundamental
activity is to be for others.

Our response is not contractual so no limits are set, the extent of commitment is
unconditional.  Perhaps this is why ethics and Christian morality could not mix.  In
the New Testament parable of the Judgement the just did not consider their actions
had been either right or virtuous.  They protested 'Lord when saw we thee naked and
clothed thee, hungry and fed thee or in prison and visited thee.' Their response had
been natural not intentional, generous not contractual. I cannot read the Good
Samaritan parable as saying that everyone is my neighbour as this would logically
destroy the meaning of neighbour.  Rather, I think it says that those we encounter who
are in need we have a responsibility to treat as we would our nearest and dearest
neighbour.  In circumstances of distress you help the person to whom you owe
nothing because he is not your neighbour.

This morality of creativity and being for others is wholly different from traditional
ethical viewpoints even though it has perhaps a Christian basis.  It is radical but
modest in scope.  It accepts that most of our interpersonal activities are neither ethical
or selfish.  They are only in danger of becoming immoral and selfish when a situation
arises which brings into play the unconditional consequences of our being for others.

Roger Farnworth

May 2000 Leslie Haddow

WHAT ARE PEOPLE FOR ? — THE ETHICAL ISSUES9

— Mensa-at-Braziers —

Roger’s question “What is Man for?” is much the same as “What am I for?”, and
deals with the subjective issue —  How I should behave in certain circumstances? It
deals with the moral problem of acting in accordance with one’s previous education
and experience.

Here I take the objective, ethical, approach, and ask “What are People for?”  What
principles guide personal and public policies towards other people, both locally and
globally? And, more fundamentally, what is the source of such ethical principles?

Are People Assets or Liabilities?  What are they for? A working answer to this
question is needed before (most if not all) the decisions of life, whether individual,
community, national, or global, can be made in a moral or ethical10 way.  I am

                                                          
9 Delivered at the PDG Conference, Braziers Park, May 2000.
10 Leslie's notes [Ed] : Although often used interchangeably, there is a distinction.  Ethics = theory of
right and wrong conduct — ethical principles — values one seeks to express in a certain situation.
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becoming increasingly certain that we lack such an answer, because our world is
changing faster than our philosophies. The result is that we are adrift in a sea of moral
uncertainties and inconsistencies.

At every level, actions so often take the form of crisis management, which often
produces further problems, because we seem to lack broad ethical foundations for
those policies. Let us consider this at various levels.

At the level of individuals

What are children for?  — Why does a couple have children? — First, there is that
part of the in-built nature of human beings to want to breed, and to do so to the limit
of their physical capacity. Some moral / religious teachings seem to promote this idea
(and some couples seem to do so anyway), but in most cultures various forms of
moderation apply.  Sometimes, especially in the poorest communities in almost all
countries, children are an unwanted burden, at other times they are assets — labour to
support the economy of the family.

But what directs the attitude of the average Western parents? The churches (or
equivalent in other religions) in a traditional setting have always provided a moral
purpose for children — “to grow up to do God’s work on earth, etc.” and “to have
dominion over nature” — and this generally meant the more people the better. But
that is no longer wholly satisfactory in a globalised world

! We say there are getting to be too many people — to do God’s work? How
can that be possible? — Perhaps, implicitly, what was meant was “more of Us
i.e. Christians, and fewer of Them i.e. Moslems or pagans” — a view that can
hardly be sustained today

! Bending Nature to satisfy man’s needs is no longer acceptable, either.
! The established religions seem no longer to have the answers, and people are

becoming increasingly secular anyway
! Revivalism and fundamentalism are attempts to reverse this trend, but usually

they look back to past situations rather than forward.

All this seems to leave the individual parents without an ethical basis for the children
they beget. It shows in many ways — in dysfunctional families — in the split between
parents and children — increasing tensions between the generations, especially as the
latter become teenagers — a lack of pride in the family — the development of the
child’s personality is left to the state via. the educational system  ……So, —  “What
do they have children for?”

Educational Philosophy

Various aims of education (i.e. schooling)

                                                                                                                                                                     
Morals = the practice / way of behaviour — the way one sets about achieving the end. Ethics =
generality; Morals = particular
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! To bring out the (assumed) in-built personality of each child
! To make good citizens — i.e. law-abiding — supporting the status quo  — or

believers in  the prevailing faith
! To prepare them for the labour market — or some other purpose of the state,

such as the armed forces
[This will be discussed at the Braziers conference in September]

Social Purposes

! Does our society want people for what they contribute to some ‘higher’
purpose? — needs of industry — national greatness — war — art — benefit of
elite — God’s purpose —

! Or do people come first, and is the state there to serve them?

Does a town or county regard an increase of population as a good thing, increasing its
importance, etc., or as a burden, needing more houses, schools, roads, etc.?

Similar questions apply at the national level (e.g. in the U.K.).  Do we welcome
immigrants, asylum-seekers, returning expatriates? If not, would we welcome
significant numbers of our present population emigrating?

What criteria are there for an optimum population? Are natural resources the main
deciding factor? If natural resources are fixed, is it ethically better for a small number
of people to share them, with a high standard of living, or a larger number living at a
lower standard?

Is being selective an answer? Is it ethical to attract the young, fit, skilled, and to reject
the old, infirm, unskilled, even from within the nation?

What are the moral answers to these questions if they are to apply globally?

(... continued on next page)
The Problem at the National and International Level

The ethics applied to the question of the number of children, and hence the size
of the population, varies, depending on the state of the local society and/or on
national policy.

The extreme case is China, which (recently) set a limit of one child per couple by law.
This is based on the principle that the country would be better off if its natural
resources were divided among a smaller population.    What is ethical basis for that
policy? It is unpopular among the individuals affected  — Chinese traditionally like
large families, and even if a family’s share of wealth were fixed, they may well prefer
to share it among a large group than a small one, provided this does not lead to a
starvation level of existence. The policy may in fact be based on the well being of the
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state rather than of its inhabitants. People are beginning to be seen as liabilities rather
than assets.

The situation was similar in India some years ago, when near-compulsory sterilisation
was tried, but was rejected by the population. In other poor, underdeveloped
countries, large families, especially of boys, are traditionally considered as assets,
necessary labour for the maintenance of their economy, rather than extra mouths to
feed. Girl-babies are regarded differently in both India and China.  Attitudes are
changing, partly under Western influence

We in the West have no doubt that the world is already over-populated, and is
becoming increasingly so, especially by Third-World people. Economic arguments,
supposedly based on sustainability, are often put forward in support of this view. In
reality, I doubt whether this is the case. The West adjusts its ethical principles to suit
the continued prosperity of itself. We see over population as arising in the Third
World, and presenting a threat to our own way of life, which in the long run may well
be true.

But this overlooks the massive increase in the population of European races which
took place during the previous two or three centuries, and which expanded into the
rest of the world, usually at the expense of the indigenous peoples. In Victorian
England, large families were normal and favoured — they provided the labour for
farms, mines and factories both at home and overseas, they supplied the army and
navy, and they colonised all suitable territories they could acquire in the rest of the
world. They made Britain “Great”, and gave her an Empire of which they were all
proud. Other European countries acted similarly, and the West that we know today is
their direct descendant.  During that period, therefore, it was accepted that empire
building was ethically sound.

In recent times, we have been having doubts, and history is gradually being rewritten.
But are our (i.e. the West’s) ethical principles any less biased now? We have invented
the modern nation-state, and hence national boundaries, which we use our military
power to police. Where once we had no hesitation in settling very large numbers of
our surplus population in other people’s territories, we now show the greatest
reluctance in allowing any of the latter into ‘our’ lands. The spread of Europeans into
North America, pushing out and decimating the native Indians, in the course of two or
three centuries, followed by strict immigration controls since then, is the prime
example. The result is the massive differences in the use of natural resources, and
hence in the standard of living, between the West and the Third World. Ethical
foreign policies only nibble at the edges of this issue.

The Global Problem

Even if the inequalities between the West and the Third World were evened out, there
would remain the major underlying ethical problem of how many people are to be
brought into existence, globally. In the past, this problem did not arise, but recent
scientific and technological advances have made it what is probably the prime ethical
issue of our time. Given that the globe is limited in area and basic resources: —
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! Should population be allowed to grow to the sustainable limit, even at the
expense of other species?

! How can a balance be struck between humans and other animals?
! Assuming the human population is to be limited (or reduced) can the policy be

applied equitably to all races?

The following are some of the principal factors involved —

           Factors affecting numbers of people

! Birth control — fertility drugs — IVF etc.— v.  abortion
! Greatly improved health care & treatment of impairments & illnesses
! Techniques for applying social pressure for / against large families
! Fiscal policies — taxation v. subsidies on children in family

 Factors affecting attitudes

! Perceived need by each nation or race of the size of its population
! Globalisation of economies — capital & labour
! Environmental awareness — people v. other animals and plants
! Awareness that the resources of the world are limited
! Awareness of conditions worldwide via TV and Internet
! Globalisation of ethical expectations

Conclusion

Ethical answers to the question “What are People for?”  are needed which are
applicable globally — by the peoples of the Third World as well as by the West —
and at all levels.

! How should these ethical principles be derived?
! How do we judge whether an ethical principle is sound?
! What ethical principles should direct our policies today?

And, finally, does Philosophy have the basic role to play in giving ethical guidance on
these questions? —  Or is it the role of religion? — If so, Which?

Leslie Haddow

May 2000 Theo Todman
ETHICAL THEORIES11

                                                          
11 Delivered at the PDG Conference, Braziers Park, May 2000.
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A theory of ethics is important because people disagree on what they and others ought
to do - not just disagreements over the facts that drive action, but on the principles of
right action itself. People must be challenged to state why they think they (and others,
or society, or governments) ought to act as they think they ought. A reason for this is
because societies and the opportunities they afford for action are always changing so
we need to continually review the guide / procedure / rationale we have for our
policies.

Ethical theories divide into several categories :-

•  Aristotelian (virtue-based)
•  Kantian (deontological; duty-based; categorical imperative; universalisability)
•  Religious (but Plato’s Euthyphro - is an action good because God says so or is

God good because his actions are good ?)
•  Consequentialist (eg. Utilitarian - positive & negative; act & rule)
•  Naturalistic (inc. Naturalistic Fallacy & the fact/value, is/ought, distinction)
•  Relativist
•  Existentialist
•  Emotivist

I recommend a hybrid approach :-

•  Broadly consequentialist
•  Rule-based as a short cut, but not bound by rules.
•  We have to think more widely than the immediate consequences.
•  We need some form of discounting of more remote consequences – whether

remote in time or remote in space / responsibility.
•  Fundamentally relativist – societies decide how they want to conduct

themselves & need force to impose their will.
•  Can change over time – the law is always out of date.
•  Naturalistic in the sense that some moral systems don’t and can’t lead to

fruitful societies.
•  Ethical theories should be outward looking – ie. not virtue based (where the

focus on the actor) but based on the consequences for both the actor and the
others affected.

•  Focus is on universal freedom rather than duty.
•  Emotions are important – we must do good for the right motives (empathy),

else the full benefits to ourselves & others will not be realised

Theo Todman

9th April 2000 Frank Luger
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ANTHROPOCENTRISM  vs. COSMOCENTRISM12

Groping toward a Paradigm Shift

ABSTRACT

Anthropocentrism views reality relative to Man, and maintains, directly or indirectly,
that Man is the measure of all things. Based on immediacy and experience, as
validated by sense-perception, this natural perspective was proposed by Aristotle
quite in harmony with the then prevailing world-view somewhere between the ancient
Babylonian flat-Earth model and the Ptolemaic system in the 2nd century, A.D.
Despite several paradigm changes, from geocentrism to heliocentrism, from
Newtonian Mechanics to Relativity Theory and Quantum Mechanics,
anthropocentrism is still around, at least indirectly; by instinct, inertia,  and
emotionally satisfying features. That is, due to natural psychodynamics, most of our
thinking, knowledge, as well as epistemic tools are still permeated by sophisticated
anthropocentrism. However, current Science in general and modern Physics in
particular have increasingly cast doubt on the adequacy and tenability of the
anthropocentric paradigm. The expanding Universe from Big Bangs to Big Crunches,
cosmic evolutions from the blurred mode of existence in modern microphysics to the
blurred mode of existence in macrophysics, together with such recent evidence as for
example the 2.7° Kelvin microwave background radiation, non-luminous 'dark'
matter, etc. all seem to indicate that reality is independent of Man; and that Man is but
a small clog in the cosmic scheme of things. Therefore, the new world-view of
cosmocentrism, based on cosmodynamics rather than psychodynamics, as introduced
herein, proposes a radical cosmic paradigm with nothing less than a fundamental
reversal of anthropocentrism. In short: cosmodynamics views reality relative to the
Cosmos; and maintains, that Cosmos, rather than Man, is the true measure of all
things.

O V E R V I E W

A. ANTHROPOCENTRISM: Man is the measure of all things, reality viewed
relative to Man

1.) Direct anthropocentrism:   naïve realism

a.)  Primitive: No model of the Universe, from prehistoric times
to approximately  4000 B.C.  (?)

b.)  Crude:   Flat-Earth model of the Universe (Mesopotamia),
from about   4000 – 400 B.C.,  approximately.

c.)  Simple:   Round-Earth model of the Universe ( Aristotle ),
about    400 B.C. – 150 A.D.,  approximately.

                                                          
12 Delivered at the PDG Conference, Braziers Park, May 2000.
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d.)  Smooth:   Geocentric model of the Universe ( Ptolemy, Tycho
Brahe ), about   150 – 1600   A.D.

2.) Indirect anthropocentrism:    classical realism

e.)  Fine:  Heliocentric model of the Universe   ( Copernicus,
Kepler, Galileo, Newton, etc. ),  1600 – 1800 A.D.

f.)  Sophisticated: No-center model of the Universe, infinity  ( Kant,
Laplace, etc.), 1800 – 1900  A.D.

           3.) Implied anthropocentrism:   scientific realism,  quantum realism

g.)  Subtle:     Relativity Theory and Quantum Mechanics, the
expanding, steady-state, inflationary models of the
Universe, Big Bang-Big Crunch (Planck, Einstein,
Bohr, de Broglie, Schrödinger, Heisenberg, Dirac,
Hubble, Hawking, Guth, etc.), 1900 –2000 A.D.- ?

B. COSMOCENTRISM: Cosmic Realism; Cosmos is the measure of all
things, reality viewed relative to the Cosmos,
Luger’s Genie. 2000 A.D. - ?

INTRODUCTION

About 400 years ago, two competing world-view paradigms, based on the geocentric
model of Tycho Brahe and the heliocentric model of Nicolaus Copernicus were
equally compatible with all known observations. It was impossible to decide in favor
of one or the other in terms of available evidence. Thus, concerned natural
philosophers may have sympathized with the absurd predicament of Buridan's ass
which starved to death between equally attractive possibilities.

In time, heliocentrism superseded geocentrism; and thus a paradigm shift had taken
place. One reason was that such new discoveries as those of Kepler, Galileo, Newton,
etc. had slowly tilted the balance in favor of Copernicus. The other, perhaps even
more important, reason was that supporters of Tycho Brahe had gradually died out.

Why was this important? Because the geocentric model was more compatible with
emotional factors than the heliocentric one. These factors had to do with simple,
common-sense, intuitive notions, as well as with philosophical-religious teachings
about Man's privileged status in Nature, Man's closest kinship to God, and the like. Of
course, these self-flattering notions  were extremely resistant to rational arguments;
therefore, the most vociferous partisans simply had to die out to make room for the
new view. The emerging mechanistic world-view allowed far less arrogance and
complacence and sharply accentuated the need for rationalism and empiricism.
Nevertheless, human conceit and cosmic vanity have survived to the present day; and
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in spite of overwhelming contrary evidence, still find ample expression in the
common-sense view of the Universe, which may be summed up as anthropocentrism.

Whether in crude or subtle ways, anthropocentrism regards Man as the central fact or
final aim of the Universe, or of any system; and its evaluations are always relative to
Man, always based on comparisons with Man. Direct anthropocentrism is the natural
world-view of naïve realism.  Based on instinctive and intuitive sense-perception, this
simple and linear perspective maintains that reality is as it looks; things are what they
seem. After Copernicus, indirect anthropocentrism gradually superseded the earlier
view along the lines of classical realism. Finally, despite the rational objectivity of
scientific realism and the counterintuitive or irrational features of quantum realism,
implied anthropocentrism is still with us, as seen for example in the various
sophisticated ‘anthropic’ principles. Today, all world-views are still intuitively
anthropocentric, modern Science notwithstanding.

Against all this, in diametric opposition, cosmocentrism proposes the Cosmos as the
central fact or final aim of the Universe, or of any system; and suggests that
evaluations might approximate independent reality much closer when they are made
relative to the Cosmos, based on comparisons with the Cosmos. This is the
(un)natural world-view of cosmic realism. Based on scientific research data and
sometimes even counterintuitive synthesis, this complex and nonlinear cosmocentric
perspective maintains that reality is not as it looks, things are not what they seem. Of
course, this view assumes that scientific realism is correct; i.e. that there is a world
'out there' that really exists and that is independent of our attempts to observe it and in
fact independent of our very being. Its corollary assumption is that scientific
investigations can make this world comprehensible to us. Neither of these
assumptions is arbitrary or ad hoc; they are based on plenty of evidence from modern
Science as well as the lessons of History.

Perhaps the lessons of History have taught us to avoid the fate of Buridan's ass.
Perhaps we no longer have to fritter precious time away, just waiting for partisans of
the rival view to die out. Perhaps we have learned to recognize irrational clingings to
self-flattering views, and we already know how to deal with ignorance and arrogance.
Perhaps Mankind no longer needs cosmic vanity to be reconciled with 'fate' and
natural reality. Perhaps a paradigm shift in favor of cosmocentrism will herald the
dawn of a new era, when emotional maturity and tolerance begin to supersede
fratricidal-suicidal adolescence. Let's hope so- and, therefore, let's start groping
toward it!

DISCUSSION

Perhaps the most concise definition of anthropocentrism was given by Aristotle,
when, some 2,300 years ago, he said that "Man is the measure of all things". This was
in perfect agreement with common-sense views of Man, Nature, God or gods, and the
Universe; based on the knowledge of those times and projections or extrapolations
thencefrom. In order to fully understand what anthropocentrism is and what its
inadequacies are, it may be worth while to take a somewhat closer look.
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For some 7,000 years, until the early XXth century, we had thought that we live in a
static Universe, characterized by eternity, permanence, stability, predictability, and
reversibility. Although the importance of change and time-bound, irreversible
processes have always been recognized, the permanence-features of the Universe had
been given greater emphasis. Why? Because of the adaptive preoccupation with God
or gods, which in this context also represented the vast unknown segment of reality;
and of course, God or gods had to be immutable in order to maintain divine status and
absolute rights. What evidence was there to support such view?

Not much. Our remote ancestors did not think so much in terms of evidence as in
terms of plausibility. However, they were no fools. Keen observations formed the
basis of their intuitive views and sharp analogies helped them to make sense of the
bewildering world in which they lived. It was quite natural to observe human
causation, from which simple intuition or projection led to superhuman causation. So,
gods had always been thought to be giant humanoids with supernatural powers.
Remember, Science did not exist as such; and authority was based on power, rather
than knowledge. Thus, the Sun-god Shamash had divine authority by means of which
laws could be conferred upon Sumerian society and enforced through the good offices
of King Hammurabi about 4,000 years ago, throughout Babylonia.

This is how the first consistent world-view arose in ancient Mesopotamia, based on
astronomical observations and practical considerations. It was the natural or
instinctively intuitive flat-Earth view, according to which we live on a flat disk
covered by a hemisphere. The ancient Persian religion of Zoroastrianism, among
others, furnished gods and angels for Heaven above the hemisphere, and devils and
demons for Hell beneath the disk. Stars and their constellations resembling something
that humans could relate to, gave rise to astrology and associated myths. The most
important feature of this natural world-view was consistency with all known facts as
well as explanation in terms that were familiar and satisfying to the ancients.

Of course, partial explanations also flourished, as this was the age of fabulous myths
and great legends. However, the most general view, being the most consistent with
facts and features of reality thought to be important, was this anthropocentric flat-
Earth model, which was also the most satisfying in terms of cognitive-emotional
needs.

The only addition to this view was its extension by Aristotle. He simply took the flat
Earth and spinned it around, so that the hemisphere became a full sphere. By that
time, more and more evidence seemed to suggest that the Earth was round, not flat;
and this was more consistent with his philosophical reasoning, which emphasized
natural beauty and harmony.

It was thus quite natural for Aristotle to propose his famous hierarchy, called “Scala
Naturae”, which put Man near the top of a ladder or apex of a pyramid, if you will.
Beneath Man was the animal kingdom, and beneath that, the non-living world. Above
Man was God or gods; by means of which the unknown could be rationalized, albeit
in naïve anthropocentric terms. Man thus acquired dominion over Nature, Man was
Nature’s finest, destined to rule all the world, being subject but to God or gods.
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Our truth-needs were satisfied by the simple anthropocentric world-view, while our
love-needs were satisfied by the human-privilege notion of our closest kinship to God
or gods. Together, they had taken care of our cognitive-emotional needs, with minor
variations, all along the line. Thus, natural psychodynamics was the essence of
anthropocentrism, quite understandable in prescientific times and unscientific terms.
Things were what they seemed, and reality was as perceived by Man.

Based on careful astronomical observations, the alexandrian astronomer Claudius
Ptolemaeus formalized the Aristotelian world-view during the 2nd century, A.D. The
Ptolemaic system simply postulated that the Earth was the spherical center of the
Universe; and the Sun, the stars, and the other planets revolved in orbits and spheres
around it. Heaven was still above it all, and Hell was still below the surface of the
Earth.

A dozen centuries or so later, this was still the prevailing view, further extended and
complicated by astronomical observations and postulates, such as stellar patterns and
various epicycles. This perspective formed the basis of the geocentric paradigm as
championed for example by the famous Danish astronomer Tycho Brahe at the end of
the Renaissance period in the XVIth century. It was still a directly anthropocentric
perspective, well in line with Church dogma. The Universe still revolved around Man;
and thus, no matter how pompous it sounds, Man was still the crowning glory of
Creation and God's gift on Earth.

Let's remember that ever since Man knows that he knows, reality has always been
perceived in two categories; known and unknown. At first, knowledge was limited to
Man's immediate experience; and everything else was unknown. But the unknown is
unpredictable, hence anxiety-provoking; and unrationalized anxiety reduces Man to
helplessness. By rationalizing thunder and lightning as the wrath of God or gods, for
example, such phenomena could be given explanations that people could relate to;
and, very importantly, no other explanations were available. Today, we have adequate
explanations of natural phenomena without recourse to supernatural notions. We
might still experience some anxiety when facing thunderstorms for example, but we
no longer have to invoke and try to placate gods or demons in order to survive such
episodes. In other words, as knowledge has increased over the millenia, the unknown
has decreased proportionately. Knowledge thus enables us to relate to various features
of reality without superstitious beliefs and practices or incapacitating fears and
anxieties. However, in this context, it is important to distinguish between subjective
and objective kinds of knowledge. Perhaps a word of explanation is in order.

Subjective knowledge, while intuitively appealing and perhaps even emotionally
satisfying, may also be  unreliable and invalid. From perceptual selectivity to
idiosyncratic preferences, subjective knowledge can easily lead to false beliefs and
distortions of reality. For example, belief in witchcraft had led to tragic persecutions
and absurd injustices for many centuries. It is thus a moral duty to always strive for
more and more adequate knowledge and to remain open to criticism, even self-
critique; otherwise, arrogance and self-righteousness can lead to but repetitions of the
horrors of History.
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Objective knowledge may be counterintuitive and even emotionally unsatisfactory,
but being reliable and valid, it really helps to avoid self-righteousness and falsehoods.
Fortunately, we have epistemological methods and safeguards to ensure the adequacy
of objective knowledge. The built-in self-correction of the scientific method is our
principal guarantee of reliability and validity, in spite of the inherent limitations of
Science.

Science is not perfect. Nor is it complete. It may or may not be emotionally
comforting, but it's still the best we have; and it works. Of course, it is also our moral
duty to avoid the fallacies and pitfalls of scientism; and never to mistake Science for a
religious substitute or make substitute religion of it. Science, in the modern sense of a
dynamic epistemological activity characterized by its hypothetico-deductive-inductive
method, is still very young- barely 400 years old. What's that compared to 4,000 years
of anthropocentrism, 40,000 years of cultural evolution, and 400,000 years of
anthropological evolution?

Yes, it was perhaps 400 years ago that modern Science had begun to take shape.
Francis Bacon of Verulam, among others,  was instrumental in formulating its
methodology. By that time, Copernicus had already proposed the heliocentric
paradigm; and thanks to Gutenberg, printed knowledge had begun to spread.
However, only elegance and Occam's razor argued in favor of Copernicus; and his
vindication had to await the works of Kepler, Galileo, Newton, etc. Scientific
measurement and systematic experimentation throughout the XVIIth century gave rise
to the scientific revolution. To be sure, Science was still part and parcel, a
'handmaiden' of Natural Philosophy; but by the turn of the century, its emancipation
was well under way, and direct anthropocentrism was in trouble!

The XVIIIth, XIXth, and especially XXth, centuries have seen indirect
anthropocentrism gradually superseding the earlier direct view as the thriving
handmaiden of Natural Philosophy had rapidly blossomed into a very attractive and
effective young 'goddess'. Her emancipation became complete about a hundred years
ago, and her superior beauty and efficiency have been amply confirmed by such
spectacular technological marvels that would have been called 'miraculous' not too
long ago. When my Grandfather was a child, there was no such thing as an airplane;
but in the year he died, Man walked on the Moon. And that's within a single lifetime!
Since then, progress has even accelerated and keeps increasing at an ever-dizzying
rate. Today's knowledge, its immensity notwithstanding, may be very rudimentary
compared to tomorrow's knowledge. Where it's all going to lead is anybody's guess
right now.

During its early evolution, Science generally proposed a mechanistic, deterministic,
and mathematically predictable Universe, not unlike a great clockwork of great
precision. The XVIIIth century had extended this static, hydraulic, machine-like view
to Man, as shown for example, by Julien de la Mettrie's "L'Homme Machine". Pierre
Simon de Laplace's monumental work, "Mécanique Céleste" had taken determinism
as far as doing away with God by doing without God. When questioned about it by
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the Emperor Napoleon, Laplace rather arrogantly replied that he had no need of such
hypothesis.

Indeed, the rapid and spectacular progress of Science had demystified the Universe to
the point that Friedrich Nietzsche announced that "God is dead". Nihilism,
existentialism, and materialism had no room for anything supernatural. Positivism and
Darwinism appeared to rob Man of his semi-divine privileges and cast serious doubt
on divine creationism. Thus, about a hundred years ago, as Science had gradually
begun to reveal that things are not what they seem, even indirect anthropocentrism
started to be in trouble!

However, the Universe itself was still thought to be static. That is, the heliocentric
model, ruled by blindly mechanical forces, was at first simply extended to infinity,
both 'up' toward the macrocosm of stars and galaxies and 'down' toward the
microcosm of atoms and molecules. Later, the Sun was deprived of its central
position; and there was no further need for an astronomical center, as such. Stellar and
galactic systems could make up the static Universe, without a preferred center; but
being its prime observer,  Man could still maintain dominion. This is a very subtle
psychological point, well worth careful consideration.  The static Universe remained
indirectly anthropocentric, by virtue of potentially infinite observability and
predictability, hence controllability. It was even thought that all essentials were
already known, and the completion of Science would soon be forthcoming. Instead,
what came forth was a series of knockout blows.

During the XXth century, it became clear that the Universe is not static, but dynamic
and expanding. Worse, Relativity Theory in the macrocosm and Quantum Mechanics
in the microcosm had completely overthrown common-sense, intuitive notions; and
thus deprived us of conceptual comfort and security. As such, there could be no
further doubt that things are definitely not what they seem. Increasing doubt had been
cast on predictability and controllability. Worst of all, limits to knowability had begun
to appear, such as Heisenberg's Uncertainty Principle in Physics and Gödel's
Undecidability Theorem in Mathematics, for examples. Schrödinger's wave
mechanics cast doubt on exact determinism and substituted probabilistic
interpretations. It was shown that the act of investigation itself may distort reality. The
sheer proliferation of data, the information explosion has blown all objective
knowledge way out of proportion, in utter disregard of Man’s perennial cognitive-
emotional needs and the lessons of History. The result has been increasing confusion
and frustration throughout the weary XXth century.

Nowadays, people don’t know what to believe or whom to trust any more; and
cognitive dissonance as well as emotional voids characterize modern Man’s conflicts,
which may be indicative of progressive neurosis, maybe even psychosis of some
schizophrenic variety. By instinct, Man still directly perceives things relative to
himself; but scientific knowledge forces him to think less and less as though the
Universe revolved around him and more and more in very sophisticated, albeit still
indirectly  anthropocentric terms- but even that is rather objectionable. For example,
we have to consciously remind ourselves that the galaxies are ‘out there’ and bacteria
are ‘all around’, whether we see them or not. Together with  the Big Bang cosmology
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and plenty of other evidence, the emerging picture seems to suggest that human sense
perception, however extended by telescopes and microscopes, keeps Man locked into
a 'bubble' of virtual reality, as it were, in dynamic interaction with the expansion of
the Universe. But virtual reality is definitely not independent, real reality. This is
tantamount to pronouncing the death sentence on all anthropocentrism, whether direct
or indirect or both.

Let's put it differently. If we proceed from Man 'outward', we pass through the
increasing magnitudes of the solar system, then the stellar system, then the Galaxy,
then the Local Group of galaxies, then the supercluster of local groups, all the way to
the outer limits of the Universe. As we reach these limits at the level of cosmology
itself, things become increasingly blurred. The geometry is no longer Euclidean,
visual information becomes less and less reliable, and more and more indirect
methods have to be used, from radio astronomy and x-rays to mathematical
modelling. There's a uniform microwave background radiation at 2.7 degrees Kelvin,
which may be evidence of the Big Bang itself. Recently discovered nonluminous
('dark') matter seems to comprise 90% of the Universe, which is inaccessible to direct
observation. Dark matter effectively closes the Universe by providing a positive
cosmological constant, whereby a pulsating or oscillating Big Bang - Big Crunch
cosmology emerges, ad infinitum.

Now, if we proceed from Man 'inward', we pass through decreasing magnitudes,
through the 'worlds' of physiology and biochemistry, all the way to quarks and other
subatomic particles. Finally, we reach the inner limits of the Universe, as it were.
Here, again, a blurred mode of existence seems to prevail, as virtual particles
spontaneously jump in and out of existence all the time, as shown by Quantum Field
Theory. Again, the geometry is no longer Euclidean, visual information becomes less
and less reliable, and more and more indirect methods have to be used from electron
tunneling and x-ray scattering to mathematical modelling. The same dark matter as in
cosmology seems to provide sufficient energy densities for the fundamental field so
that virtual particle fluctuation may continuously take place, again ad infinitum.

So, proceeding from Man outward, we reach the blurred mode of existence, which is
cosmodynamics. Proceeding from Man inward, we also reach the blurred mode of
existence, which is also cosmodynamics. Either way, the same Cosmos is at the end,
as per current knowledge. The Cosmos seems to be the infinite baseline of all
existence, from which all material events arise and to which they periodically return.
If we were to post an unbiased, ideal observer at the level of the bare Cosmos, the
Universe would look very different from there than from here. Let’s be a bit
whimsical and call this nonhuman cosmic observer ‘Genie’, somewhat similarly to
Maxwell’s ‘Demon’, if you will. Relative to Genie, all material events would be on a
scale of positively increasing magnitudes, if we allow the observations to be at the
origin of Cartesian coordinates. Genie would observe all material as well as
nonmaterial events as various motion phenomena as though the vantage point were at
the center of a sphere, assuming our habitual Euclidean geometry for present
heuristics. Therefore, relative to Genie, it seems reasonable to conclude, that the
Cosmos is the central fact or the final aim of the Universe; and this is nothing less
than the definition of cosmocentrism itself.
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Let's imagine a straight line or spectrum with Man at the center, and Cosmos at both
ends. If we rotate either half of this line around Man, we get the anthropocentric
paradigm. If we bend it in half and double it up so that Man is at one end while
Cosmos at the other, and then rotate it around the Cosmos, we get the cosmocentric
paradigm. Since the doubling up resembles a loop, by rotation we get a doughnut or
torus-shaped Universe, which is compatible with all present-day objective knowledge,
including Cosmology. Man is way out, somewhere at the periphery of the torus,
nowhere near the center. However, things are not this cheap; and while
anthropocentrism is a simple, static, and linear world-view, cosmocentrism is a
complex, dynamic, and nonlinear perspective, nay, a complete paradigm per se.

Cosmocentrism shifts focus from Man to the Cosmos. It considers Man as nothing
special, but a perfectly normal and necessary phase of cyclic evolutionary
cosmodynamics. Cosmic evolution seems to proceed by both positive and negative
feedback loops, between Big Bangs and Big Crunches, following the irreversible
thermodynamic Arrow of Time. The Cosmos itself seems to consist of an overall
closed system and several open subsystems, in dynamic interaction, somewhat like
multidimensional subsets within a universal master set. The overall cosmic matrix
with its pulsating sub-matrices appears to be what existence is all about. That one of
the sub-matrices may be called human need no longer distort the overall matrix or the
proportions and relations of the sub-matrices. Relative to the bare Cosmos, which
alone may be timeless, all material events are observably time-bound and transient.
Cosmocentrism thus provides a perspective consistent with all objective knowledge,
and a world-view more harmonious with independent reality than the severely flawed,
directly or indirectly anthropocentric paradigm. As such, it may be instrumental in the
eventual resolution of our conflicts.
No need to fear humiliation. Our cosmic dignity is assured by our cosmic citizenship
status without having to imagine that the Universe revolves around us. Although our
cosmic roles may appear to be rather insignificant, we are just as indispensable and
integral parts of the Cosmos as any other living or nonliving entity.

Nor does cosmocentrism do away with God or religion. Although, as Professor
Stephen Hawking noted, in the Big Bang cosmology there's not much for a Creator to
do; God and religion may still be invoked, albeit for emotional rather than cognitive
needs. The challenge of cosmocentrism is  that Man, not God, must be dethroned. Of
course, God in the cosmocentric paradigm cannot very well resemble the Heavenly
Father image of naïve realism;  but, perhaps, it's just as well. Anyway, that's another
story.

SUMMARY  &  CONCLUSIONS

In summary, it may be said that this paper has endeavored to show that a fundamental
paradigm shift from anthropocentrism to cosmocentrism is possible and perhaps even
overdue. That's because common-sense perception of everyday reality is ab ovo
anthropocentric, which is increasingly proven unreliable and invalid by factual
knowledge of objective reality. It's high time for our intuitive world-view to become
fully consistent with Nature as Nature is, rather than trying to squeeze Nature into our
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self-flattering pigeonholes. In short, it's time for a fundamental adjustment in our
cognitive-emotional perspectives; it’s time to transcend our bubble of virtual reality.

To be sure, direct anthropocentrism arose quite naturally along the lines of cultural
evolution. From the ancient flat-Earth myth through the Ptolemaic system all the way
to the geocentric model of Tycho Brahe, it was just a linear extension of a simple
paradigm: that of Man on top of his world. Then, the Copernican heliocentric model
gave rise to a mechanistic and increasingly materialistic world-view; which, together
with modern Science in general and modern Physics in particular, has gradually
shown in recent times that even the indirect anthropocentric paradigm may be
inadequate and seriously misleading. The anthropocentric evolution of world-views
from primitive to sophisticated can be seen as growing conflicts between subjective
and  objective perceptions of factual truth, all the way to the cognitive dissonances
and emotional voids of today, always relative to Man.

Against this, the new cosmocentric paradigm may be proposed as adequate and
truthful representation of cosmic reality; through the careful observations of an
independent and factual and unbiased, perhaps even ideally optimal observer at the
level of the Cosmos itself, as it were. This objective, nonhuman Genie has only one
problem: available knowledge is still permeated by indirect or implied
anthropocentrism, in however increasing sophistication and subtlety; as seen for
example, in the various ‘anthropic’ principles. As even the existing tools, such as
logic, mathematics, physics, philosophy etc. are still ‘contaminated’ by
anthropocentrism, new tools may be needed; thanks to which many discoveries may
be made beyond our wildest dreams. Much remains to be discovered. Genie is going
to be very busy, but Genie needs a lot of help for complete substantiation of the
cosmocentric paradigm. Although many of its features are counterintuitive, perhaps
even irrational; there is already enough evidence in favor of adopting factual and
objective cosmocentrism, and without repeating historical mistakes at that. Until now,
every world-view has been anthropocentric, whether in crude or subtle ways. The
radically new world-view of cosmic realism, called cosmocentrism, introduced here
for the first time, is explicitly based on scientific realism, which believes that
theoretical constructs (with some exceptions) refer to actually existing things which
are described differently on different levels of theory. Gravitation is really there,
whether it be described by forces or space-time curvatures. Classical realism has been
superseded by quantum realism, which in turn may be superseded by cosmic realism.
What it all means for us, is simply that we have to give up dominion. Cosmocentrism
does not exalt Man. Rather, relative to the Cosmos, it shows the soberingly modest
place of Man in Nature and Nature's proper place in Man. As such, cosmocentrism
may be less emotionally satisfying than anthropocentrism- well, tough luck.

Presently, both paradigms are compatible with existing knowledge; and choice may
be again made on grounds of elegance and Occam's razor, at least for the time being,
until Genie tilts the balance definitely and irreversibly forward. The choice is ours, but
with an important caveat. Factual truth is a moral duty and we really ought to keep in
mind that things are not what they seem. The shift in favor of cosmocentrism is
tantamount to a fundamental revolution at the conceptual level. The essence of this
revolution is that Cosmos, rather than Man, is the true measure of all things.
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Frank Luger; Budapest

May 2000 Alan Edmonds
MEMORIES OF MENSA13

The story begins in 1960. My friend and colleague Eric, a statistician, and I had the
habit of arguing about many things, in particular statistics. Eric was enthusiastic about
factor analysis and  its application to intelligence testing. I was much more critical; I
remembered my experiences with research students whose performance  fell far short
of expectations based on  shining results in  academic examinations. I felt it unlikely
that an hour's test would produce results more significant than a sequence of
conventional examinations. One day Eric announced that he had found that a society
called Mensa was offering people the opportunity to undergo a recognized
intelligence test, and challenged me to take the test.

So, together with twenty-odd other candidates, I found myself on a Saturday
afternoon in a small lecture room at the London School of Economics for a supervised
IQ test (Cattell III). Not long after the test started a gang of workmen started up with
pneumatic drills immediately outside the window and continued for the duration of
the test. No-one complained, but all soldiered bravely on.

I had never taken such a test before, but my immediate impression was that the items
of the test were designed specifically to favour someone with my own knowledge and
educational and professional background, as distinct from testing real intellectual
ability. I knew nothing at the time about the concepts of fluid and crystallized
intelligence. It was only after the passage of many years that Mensa added a so-called
culture-fair test. So, in spite of the pneumatic drills, in due course I became a member
of Mensa.

The membership in 1960 was still quite small, and I recall meetings in pubs and cafés
not much different from those that still take place. There were formal meetings and
the odd one devoted to a topic like Scientology, which had quite a following among
the members.  One Mensan I remember at the pub meetings was a tall bearish red-
haired individual - the young Clive Sinclair, who gave no indication of his future rise
to fame and fortune, his  knighthood or chairmanship of British Mensa. I went to
several week-end events, some of them the discussion sessions organized by Eric
Hills in his inimitable fashion; one at least was at Braziers.

I went to two or three AGMs, but was unable to fathom why they gave rise to so much
antagonism and ill-feeling. Unlike political or professional associations, there were
never precise issues or principles at stake – the divisions seemed always to be matters
of opposing personalities. They were the main reason that I dropped out after three or
four years and found other things to do.

                                                          
13 Delivered at the PDG Conference, Braziers Park, May 2000.
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So for a number of years I observed Mensa from the outside. In those years Victor
Serebriakoff demonstrated extraordinary energy in spreading the gospel, particularly
in the USA. The idea of Mensa caught on in the States much more rapidly than in
Europe and soon American Mensa dominated the scene. Nevertheless the efforts of
Victor, the late Harold Gale, Clive Sinclair (who became chairman of Mensa in 1980)
and others resulted in the membership of British Mensa eventually rising to the tens of
thousands. Invitations to join Mensa were even published in The Sun.

During the Thatcher era a number of think-tanks devoted to propagating more or less
radical versions of conservative thought grew and prospered. One of the most radical
was the Adam Smith Institute, founded in 1977 by three former students of St
Andrews - Madsen Pirie and Stuart and Eamonn Butler. The ASI (probably
incorrectly) was credited with inventing the Poll Tax. Pirie became a member of
Mensa and for a number of years was its secretary. He is currently President of ASI.

One of the most extreme examples of radical right activity in the eighties was the
Federation of Conservative Students. A number of its former members will appear in
our story;  others  (eg. John Bercow) are now more or less respectable back bench
Tory MPs . The scandals associated with the FCS eventually became too much for
Conservative Central Office and it was dissolved.

One prominent member of FCS was Simon Clark. He edited  a magazine Campus
from 1983 which put forward the views of the right wing of the FCS. He was also
associated with the Russian émigré group NTS and later became director of the Media
Monitoring Unit. The MMU was funded by right-wing business interests and searched
for leftist bias in the media, particularly television. Although not a member of Mensa,
Clark was appointed editor of the Mensa Magazine and continued as such until quite
recently.

By the middle eighties the nominally non-political Mensa was appearing to be
dominated by known adherents of the radical right (not least Victor Serebriakoff and
Clive Sinclair). This aroused concern among numbers of people unsympathetic to
such doctrines. The large and growing membership of Mensa gave it an undeserved
appearance of importance.

Encouraged by friends and acquaintances in the media, I re-joined Mensa in 1988 to
try to establish what was really going on. Fortunately it was not necessary to take the
test again.

The most interesting series of events which I found on re-joining was the 'think-ins'
organized regularly and for some time by Victor Serebriakoff. They took place latterly
at the Savage Club and had an  attendance of up to twenty. Each think-in was
addressed by an invited speaker chosen by Victor. The most distinguished speaker I
recall was the academic Kenneth Minogue, an exponent of hard-line free market
economics. Another speaker was Peter Young, a political advisor of ASI and author of
an article 'In Defence of Militarism' published in the Mensa Magazine in 1995. Harry
Phibbs, a member of FCS who achieved notoriety by labelling Harold Macmillan as a
'war criminal' also spoke, as did the former MP Peter Bruinvels, an enthusiast for
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capital punishment who notably volunteered as public hangman if it was re-
introduced. The choice of speakers seemed to be confined to those who put forward
the doctrines of radical conservatism. There may have been speakers who took a line
different from the radical right, but I do not recall one.

In due course the think-ins were replaced by dinners at the National Liberal Club, also
organized by Victor. Each dinner was attended by a dozen or so, often the same
people. These were black-tie events and took place with due ceremony. Victor would
bring along a list of topics for the discussion, which began part of the way through the
dinner. He usually acted as chairman, and although the discussion was often
dominated by people like Clive Sinclair or Madsen Pirie, dissidents did get a hearing.
The talk was usually on a quite friendly level, though I recall a heated disagreement
with Clive when I asserted that Robert Maxwell (who had not long before fallen off
his yacht) was a thorough crook. The food was fair to good and there was plenty of
very satisfactory wine. These dinners went on for several years and ceased shortly
before Victor's final illness.

I have to admit that although the 'top people' of Mensa, who under the chairmanship
of Clive Sinclair remained in place for a number of years, were almost uniformly
politically oriented to the radical right, I have no evidence that they did much to
spread their views widely among the Mensa membership. The participants in Victor's
think-ins and dinners always formed a small minority. In spite of Simon Clark's
political background, he did little to publish much which was at all political  (let alone
slanted to the right) in the Magazine during his editorship. He was probably aware
that the Mensa membership was more interested in, say, the paranormal (as evidenced
by the continuing success of Mensa at Malvern) than in politics. One striking aspect
of the membership, and at variance with the belief of outsiders, is the sheer
unintellectualism of the majority.

Nevertheless the political views of these 'top people' do chime with the political
associations of the IQ industry, particularly as evidenced in the USA. There the
principal proponents of  IQ as an important aspect of human life such as R B Cattell
and Arthur Jensen have always been associated with conservative and often racist
circles. The book 'The Bell Curve' by Herrnstein and Murray stirred up a political
furore in the US, and one of the authors,  Charles Murray, came to London in May
2000 to attempt rather unsuccessfully to spread his views on the social consequences
of the so-called underclass.

Alan Edmonds

Alan : this is a fascinating account. I hope you or one of our readers will pick up the thread of
the last paragraph. In particular, is an interest in promoting IQ as a coherent and important
concept necessarily associated with right-wing politics or is it just happenstance that those
who have historically promoted the idea have been so oriented?
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26th May 2000 Malcolm Burn
DETERMINISM AND FREE WILL

Roger Farnworth (C101/6) appears to me to be arguing from the premise "all human
actions are determined by preceding causes" to the conclusion "all human actions are
determined by preceding causes".  Such an argument is a tautology and, although
logically unassailable, is not particularly useful.

Consider four conversations as follows:

A: I have this wonderful theory called the law of gravity.  It explains how things
move.

B: That is interesting.  Now watch this experiment.  I sprinkle some iron filings on a
piece of paper and then hold a magnet above them.  See the filings jump up to
attach themselves to the magnet.

A: According to my theory the gravitational attraction of the Earth beneath the piece
of paper is far greater than that of the magnet above them and so the filings
should remain on the paper.  Therefore that is what is happening and what we
think we see is merely a delusion on our part.

B: But I thought that theory had to be tested against experience and that where they
do not match then it is the theory, not the experience, that needs to be
reconsidered.

C: I have this wonderful theory called determinism.  It explains how things happen.
D: That is interesting.  Now watch this experiment.  Sometimes I choose to walk

around the sunny side of the water tower and sometimes I choose to walk around
the shady side.

C: According to my theory the question of whether you go round the sunny side or
the shady side is fully determined by preceding causes (even if neither you nor I
know what they are) over which you have no control.  Therefore that is what is
happening and what you think of as choice is merely a delusion on your part.

D: But I thought that theory had to be tested against experience and that where they
do not match then it is the theory, not the experience, that needs to be
reconsidered.

E: I have this wonderful experience I call seeing colour.  I see red and blue and
yellow.

F: Colour does not exist.  Photons exist.  As there is an evolutionary advantage in
distinguishing between the wavelengths of different photons your brain has
developed a method of doing so.  This is what you call colour, but it is an illusion
inside your head.

E: But when I look at a painting or a flower I do not see photons or wavelengths.
What I see is colour.  No doubt it would be possible to devise a machine that
could detect photons and distinguish their wavelengths but it would not
experience colour as I do.  Seeing colour is part of what it is to be me, a human
being.  Your sterile reductionism would be unable to distinguish between me and
that machine.
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G: I have this wonderful experience I call exercising free will.  See, here is a water
tower.  I am going to exercise my free will in deciding whether to go round the
sunny side or the shady side.

H: Free Will does not exist.  Causes and effects exist.  If you think you have a choice
whether to go round the sunny side or the shady side then you delude yourself.  It
is already decided by causes over which you have no control.

G: But what I experience is the exercise of choice.  Even after I have made my
choice I still genuinely believe that I could have chosen the alternative had I
wanted to do so.  Your sterile reductionism would have me an automaton
unthinkingly carrying out instructions dictated to me by causes over which I have
no control but that is not what I experience.  This experience that I have the
power to make choices is an essential part of what it is to be me, a human being.

My point is that in comparing determinism with free will we are not comparing like
with like.  Determinism is like the law of gravity: an hypothesis about how the world
works.  Free will is like seeing colour: part of our experience of what it is to be a
human being.  The distinction corresponds to what we know about how the brain
works.  The right hand side of the brain takes our experiences; the left hand side has a
repertoire of models.  They have a sort of dialogue to find which model will fit the
experience .(R:Here is something pink and hairy.  L:Is it a leg?  R:No.  L:Is it a face?
R:Yes.  L:Is it my mother-in-law's face?  R:No.  L:Is it my face?  R:Yes.  L:Am I
looking in a mirror? ... etc.)

One way of viewing the history of civilisation might be as a progressive expansion in
the number, variety and complexity of these left hand side models to deal not just with
physical objects but also with scientific and philosophical ideas.  No model has any
metaphysical basis and all are, at best, no more than approximations to a more
profound reality to which we do not at present, and may never, have access.
Sometimes a model is abandoned because a better one has come along to replace it
(Ptolemaic/Copernican cosmologies), sometimes one that has worked well in the past
can be modified or redefined to fit better with observation (Newton/Einstein Law of
Gravity), sometimes a model will linger on despite a poor match with experience
because nothing better has come along to replace it or because it meets psychological
needs (religion).  All such models are simplifications (the mind cannot take in the full
complexity of the universe) and provisional (something better may come along).
They must constantly be tested against experience.

Determinism is one of these models. Like the law of gravity it has no metaphysical
basis and we do not know what it is or why it is the way it is.  We should not make
excessive claims for either: gravity will not "explain" magnetism and determinism
will not "explain" free will.  Nor should we neglect the possibility that either may one
day be superseded by a more profound understanding.  The reasons for continuing to
use determinism, at least in the physical sciences - those which attempt to answer the
question: "How am I to make sense of my experience of a world out there over which
will (whatever that may be) has no control?", are that it has a good track record of
success and that if we do not use it we have nothing else.  There is no certainty that it
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will provide an answer, but if we do use it there is the possibility of an answer and if
we do not there is no such possibility.

When we move to intellectual disciplines which have to take account of human
decisions the picture is less clear.  Economics and sociology are rather like quantum
physics to the extent that they make no attempt to apply determinism to saying how a
specific individual will behave.  Instead they apply it to averages and probabilities of
mass populations, but why should it work for these but not for the individual?  When I
was a history undergraduate I wrote essays setting out the reasons why X chose Y and
not Z, but I sometimes wondered whether, if X had chosen Z instead of Y, would I not
have found an equally convincing set of reasons?  Similarly, when Roger finds, in
retrospect, reasons why he went round the sunny side of the water tower he should
ponder whether, if he had gone round the shady side, would he not have found reasons
for that too?  History is never going to repeat itself and nobody is going to present
reasons to show why what did actually happen should not have happened or why what
did not happen should have happened.  In finding chains of cause and effect
retrospectively we are never going to be in a position to say to what extent we are
discovering a profound causality that was there at the time, and to what extent we are
imposing, with the benefit of hindsight, a pattern of causality which give us a
reassuring (but possibly illusory) feeling that we have a mental grasp on what would
otherwise be an inexplicable sequence of events.

Free will is not a model or an hypothesis.  It is an experience which, like sight or
hearing, is an integral part of what it is to be a human being.  To deny it when
answering the question "What is it to be a human being?" is to throw the baby out
with the bath water.  Accepting that we have sight makes art possible; accepting that
we have hearing makes music possible; accepting that we have free will makes ethics
possible.  It is in the field of ethics that the poverty of determinism is most apparent.

To the determinist there is no merit in the good man who does a virtuous deed, nor
does any blame attach to the bad man who does an evil deed.  Each is a passive link in
a chain of cause and effect, bound to do whatever he does by causes over which he
has no control.  Indeed, for the determinist words like good and bad, virtue and evil
have no meaning and the possibility of ethics does not exist.  That Roger has not
thought through the full implications of his position is evident from his final
paragraph.  For the determinist, there can be no "more" or "less" compassion because
the amount of compassion is already determined.  For the determinist, philosophy
cannot "change" (radically or otherwise) the way we live because the way we live is
already determined.  In each case the causes that do the determining have to be
impersonal and independent of human will because the determinist does not accept
that humans have any will.

I am no more able to offer a metaphysical basis for free will than I can for
determinism.  All I can say is that a determinism that denies free will has nothing to
offer humanity but a bleak prospect of being puppets passively acting out parts
already dictated for them by impersonal causes and effects over which they have no
control.  Free will corresponds to actual human experience and, once accepted, it
allows the possibility of choice.  Of course, choice brings with it responsibility and



Commensal Issue 102 August 2000

NEXT DEADLINE – 22nd September 2000 Page 40 of 46

that is why we need ethics, but choice also opens up the prospect (not available to
determinist puppets) of changing the way we live and of living a fuller and better life.
It is the distinction that separates human beings from puppets.

Malcolm Burn

April 2000 Albert Dean
COMMENTS & ODDS AND ENDS

Roger Farnworth - Determinism & Free Will (C101/6): Your example of which
side of the college tower to walk around being dependent upon which side has the sun
shining on it and which side has the wind blowing on it is practically an equation:
There are some variables, set them between these operators, turn the handle, there is
the answer. Such is logic. It has the logician say everything I do is determined by the
world. Come, gird up thy loins, join me by leaps and bounds in the place you would
not go, in the equation. Be a random factor generator amongst the variables, from the
tower and stretching for ever, on the one side a ten foot wall, on the other a ten foot
ditch. Play as any random operator of your desire, the wall falls down tomorrow. As
handle turn at your own speed, the ditch ran dry yesterday. Let thy left hand be the
great null operator and thy right the random answer generator. There, mon ami, the
random variable has become the random answer to an equation that is not there.
Space-time is now yours, may the choice be with you.

Frank Luger - Psychology As A Pursuit of Happiness (C101/13): You seem to be
saying the study of the mind was once concerned with seeking a condition that used to
be thought of as intellectual joy, but has found that condition actually to be what one
might call chemical satisfaction, and from that psychology has come to deny there is
happiness in the higher sense and promulgate there is only pleasure in the lower sense.
You appear also to suggest there is something irretrievably unpleasant about such a
situation. Assuming all that about correct I would suggest the following.

Over the years the psychology crate has opened and uttered forth many branches. As
extremes we have psychological warfare, which is worked upon the civilian and the
military of both sides so as to give at least the practising side some temporary
advantage, and, clinical psychiatry, which these days is applied to both the medical
and the social services and to the patient and their family, and intended to give at least
the patient and their family some temporary relief. That I would argue similar for the
swathe of psychology branches between these extremes is obvious, so I will pass over
that. The point is that now there is not one psychology but many psychologies and
each of them has many attributes by way of observations, theories, applications, tools
and methods. So, surely it is unlikely there is nothing anywhere in psychology
concerned with someone trying to achieve some happiness.

Look at happiness. An animal is very complex, so, at any given moment, it can be in
any of many possible states. In some of those states it will feel happy, and in each one
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it will do so in a way peculiar to both the concerned state and the particular
information that put the animal in that state. What that means is the crate marked
happiness has also been opened and found to contain many kinds of happinesses;
countless varieties that, like cheese and wine, arise from many different sunlit
pastures and vineyards so that each holds a quite different flavour. And the crux here
is that it takes information of some kind to put an animal in what you would probably
call a pleasure state, and that in such a state the animal also produces information, and
all that even when the information is privy to the animal alone.

Thus, on mice and men. It is all very well to claim the mouse seeks repeated pleasure
from repeated electrical stimulation, practically saying it wants the shock to get the
jolt. But what we know is that the nervous system truly discerns an electrical stimulus
as a piece of real information. So, when the nervous system of the mouse demands the
stimulus, what is the information that the creature is really seeking. You say it is only
a pleasure. I say it is a happiness. As example: When the mouse trips the circuit it
hears the squeak of God, and it only goes tap-tap with the switch because the poor
beastie is trying to commune but you keep cutting it off.

In summary. We now have many psychologies, all experimenting, and there is a
problem only if some psychologist is daft enough to assume the depth of their field
has been explored and ends in chemistry. Of course it does not. The question is still
there as to how come some particular conceptual happiness cause element associated
with its relatively mobile but not wobbly carrying packet can elicit a particular
operation by a group of fairly fixed but not immovable chemical packets to have them
produce some particular conceptual happiness effect element associated with its
relatively mobile but not wobbly carrying packet. And especially in regard to how is it
that happiness logic embedded in a concept can interrelate with embedded chemical
interaction rules.  When psycho-chemistry comes along with the answer to that then
psychology will have the other half of its subject area, so it can come barrelling back
up into the land of sweetness and light with the news that the pleasures are simply
measurable physical manifestations of corresponding immeasurable conceptual
happinesses, and that our joys rest not in just one operation of a particular group of
particles but in the multitude of ways all sorts of concept-chemical combinations
work. It is only a matter of time, and very likely not much time at that.

Neil McAllister - Comments (C101/24): Seek out the lives of Caruso and Rosa
Ponselle, especially their childhood, then work down to the rest. I read you generally
to say: The great apes know what to do with the fruit and leave the little ones to
practice with the peel. I can't see that civilisation would run better if it were the other
way around.

Existence: How does the I in the classic I perceive I therefore I and its many standard
developments know it is infinitesimally small. An interesting situation develops if the
I is infinitely large.

Limiting Conditions: Some say there is the natural and the supernatural, so I include
the latter. Giving, on earth and in heaven (universally); that which is walked upon
(minerals), that which lives (vegetables), that which feels (animals), and that which
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thinks (intellectuals). Questions that arise are; (a) would it be possible for a form that
we would say is not alive to develop from the "mineral" or "vegetable" so as to feel
and think, and, (b) might any form we know of, or suppose from (a), evolve so as to
be able to perform some activity higher than thought, and what would that activity be

In regard to the above. With (a): Robots are obvious in regard to mineral
development, but maybe something different is possible. Also, but perhaps less
obvious, is the point that if a vegetable came to establishing feedback in its capillary
system it would have just about everything it needed to create fluid logic gates inside
itself and become a fluid computer: A fluid computer was used to model the economy
at one time, and they are used in places where other systems are unacceptable for
some reason, where, for example, an electric spark might be dangerous. Otherwise,
question (a) bears on what is meant by such words as life and seed. If we say life is
that which arises from a seed then we must widen the definition of what is meant by
seed to cover whatever clones and angels spring from. But if we do that then any
android or robot would by definition be alive if its core part is made by another
machine. Might we be heading towards having to accept type one, two and three seed
and life forms, and can we say they will not have, after adjusting for their capabilities,
equal rights and responsibilities. Question (b) then concerns the peculiarity that earth
and heaven (the greater universe) look to provide exactly the necessary for what
seems to be the highest activity that can be undertaken by any form, which activity I
have suggested is thought. In the above I am taking "feel" to include instinct and
"think" to include bliss. Please do by all means swap or substitute terms as you may
wish, adjusting the rest to suite. Essentially it comes down to whether a non-human
form could hope, perhaps even expect, to achieve a state of bliss, and whether there is
a state beyond bliss that anything at all might seek to rise to. And the entire problem
comes from whether an entity that reaches out to create a universe might need to be in
a form that is neither alive nor dead and in a state above bliss.

How Wrong We Are: One rule of our moral code is that if it would do no harm we
are obliged to allow and assist any other living thing to develop as it may. This means
that when we cut down a tree to make some item we are being quite immoral. Not
only are we ending the life we understand to be the individual property of that tree, we
are even removing the prospect that the tree might fall and decompose for its material
to become incorporated into another tree. You must all straightway chop up your
furniture very fine and dig the resulting mash into the ground.

Advice To The Good Citizen: One may seek out problems and deal with them. One
may seek out problems and report them. One may deal with problems that come to
one's attention. One may report problems that come to one's attention. One may shut
one's eyes. These five possibilities are all case dependant. In application to a case
consider all of them and, for each, first work out to what extent what one cares about
will be covered, then work out to what extent what one cares about will be exposed.
Then calculate the differences. Those will show you what you must do. Note: It is
crucial not to let any of the first four difference come out positive or the fifth come
out negative, except when you want them to. As an exercise this guidance can be
applied to the furniture disposal problem above.
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The Implication Of Energy In A Vacuum: Lesser universe is in greater universe
until it is in free void. The universe and the void are both real. The real can not be
unreal. Therefore, the universe and the void are both eternal. But, since lesser void is
in greater void until it is in infinite void, the void is infinite. And, whilst the universe
can change its form, the void has nothing to change, so, the void is eternally infinite.
With the void being eternally infinite, the void is an eternally closed system
containing an eternally fixed amount of universe. Therefore the universe is an
eternally closed system. Conclusion: There was no other possibility than infinite
emptiness containing the precise amount of universe that it does. Here universe means
our universe and any others there might be, and includes space if you consider it to be
a form of energy.

The Dover Question: Since a cliff is a vertical discontinuity is it possible that the
bluebird is a kind of angel?

Software: The rate at which obviously different word-processing and spreadsheet
software packages appear on the scene seems to have lessened of late. Possibly what
these packages offer has now come fairly close to satisfying every requirement that
people have of them. Many new programs covering speciality sports and hobbies are
still being advertised though, Mary King's equestrian simulator and Charlie
Dimmock's water garden designer as examples. If we say this indicates non specialist
utility software has been largely dealt with in about twenty five years, and assume
special interest software is half through a similar period, that would take us up to
somewhere between 2010 and 2015. However, for practical purposes virtual reality
has just begun. So, giving that field another twenty five years or so to cover most of
its likely ground, then, short of any quite new and surprising wide interest area
arising, it would look as though pretty much all the potential for software likely to be
of interest to industry, commerce and the family will be realised by about 2025. By
then we should be in a position to at least know whether or not a truly living and
intelligent machine is possible. Quite possibly we might even already then have the
first. If so, then, being extremely quick, such machines are likely to work through
their own revolution in perhaps as little as five years, possibly in course dealing with
all the major problems we have such difficulties with. What this means is that except
for whatever surprises come from natural catastrophes and space exploration, anyone
born today has a near certain chance of actually experiencing what one might call
"future life" as it is likely to be for indefinite millennia to come. And for those of
other ages today, the 25 year olds will probably see 75% of it, 50 year olds perhaps
half, and 75 year olds possibly 25%.

What we can already see is that future life will be a double sided world, where
software acts on detector-activator systems that act on things and information. And,
from cradle to grave, the detector-activator and software environment around plants,
animals and humans will shield them from the software and activator-detector
environment around machines. EG: The human may take part in virtual reality but
may not actually ride on the fifty ton piston, whilst the robot will not take part in
virtual reality but will ride the machine. In this way the human will be trained and
enabled to undertake what experiences a human can, whilst a robot will be trained and
enabled to undertake what experiences a robot can. It should all be great fun for both
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hominoid and machine. Stretch your imagination, get a ticket to the Robot Olympics,
it will be held every four days. Look how far and how high the robots jump, do you
see those up their still in orbit. Marvel at what they do with shot and javelin, their
record is the Moon. At the 100 meters stand well back, plug your ears and do not
blink, they can stand 500g and cross the line at fifteen times the speed of sound, they
start in Athens and their skid marks finish in Rome!

Clinical Muddle: The April 26 2000 edition of Nursing Standard carries an article in
which it is pointed out that because the National Health Service, patients and the rest
of the world include many interacting amplifying systems, the theories of chaos and
complexity can probably be applied widely in health related fields. In philosophy this
may affect many questions that address duty of care problems, and it may well spill
over into other areas: See below.

Discovery, Invention, Substance and Style: Discover = To uncover a thing to show
its substance and style. Invent = To create a thing to show its substance and style.
Substance = The root of a thing. Style = The form and decoration of a thing. Law: We
choose its substance, shape its form and decide its decoration. It allows a degree of
complexity and chaos. Morality: Could it be that morality is simply law that is too
horrible to enact because it would deny complexity and prevent chaos.

Albert Dean

June 2000 Roger Farnworth
CONSCIOUSNESS

At the Braziers gathering Nigel Perks convinced me that I must make my novel ideas
on consciousness much clearer and unambiguous.

I believe that many problems arising in debates about consciousness result from
starting with definitions instead of looking at the phenomenon.  I hope to show that if
we do this some of the problems of awareness and dualism dissolve and do not require
solving. The single speculative innovative idea concerns the origin long-ago of
consciousness and the continuity of that process today.

What consciousness really is

Conduct a thought experiment that would be impossible in real life.  Imagine being in
a dark room in which your experience of total darkness is unmodified by memory,
emotion thought or any other sensation.  You would be conscious in the sense of
being awake but there would be no contents of consciousness.  This state is then used
as a benchmark to establish what consciousness really is.  One speck of light entering
that room creates consciousness of both darkness and light.  All consciousness is an
extension of this pattern into the likeness of a life long film.  Our experience is this
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'film' of light, dark, colour, sound, all sensations with our reactions and commentary
on it merely super-added.

Awareness requires no explanation

If there is a difference between the smell of a rose and awareness of the smell of a
rose I challenge any reader to explain what this difference is. (Awareness is not
knowledge that I am sniffing, nor is it comparing the scent to other scents or
classifying its particular perfume).  If you conclude there is no difference then you
should accept the liberating conclusion that one is never aware of consciousness.  You
are set free from the impossible task of explaining consciousness in terms of
awareness of the world.

The origin of consciousness

Because few people would attribute consciousness to primitive life forms the problem
of how consciousness arose in more complex creatures requires explanation.  It is my
contention that the central nervous system of primitive organisms was invaded and
colonized by a physical force in the organisms environment, that is by light.  Light
and the other environmental causes of sensation have mindlessly constructed the
interconnectedness we call consciousness and the illusion of the self. This process has
been so beneficial to the survival of the original colonized systems that evolution has
ensured that the colonized brain hardware has become ever larger and more complex.
So this is the Copernican revolution that the environment has fashioned the mind, that
consciousness was constructed by light and sound.

Dissolving dualism

Can we now begin to dissolve the greatest problem of consciousness that forces us to
be reluctant dualists ? There appear to be two constituents of the world: the physical
world and our consciousness of the physical world.  Is the mental image of a red
balloon, when looking or recalling, itself a part of the three dimensional world ?

Consider the arbitrary marker "red" the brain gives in the darkness of the head to the
electro-chemical effect of light of a certain wavelength.  We know we do not see it
because that would involve an infinite regress (who sees the sighting of what is
seen?).  It was earlier argued that we have no awareness of red.  So if we never see red
or become aware of red is not redness part of the furniture of the world, repro
furniture, that is just another consequence of light energy.  Red only becomes
included in consciousness through the system of interconnectedness.  That system is
the way light has self organised the brains' hardware.

Consider the thought experiment again. If there was uniform redness and we had
never experienced anything else would not the situation of sitting in the dark room be
duplicated.  There would be no contents to consciousness.  It is only by contrast and
similarity by storing that information as interconnectedness that consciousness arises.
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Consciousness is in the function of the system not in the quality of redness or any
other qualia.

Were these ideas valid they would revise and reverse our thinking about what it is to
be human. I cannot believe this to be so and would welcome any reader’s attempt to
dismantle the arguments.

Roger Farnworth


	PDG Conference 2000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	I'm grateful to Jane Benn for the following announcement :-
	"I enclose a copy of the programme for the Mensa Aims of Education conference at Braziers on 6 - 8 October. I would be grateful is you would publish� it in Commensal. Any chance of seeing you� in October ? Of course, any member of the Philosophy SIG is m






	Friday
	
	
	
	
	
	Lunch
	Free
	Sheila Haddow Motivating the individual.
	Supper
	Breakfast








	PDGList
	PHILOSOPHY FOR ALL – PFA
	UPCOMING KANT'S CAVE LECTURES
	
	
	
	
	
	Theo






	May 2000 	Theo Todman
	VIOLATION OF INTEGRITY – A REPRISE
	Should the irrational superstitions of others be protected ?
	Anthony Owens
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	May 2000 	Roger Farnworth








	DETERMINISM: A CHALLENGE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	May 2000 	Roger Farnworth








	WHAT IS MAN FOR?
	
	
	
	
	
	Roger Farnworth






	May 2000	Leslie Haddow
	WHAT ARE PEOPLE FOR ? — THE ETHICAL ISSUES
	Mensa-at-Braziers —

	ETHICAL THEORIES
	9th April 2000	Frank Luger
	Groping toward a Paradigm Shift
	
	
	
	
	
	INTRODUCTION
	DISCUSSION
	SUMMARY  &  CONCLUSIONS






	MEMORIES OF MENSA
	Alan : this is a fascinating account. I hope you or one of our readers will pick up the thread of the last paragraph. In particular, is an interest in promoting IQ as a coherent and important concept necessarily associated with right-wing politics or is
	DETERMINISM AND FREE WILL
	
	
	
	
	
	Malcolm Burn




	The origin of consciousness
	Dissolving dualism



