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17th February 2001 Theo Todman
EDITORIAL

We start the new year by welcoming our new members :-

Karl Chan Barbara Harrison
Trevor Emmott Mr. S F Yarde

PDG Gathering 2001

As announced last time, this year's Gathering is being organised by Roger Farnworth
and myself and will be on the subject of Consciousness. It. will be held at Braziers
Park over the weekend of Friday May 4th - Sunday May 6th 2001, so please reserve
these dates in your diaries.

Here's the revised draft programme of events. The programme is now substantially
complete. Anyone who has only a very short presentation can deliver it at the "round
table" session that Leslie Haddow is chairing; otherwise, this will be a useful
opportunity to cover all the items that have been arising in people's minds throughout
the weekend. If anyone wishes to speak during this session please let me or Roger (on
01208 821 544) know as soon as possible. If anyone has something more substantial
they want to say, let me know even sooner, and we'll see whether we can squash the
programme up a bit to make room - we can always open events a little earlier in the
mornings.

We want to get the weekend off to a good start, but we've decided  instead that Roger
& I will open proceedings on the Friday night by debating the question - Is a
Consciousness Computer Possible ? Roger will focus on the Turing Test, while I will
address John Searle's Chinese Room argument. We've not yet decided who's going to
be for and who against the motion !

Friday 4th May 2001
17:00 – 18:30 Arrive

18:30 Supper
20:00 Introduction “in the round”; review plans for the weekend
20:30 Introductory debate: Is a Conscious Computer Possible ?

Roger Farnworth vs Theo Todman; Chair : Jane Benn.
Saturday 5th May 2001

08:30 Breakfast
09:45 Talk & Discussion: Can Neuroscience Explain Consciousness

(Alan Edmonds)
11:15 Coffee
11:30 Talk & Discussion: Consciousness and Complexity in the Coming

Century (Peter Lagersted)
13:00 Lunch

Afternoon Free
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16:15 Tea
16:30 Talk & Discussion: Thought Experiments (Roger Farnworth)
17:30 Talk and Discussion: The Evolution of Consciousness (Frank Luger)
18:30 Supper
20:00 Philosophical Cafe (at Braziers) – bring a bottle !

Sunday 6th May 2001
08:30 Breakfast
09:45 Talk and Discussion: The Phenomenological Approach to Mental

Illness and its Implications for the Mind/Body Problem (Peter
McCarthy)

11:15 Coffee
11:30 – 12:45 Round Table Discussions : (Chair : Leslie Haddow)

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

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

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

they arrive & show them to their rooms.
3. At Friday’s introductory session we will encourage flexibility throughout,

and seek to have each session chaired by a different volunteer if that’s
deemed to be a good idea (otherwise Roger & I will share the job).

PDG Conference Administrative Details

The conference is to be held at Braziers College, Ipsden, Wallingford, Oxon., OX10
6AN, over Friday – Sunday, 4th-6th May 2001.

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

The all-inclusive fee, ie. including accommodation and meals, is £95, and early
booking is advisable - the deposit is £20. For the fiscally challenged, or those who
don’t wish to attend for the whole weekend, other options are available. Camping is a
snip at £5 per night inclusive of breakfast (but you have to bring your own tent).
Saturday attendance is £5 with meals extra.  Meals are £7.50 each for mid-day &
evening.

Apply for further details to the College at the above address (Tel/Fax: 01491 680221,
or on email at admin@braziers.org.uk). Please book directly with the College – I will
keep in touch with them periodically to see how things are going. Partners, whether
Mensans or not, are welcome.

mailto:admin@braziers.org.uk
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PDGList

This is the internet discussion group of PDG and invited guests. The list continues to
be very active, stimulated somewhat by the ISPE contingent from the USA. There are
currently 47 members. If you don't want to be inundated with emails you can sign up
as a "daily digest" member or a "web only member"; the latter option allows you to
browse past emails on the web without them clogging up your inbox.

eGroups has been taken over by Yahoogroups, so in order to join you have to go to
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/PDGList/ and follow whatever instructions come up in order
to join Yahoogroups and then apply to join PDGList. 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 (subject to the alternatives that
you can set ie. "daily digests" or "Web only" rather than "individual emails"). To post
something yourself, just email to pdglist@yahoogroups.com and everyone on the list will
receive a copy.

Why not give it a go ? If you get stuck, just email me (theotodman@lineone.net) and I'll
subscribe you directly.

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://groups.yahoo.com/group/PDGList/files/).

Also, anyone, not just members of PDGList, can access PDF files of all past issues of
Commensal from the PDG Web page (http://website.lineone.net/~theotodman/pdg.htm).

PHILOSOPHY FOR ALL – PFA1

Kant's Cave : On every first Wednesday of the month, from 7pm (lecture at 7.30 pm)
PHILOSOPHY FOR ALL meets at "Kant's Cave" for a lecture, debate and social
evening. Kant's Cave meetings are now held at the cellar bar of The Penderel’s Oak,
283-288 High Holborn, London (3 minutes' walk from Holborn tube station). Door-
charge: £1 (free for PFA members)

UPCOMING KANT'S CAVE LECTURES

7th March 2001 Dr. Veronique Munoz-Darde (University College London) - topic
to be confirmed.

4th April 2001 Dr. Jonardon Ganeri (University of Nottingham) - Indian
Philosophy

May 2001 May will be Kant's Cave marathon month : together with the
Forum for European Philosophy, PFA are organising weekly
Wednesday meetings featuring talks on EXISTENTIALISM,

                                                          
1 See C100 (or http://www.pfalondon.freeserve.co.uk) for more details on PFA. It has no
relationship with PDG or British Mensa.

http://groups.yahoo.com/group/PDGList/
mailto:pdglist@onelist.com
mailto:theotodman@lineone.net
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/PDGList/
http://website/
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involving prominent philosophers such as Dr. Azzedine Haddour
(University College London), Dr. Christa Howells (Oxford), Prof.
Jonathan Ree (Middlesex), Dr. David Snelling (Birkbeck) and Dr.
Ursula Tidd (Manchester) - all this to be confirmed

6th June 2001 Roger Park (City University) - Husserl's Phenomenology and the
Horizons of History

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

ROYAL INSTITUTE OF PHILOSOPHY2

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

2001
23 February S. G. Williams Ambiguity
2 March Bob Hale Logical Knowledge
9 March Charles Travis Rethinking Psychologism

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

PDG Web Page

The PDG web page remains at :-

 http://website.lineone.net/~theotodman/ pdg.htm

The site now contains most of the back-issues of Commensal produced since I became
SIG-secretary. The advantage of the HTML versions is that they allow you to hop
around between articles (useful for understanding the mixed-bag commentaries on
previous issues). There are also PDF versions of all these issues available for you to
download and read off-line.

Hopefully, we'll soon get the links set up from the Mensa Web page, which should
help advertise the SIG … we seem to be awaiting someone to volunteer to do the
rather tedious job of maintaining the Mensa Website.

Any article submitted for publication in Commensal will assumed to be
accompanied by permission for placing on the web-site, unless you tell me
otherwise.

                                                          
2 No connection to PDG or Mensa, but I can very highly recommend these lectures.

http://website.lineone.net/~theotodman/
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Editorial Policy

Those of you who are observant will not that I have failed to follow the guidelines I
set myself last time - to have articles restricted to four pages. This is mainly due to
lack of alternatives; the many short articles have failed to materialise - though there
are indeed some, and thanks to the contributors for these - and we still have no-one
willing to write up the exciting PDGList debates.

Might I point out that this latter chore is a very worthwhile task for one of the
participants in these debates. Not only does it give that person the opportunity to put
his or her own slant on the outcome (hence, hopefully, generating further interest in
Commensal) but also it's an opportunity to step back from the heat of the cut and
thrust of email exchange, which is, after all, what we as philosophers need to do. So,
how about it then ?

Getting back to the long articles, you'll note that I am myself one of the chief
offenders this time round. My article is a re-hash of an essay written for my course at
Birkbeck that I've included both for its relevance to the

Given my commitments at the moment, my preference is for contributions to be
emailed or sent on floppy disk. Otherwise they should be neatly typed and printed
using a good ribbon so that I can scan them in. I understand that the SIGs Admin
Team at Mensa head office has been volunteered to do typing for those who cannot do
it themselves, so don't be put off from contributing on this score.

Finally, I've found out that the Birkbeck "holidays" are just as busy as term time as far
as philosophical study is concerned, so, with the occasional exception, comments on
your contributions are out for the time being. All the more reason for the rest of you to
write in !

Next Issue of Commensal

The next full edition of Commensal (C107) will appear in late April. The closing
date will be 7th April 2001. The reminder date appears on the bottom of each page.

If I get my act together, you will receive an interim edition of Commensal (C106) in
late March, which will be a brief issue just focusing on the up-coming Gathering.

Best wishes,

Theo
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January 2001 Roger Farnworth

CELESTE AND CELESTINE - PROLOGUE TO ETHICS

Celeste is a guardian angel whose sole task is to guide Celestine into the path of
virtue.  Celeste is able only to incline Celestine whose free will can never be
overruled.  Celestine always moves against the gradient.  Her early life does not
concern us here but can be read in novellas sold under plain covers.  Celeste has total
knowledge of all Celestine's thoughts and behaviour.  On the heavenly internet she
also has total knowledge of the thoughts and deceptions of her suitors.  Celeste is in
the perfect position to advise Celestine on the most appropriate moral rules to follow
in order to effect virtuous consequences.  Celestine takes a drugs overdose and enters
a vegetative state.  Her doctor is about to switch off the life support system.  What
should Celeste do?

Celestine is oblivious to all Celeste's promptings.  Because Celeste's sole task in life is
to save Celestine from the perdition, which has so far been merited, Celeste decides to
over- rule Celestine's free will and to raise Celestine's arm.  The doctor sees the arm
raised, decides to continue life support and Celestine eventually fully recovers.

Celeste has performed her first moral act.  Previously she had only proffered moral
rules.  For a brief moment she has entered the motivational system of Celestine.  She
has lived and acted.  What has experience added to her knowledge of ethical action?
Previously she had only possessed total verbal objective information.  The addition is
both non-verbal and subjective.

The non-verbal components of moral action are the feeling of the body, the feel of
consciousness, and emotions.  This is new experience prior to the mental processing
that results in such statements of recognition as "I am happy and in love".  These
sensations feed into and generate an imaginative construction of a situation which
moral action resolves.  There may or may not be introspective verbal fragments to
state motive or intention, but such words would be epiphenomena of a process in
which they were not necessary.  As the procedure is not a sequence of thoughts it can
not be rational or knowledge based.  It could not be accessed by the all knowing
rational observer in the form of Celeste.  There may also be components invisible to
actor and observer which may be termed unconscious.  Lest it be thought that the
imagined situation were akin to behaviour and equally known through description
consider the slide projectionist who announces that the next slide is of a cat catching a
mouse.  If he then finds he has lost the slide the audience will never experience the
image however much he describes the scene. Imaginative insights are fundamentally
non-verbal.  If either such insights are the prelude to and determinants of action or if
action is so precipitate as to dispense with prefiguring the situation then all moral
action is as non-verbal as the situation that generated it.

It may be said that Celestine's actions are determined by her past rather than her
imaginative projection of the future.  Memories are recollected in the present,
becoming subjective, selected and figured.  This version of the past feeds into the
imagined situation, weighting its elements with varied importance.  When she raised
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Celestine's arm Celeste's new knowledge was of qualities.  She realized that felt
qualities orchestrated by the imagination are the necessary precursor of moral action.

The philosophy of identity is as central to ethics as the agent is to moral action.
Identity will be approached through Hume's image of the bundle of perceptions.  The
image will be used to constitute the moral agent. When a moral situation is confronted
it is seen as composed of sheaves of current perceptions and memories.  The sheaves
are bound by the event horizon which is fixed for a moment then shifts.  An
imaginative loop has been formed.  It has no context.  Within the loop is the agent's
identity.  Participants in the moral situation are as much part of the agent's personal
world as all other felt percepts.  The energies of the loop are it's non-verbal
components of feelings and emotions.  At one point these sensations become strong
enough to provoke conviction and commitment and consequent moral action.  Unless
the non-verbal imagination is at work there is no moral action.  Ethics is an
imaginative activity.

The comprehensive embrace of the loop removes the need for an explanation of
altruism.  Within our personalized version of a moral situation the snapshots of
others are integral to its construction.  Their situation and options are explored
through imagination.  Because we inhabit the same imaginative loop we will be for
others when compassion arises and for ourselves on other occasions according to the
inchoate and natural flow of feeling.  When we see a child suffering we do not think
we just act.  We do not ask whether the maxim of our action can be expressed as a
universal law, nor do we ask if our act provides the greatest happiness to the greatest
number.  Both considerations of consequence beyond the immediate concern and
duty are in practice irrelevant.  They would only be considered in the very different
non-moral task of judging after the event, of reflecting on the real world rather than
participating in it.

As a result of her intervention Celeste perceives her actions in clear distinction from
Celestine's.  She pictures their activities taking place in adjoining rooms.  In her room
she receives intelligence of Celestine through words on a tape from a telegraphic
machine.  She then looks up the correct course to chart using a moral almanac.  She
prints and posts the recommended action through the letter box to the adjoining room.
The procedure is concerned only with the production of the practical application of
moral rules.  She is not herself involved in any moral activities or understanding.  A
machine could do the job.  She is inert but influential as gravity from mass.  Celeste
now believes that her room is situate between the advocacy of heaven and the moral
domain of earth.  She is in limbo.  The moral law is a permanent vegetative state.  It is
an epiphenomenon of the moral domain.  Itself value-free, value is conferred upon it
only by what appears to be assent.  However, as the non-verbal cannot read, the moral
laws become action only by prompting and propagating their own re-creation as
wishes and the intention of action.  Now that the rules of reason are seen to have lost
their imperative power their strange attractor is the will to power ranging from the
gentlest act of kindness to the defiance of the state.

When Celestine recovered she married the doctor whom she believed had saved her
life.  She then took a degree in philosophy and wrote a dissertation on the need for
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assent and the vegetative state which she saw as an image of passive acceptance of the
moral law. Formerly she had seen her guardian angel as occupying a room adjacent to
her own.  It was the command headquarters and she had failed to carry out its
missions.  She now shrank Celeste to a screen within her own room, an enclave within
her imaginative loop.  The moral guidelines that appeared on the screen were no
longer imperative or sacred in origin or requiring belief.  The screen text could not
transfer to personal text except by non-verbal processing.  This involved valuing.
This is not the rational process of evaluation but the creation of value through
conferring emotion.  She had once seen the moral law as operating in an ideal world.
She now saw morality as an integral part of uncertainty.  Contingent constraints such
as fear, illness, depression, exhaustion, power of opposition, powerlessness before the
inevitable and the imperative of survival, were the medium in which morality was
cultured.  It was organic, nourished by feelings, and emotion.  It was not the stage
direction of a drama but is the imagination of the drama which results in conviction
and commitment.

Roger Farnworth

January 2001 Jane Allen

JODIE AND MARY

Hello Theo,

I've been taking Commensal for some years now, and have been finally goaded into
making a contribution, however lowly, as ethical questions are to me the only ones
worth discussing.

1) Some social worker must have got together with the poor parents to create that
part of their argument (Jodie's possibly limited life in her country of birth due to
poor medical care etc) on why not to proceed with the operation - to my mind that
weakened their argument to leave alone rather than strengthen it - the other
arguments were strong enough and this may have affected the judges' decision (I
am a severely lapsed Catholic)

2) The legal arguments - at no stage does it seem to me that the courts considered the
point that they were making the EXACT OPPOSITE decision to that which the
courts of the parents' own country would have made - how did they have
jurisdiction? why did the parents not just take their babies home? Would they have
been stopped at the airport?

3) The arrogance of the doctors in assuming that something HAD to be done
(Jeremy's piece about the reluctance of doctors to operate is new to me). I have no
direct evidence but have read in the (intelligent) press of the 'Cyclops' babies born
due to the use of anti-miscarriage drugs and the demands of their mothers that
they be kept alive, against all reason, in order to satisfy the mothers' longing for a
child! Whose interests are we really talking about here, that of the child or the
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supposed interests of the parents (even if they don't recognise them).......which
leads on to

4) Jeremy's point about the baby born specifically to provide bone-marrow for its
sibling - on hearing which I also felt moral repugnance - and I note you made no
reply.

In short, I suppose I am arguing :-

a) we must accept that we are organic creatures not machines and that things can
go wrong

b) a human life belongs to itself and to no other

Jane Allen

Jane : Good to hear from you and thank you for making this first foray into
philosophical debate - you should make a habit of it ! I agree that the ethical
discussions are the most worthwhile, though if we are to have grounds for our ethical
prejudices we need to have some metaphysical and even epistemological
underpinnings. Oh well, on to the philosophical problem...

1. Could you clarify what you mean here ? I don't know the full background to the
case - ie. why the mother came to this country. I've presumed it was simply so she
and the twins had a better chance of surviving the birth, though maybe there was
some thinking ahead done by the others involved on what to do next. What is your
point, though ? What argument are you talking about ? Please bear in mind that
your readers probably won't look back at the previous discussion, so what you say
must stand on its own.

2. These are legal rather than philosophical questions (indeed, the whole debate has
legal cross-currents, and there's no necessary connection between points of law
and points of ethics). I presume the English court felt it had to make a decision
according to English law as Jodie & Mary were born in England. What the ruling
might have been have been in another country is irrelevant. Presumably the state
has some legal responsibility for those born in this country, though I don't know
whether this is the case (do you?). As stated, it would be a legal not a moral
responsibility. It did sound as though some of the law was being made as the case
went along - as has to be the situation where there is no precedent (though this
would not be the case with expatriation of those born in the UK). Where the law is
being made, rather than followed, presumably the current moral climate has to
betaken into account - as the intention is that the law and consensus morality
should bear some resemblance - though I don't know how judges do this.

3. I agree that the interests of the child should be taken into account in these cases.
That's why I support the intervention on behalf of Jodie even though this overrides
the parents' wishes. Why do you describe the doctors' interventionist stance as
"arrogance" ? Isn't it rather fundamental to being a doctor to be in the business of
trying to save lives ? We've already been through the loop of "not being able to
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save both", so I'll not rehearse that argument again here. Are you serious about
women being attached to their "Cyclops" babies purely because of a need for a
child, rather than for the welfare of that child, however malformed ? Jeremy raised
the issue that, given once we're dead (on his view) we know nothing, so don't
experience having lost out on life, that therefore we ought to give up on some
hopeless cases and not preserve life at all costs. I agree with this, but think that it
ought to be viewed from the prospective perspective of the individual -ie. what is
the sum of utility of life to that individual (always taking into account whether
society can bear the support costs).

4. Why were you upset by this case ? There are presumably worse reasons to be
conceived ? And would this have been the only reason ? I made no reply to
Jeremy for two reasons - firstly, one never has the last word with Jeremy (!) and
discussions have to stop somewhere. Secondly, there was very little background
information to go on.

I agree with your points (a) and (b).

Best wishes,

Theo

January 2001 Albert Dean

PHILOSOPHICAL FAILURES FROM PAST MILLENNIA

Long ago young Ugg left his flint knife on the ledge at the cave entrance for his father
to sharpen, whilst little Ugget ran crying to her mother to have the tip of a thorn
removed from her finger. Fathers and mothers were knowledgeable in such matters
and dealt with them. The older children inquisitive for knowledge looked on with
interest. And from time to time there came a child who .....

The term philosopher comes from the Greek for lover of wisdom; meaning one who
desires to know what to do with knowledge. Notice it is at the end of a sequence; to
know, to desire to know, to know what to do with what one knows, to desire to know
what to do with what one knows. Loose though it is one might mortalise these with
technician, scientist, practitioner and philosopher, or, perhaps even more so, with the
surprisingly similar tinker, tailor, soldier, sailor, with their trade tools of the hammer,
measure, weapon and element. It is hardly fair to criticise sailors of the world before
the Greeks because they did not have the name inclusive of wisdom.

Unfortunately the Greek philosophers were not all that wise. Rather than, like with
Jesus, wander amongst the crowds advising on this and that, leading to a grass roots
philosopher in every village teaching young and all a basic set of rules for life that just
about everyone could understand, they did not promulgate general education as
wisdom would have, but instead, they tended to shut themselves away with a few
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students in specialised schools, so that pursuit of wisdom became a subject most
people have regarded as very much the academic interest of a secluded intellectual
elite. And, to compound that, instead of tackling what is the actual typical problem in
life, of how to determine what to do when half the salient facts are veiled shades of
grey but the matter must be resolved within the hour, they, particularly Socrates and
Aristotle, went very much for dwelling at length upon simple teaching examples with
ideal yes-no or right-wrong answers. All of which, through few in Rome being well
tutored in the broad mass of subtleties and complexities, directly led to the standard
mediaeval university syllabus of theology and ethics with built in assumptions that
anything not pure and perfect can not be set upon an alter and is trash. Which passed
to us the notion that only the few can understand matters in depth and that any
inadequacy in this or that means complete failure, ideas which remain as a ball and
chain. Giving the ironical developments from ancient philosophy that the relatively
recent introduction of general education of the young was done not from and for the
growth of wisdom but only to produce a factually competent work-force to serve the
desires of some, and with that work-force, from labourer to scientist, taught to parrot
that the application of what it did was for some other to decide. So that just about all
the young now consider education merely the non-lottery means towards obtaining
material wealth. And the elders in society now actually expect advisement of what is
newly important via media almost entirely fuelled by those from the arts, in other
words by those from a field where the first principle is that whilst what is presented
should appear complete and sound it need not actually be so and need not stem from
any rule nor derive from any fact. Such is what ancient lovers of wisdom left us. Their
record should be read with a critical eye ignoring their pinnacle status, looking for
what they said and did, and even more so for what they did not say or do.

Returning to the Middle Ages to pick up another thread. Dominance of theology in
that period, under the hands of such as Abelard and Aquinas, with the central question
of how can it be sure there is a god, eventually led to Descartes, a Roman Catholic,
asking how may one know anything, from which he arrived at the much valued
quoted “I think, therefore I am”. Unfortunately, in promulgating that proposition he
also satisfied many that the "I" was a non-mortal point discontinuous from a mind that
was not a material thing, which, by seriously distorting the foundations of the
psychiatric branch of medicine for several hundred years, certainly brought about the
mistreatment of tens of thousands of mentally ill people across Europe. And, even
today, though it is of utterly trivial importance relative to the forgoing, Descartes still
causes the unwary to claim nothing can be certain to exist, despite the fact that, as
Shakespear pointed out, there was never yet philosopher that could endure the tooth-
ache patiently. A statement wherein is to be found "I suffer, therefore suffer is"; a
reality that brought even Jesus to protest upon the cross. The failure of Descartes was
that whilst his slogan established the human, it pointed at no need to improve the
human condition. Not so in "Parent, forsake me not!", the more urgent cry of the
existing infant abandoned in the empty cave.

Spinoza, though believing there had been a creator of the universe and all in it,
rejected the concepts of a personal god and of immortality of a human soul. And
Leibniz held that the universe consisted of an infinite set of independent substances in
each of which a life force was present, substances the wishes of which god took
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account of so as to enable the best of all possible mortal worlds. But, their rationalism
not reinforcing traditional preferences, their work was largely ignored. Curiously,
though, whilst one may say that their views were as much based upon their upon their
faith in them as the traditional opinions of the day rested likewise upon faith, and
pretty firmly indicate they believed in a divine power and a material universe left to
itself, their beliefs would at least partly harmonise with the more everyday world
based thinking of such English philosophers of around 1700 as Locke who, no doubt
aware the king's head had recently been cut off without supernatural retribution,
dismissed the divine right to rule concept and favoured liberal democratic
government, and Berkeley who argued the material world is to the inner human
whatever the mind makes of it, and Hume who claimed humans find impressions of
more weight than an ideas. Which last, if said as preferences have more force than
propositions, perhaps explains why the thoughts of Spinoza and Leibniz pretty much
failed to be taken up as explanations of why no god appears to intervene in chaos and
no angel seems to bring an infant soul to any conception. However, in measuring
these philosophers, in judging how well they knew what to do with what they knew, it
is perhaps of more practical importance to note that none of them managed to limit the
unnecessary death, sickness, poverty and disturbance of the rural masses of western
Europe that occurred in their period.

Meanwhile, in Germany, the man who it is said was the most significant thinker of the
18th century, Kant, explored the limitations of reason by which mankind interprets
experience, which might, if they became aware of it in their wanderings through the
Germany states, have become an interesting debating topic amongst Napoleon's
troops as they froze to death during their retreat from Moscow. Kant also maintained
that there was an absolute moral law and, absolutes breeding as they do, in course
managed to over-stimulate German idealism through Schopenhauer, The World as
Will and Idea (1818), Hegel, The Philosophy of Right (1821), and Nietzsche, Thus
Spake Zarathustra (1892), wherein is praised the man who is free, titanic, and
powerful. Who can say what Kant and his followers might have done had they
witnessed the crimes that came from their work. Interestingly, Plato, student of
Socrates (who is said to have killed himself for ethical reasons but more probably did
so through undiagnosed depression), was of the opinion that at times some thoughts
should be suppressed in the public interest. Socrates did not entirely agree. Peculiarly,
many authorities seem to consider Socrates the true professional and Plato little more
than a fanciful dabbler.

And, in the last century or so. Philosophy has become a set, with many philosophies
of many topics, and a core, that as a subject, practically, is now but the study of the
basics of existence, knowing and judging: How do we know it is there, how do we
know what it is, how do we know if it is any good. Fundamental questions. One could
even address them to the love of wisdom itself. If one does one may notice
contemporary philosophers must also be treated with great caution if they do not
attempt the sequence's fourth question: Good or bad, how do I know what to do with
it?

Many central European philosophers of the 1900s produced numerous strange ideas,
but then, given events in that part of the world in that time they often had little to be
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cheerful about; the dictatorial empires they were born into collapsing into garbage all
around them. Their contribution is perhaps best summed up in the title of one book,
Sartre, Being and Nothingness (1943). Elswhere, in  a place where the world was not
entirely fallen down, Russell focused on the role of language itself, as a sort of
mathematics with which to know the universe. To justify having squandered his
energies away on that, Russell came accidentally to what is probably the most
important conclusion intelligent life will ever come to; that time one enjoys wasting is
not wasted.

The greater vision of Russell contrasts with the fearful views of the Vienna Circle,
who, in the 1920s, insisted that philosophy should be scientific, that any assertion
claiming to be factual has meaning only if it can be verified, and that propositions
relating to metaphysics, art, and religion cannot be verified, and are therefore
meaningless. That assertion is not confident wisdom, it is the cry of a group entirely
lied to and mislead throughout WWI by an empire it had believed in, of the nightmare
frightened child calling for its mother, a scream for there to be no space under the bed
in which imagined crocodiles may hide. And, in any case, it is a requirement that
betrays itself: Fatally, in making their claim the Vienna Circle had to rest it on what it
in itself denies to be meaningful, an assumption; that it is verified there is no reality in
metaphysics, art, religion, nor in the mind or in the I.

In Russell's conclusion there is better philosophy, true wisdom. It accommodates
discontent and content, implies to address the former and savour the later, and it is
happy for fact and fiction to have equal standing.

Albert Dean

13th January 2001 Malcolm Burn

CAUSE AND MOTIVE

Cause and Motive are not the same thing.  My dictionary defines "motive" as "an
influence on the will".  In a detective novel there will be a dozen suspects, each of
whom had a motive for wanting the victim dead, but only one will have allowed that
motive to influence his will so as to become the cause of death.  The other eleven will
have exercised their will contrary to their motive.  In switching from "cause" to
"motive" Roger Farnworth (C104/11) is conceding that there is a will to be
influenced.  QED.

Nobody ever says to himself: "An event is about to take place which ignorant people
will describe as me making a choice or taking a decision.  However, as a determinist, I
know I have no will and therefore I am incapable of making a choice or taking a
decision.  All that is going to happen is that causes, over which I have no control, are
going to have effects, over which I have no control, and I am merely the passive
medium through which this will occur." The reality is that at the particular moment
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we do have an experience which we call making a choice or taking a decision.
Subsequently we may look back and, with the benefit of hindsight, produce motives,
causes or reasons which we think explain or justify that choice or decision.  By their
nature, arguments with the benefit of hindsight can never be proved wrong and, as
Karl Popper has shown us, what cannot be proved wrong cannot be proved right
either.  None of this detracts from the fact that at the relevant moment we did have the
experience that we were choosing or deciding.  That is why I place free will in the
same group as sight and hearing and the other senses: primary experiences which have
to be the starting point in any attempt to understand anything.

I can observe A and B if A and B emit or reflect photons which subsequently make
contact with the retina of my eye.  I cannot observe a relationship (causal or
otherwise) between A and B because relationships do not emit or reflect photons. (I
have used photons and sight but the same holds true for all the senses.)

The fact that every previous observation of A has been followed by an observation of
B, or that every previous observation of B has been preceded by an observation of A,
does not justify the conclusion that the next observation of A will be followed by an
observation of B, or that the next observation of B will be preceded by an observation
of A. This is the familiar problem of induction.  Moreover, it is not difficult to think
of examples where A is regularly followed by B but where there can be no question of
any causal relationship between them.  Consequently "A followed by B" (which is the
sum total of what we can observe) tells us nothing about whether A is cause or
whether B is effect.

If we make the claim that A is cause and B is effect then we are making a claim that
goes beyond observation.  That is why I place determinism in the same group of
mental phenomena as mathematics, logic and the laws of physics: the concepts,
theories and hypotheses we formulate in our heads and then superimpose on that
group of primary experiences which I referred to previously in the hope that if there is
an adequate correspondence then, perhaps, we have discovered something useful and
pushed our understanding a little further forward.

The purpose of my previous piece was not to argue "for" or against, or to claim that I
had access to some ultimate metaphysical truth.  My intention was rather to move
away from a sterile, antagonistic polarity towards a fruitful, generous acceptance of
dichotomy.  We do not have, and are never going to have, access to any ultimate
metaphysical truth.  In our ignorance, we should have the humility to accept that the
perspectives offered by determinism and free will are useful, partial and different.
Each has something to tell us in the context that is appropriate to it, but neither
justifies the rejection of the other in other contexts that are more appropriate to that
other.

Malcolm Burn
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23rd January 2001 Theo Todman

BODY SWAPPING

As you will know, I'm currently studying part time for a London University BA in
Philosophy at Birkbeck College. One of the advantages of the course is that it allows
real philosophical problems to be addressed by analysis of the works of past and
present masters. Since we have the annual "Gathering" on consciousness coming up, I
thought it worth reprocessing one of the essays I've written, based on Bernard
Williams' paper The Self and the Future, one of a collection of essays that appears in
the volume entitled Problems of the Self (CUP, 1973). I apologise in advance for the
length of this article, in contravention of my own editorial policy. I hope you will find
the discussion entertaining. However, if you can't stomach "Star Trek" fantasy you
may be best advised to fast-forward to the next article.

At Birkbeck, the way we study philosophical papers is to read them, disentangle and
summarise the arguments, study a commentary that discusses the text and asks various
questions and write an essay that presents the various findings. Necessarily, you will
not here have access to the primary documents, though I hope this won't be too much
of a disadvantage in construing what follows. I've tried to make it as self-supporting
as possible, but if anyone is particularly at sea, email me and I'll forward you the
papers.

For those of you who don't know, Bernard Williams has been Professor of Philosophy
at both Oxford and Cambridge, as well as the University of California, Berkeley. He
was Provost of King's College Cambridge in the late 1970's and early 1980's. He is
well known for his work on Ethics.

                                                                                                                                                

Bernard Williams : The self and the future - An Analysis and Critique

Introduction

An initial Question : Is it possible that you could exchange bodies with someone ?
You are to understand 'possible' not as 'practical' or as
'possible', but only as something that is coherent or possible
in thought. If you think it is possible, describe the
circumstances that would have led for this to happen.  And if
you think it impossible, say why.

This question is raised preparatory to discussing a thought experiment described in
Williams' paper. A similar idea, to which Williams is reacting, occurred in the late
seventeenth century in Chapter 27 of John Locke's Essay Concerning Human
Understanding, in which Locke imagines a Prince's consciousness inhabiting the body
of a cobbler.
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Technicalities aside (a wiring problem) there seems nothing conceptually incoherent
about having one's own brain transplanted into another's body. The alternative is the
"dump and restore" technique - where the contents of one's brain (one's memories and
presumably one's capabilities) are copied onto a storage device and then further
copied onto the physical brain of another, overwriting or erasing whatever was there
beforehand.

There seems nothing utterly inconceivable about either of these techniques, but they
seem to be conceptually different. Williams recognises that describing such thought
experiments as "changing bodies" begs the question of what constitutes the substrate
of consciousness and what makes up an individual person.

The "brain transplant" approach has the benefit of some physical continuity, as the
brain is a physical thing, and we are reasonably confident that the transplanted brain
would be capable of retaining its information processing capacities. It would have a
new body to get used to, but we would expect the mental abilities and memories of the
transplantee to be as they were beforehand, though the physical abilities would be
much changed and mental functioning would be affected by a different hormonal and
respiratory environment and by a different sensory apparatus. Whether the hybrid felt
himself to be the same person after this procedure would depend on that person's self
image and capabilities. A man whose abilities and aspirations were predominately
physical (such as a boxer or footballer or even a musician or painter) would
presumably not feel himself the same person after the operation, because it is not
likely that these capabilities would cross over successfully, though a philosopher
might not consider himself so badly off. Saying you have "exchanged bodies" while
retaining your personhood would imply that your body was not of much significance
to you as a person other than a rather passive vehicle for your mind. Not many people
can say this.

The "dump and restore" approach leaves the added complication of possibly cloning
the original person (or at least their consciousness) - the original "me" can be left
there undisturbed, after the contents of my brain have been copied, to awake as
before. There is no necessity to copy the other person's brain-contents into my brain. I
don't feel fully confident that the "restored" me would actually wake up - maybe it
would be a zombie - though presumably a non-vitalist should have the courage of his
convictions. Life would presumably be even harder for the new me in this
"asymmetrical copy" case than in the "brain transplant" situation, as I would not only
have the rest of the world confusing me with the previous owner of the body I then
occupy, but I would have to contend with someone with a prior claim to being me -
though as he is in on the act, this might be more of a help than a hindrance. It is this
asymmetrical situation, which Williams turns to right at the end of his essay, that
raises the most interesting questions.

Enough of this pre-amble … we'll see how these initial prejudices (admittedly already
influenced by Williams) change after some serious consideration of Williams' thought
experiment. We now analyse in some detail what Williams has to say in his essay.
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Analysis of Williams' Paper

Williams asks us to consider his (tendentiously-entitled) "exchanging bodies"
experiment. We have before us two persons, A and B, each with their own memories
and characters and distinctive physical mannerisms for displaying them. After the
exchange, however achieved, body A displays the memories and character of person
B by physical manifestations appropriate to person B, and vice versa.

Williams adopts a simplifying assumption to make the experiment more likely to be
understood as that of "exchanging bodies" - he assumes some similarity between A
and B so that there is a good chance of B's mannerisms in A's body not being made
unrecognisable by gross physical or psychological differences between A and B.

For us seriously to be convinced by the B-ishness of A-body's post experimental
character, another condition must obtain according to Williams. B's memories must be
reflected by A's body in such a way as it seems true that there is a causal chain
between B's experiences and A-body's demonstration of apparent first-hand
experience of them (presumably to guard against the supposition that A had simply
studied B's background and the "memories" are learned rather than records of first
hand experience). Williams insists that the causal chain should not run outside of A's
body, and therefore the simplest way to ensure this is by transplanting B's brain into
A's body. However, Williams thinks a less radical version of copying B's memories
and then restoring them to A's brain will suffice, for the reason that of the three
grounds for knowing about one's own past - remembering, being reminded and
learning again - there is no sufficient reason for describing the restored memories of B
in A as "learned again". It is an interesting question whether this will do, because for
A-body to be B, he needs not only B's memories, but B's information processing
abilities. It is an open question whether the contents of B's brain can be copied onto
different hardware (or in this case "wetware") while retaining the B-ishness of B. The
restore mechanism would need to reconstruct the entire structure of A's brain to be as
B's (which it might have to do in order to accomplish memory transfer, as memories
are (most likely) physically encoded as connections between neurons). However, the
firing rates of these neurons would presumably remain A's. Hence, I prefer the brain-
exchange as the most likely method of "exchanging bodies". This form of the
experiment is not, however, as interesting.

After this exchange, we have the A-body-person and the B-body-person (where the A-
body-person is the person occupying the body that was A's prior to the experiment).
Those unaware of the experiment will initially presume the A-body-person is A, while
the description of the process as "exchanging bodies" presumes that the A-body-
person is B. A non-question-begging approach leaves it open as to whether either the
A- or B-body-person is A.

Williams now tries to determine which person is which using a thought experiment
from the third-person perspective. A & B are informed before the procedure that post-
operatively one of A- and B-body-persons will be tortured and the other given
$100,000. They are asked what, on selfish grounds, they would prefer to happen to
which. Williams notes that, depending on the choices of the victims, the experimenter
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may or may not be able to satisfy both of them, but that their choices and reactions to
being told prospectively what is going to happen will reveal how they understand the
procedure to work in accord with personhood. As Williams notes, while if the post-
operative state is announced beforehand it makes sense to say prospectively that A or
B got what he wanted, it is an open question whether retrospectively either of them
can be said to have got what he wanted, as this begs the question that either of the A-
or B-body-persons is A or B, or whether, for instance, they have been hybridised.

Williams suggests that there are good grounds for presuming that we could say
retrospectively that either A or B got what he wanted. He takes the case where A and
B presume this to be an "exchanging bodies" experiment, so that  A chooses that the
B-body-person receives the good treatment and B the A-body-person. He then further
supposes that the experimenter in fact awards the good treatment to A and the bad to
B, though he doesn't tell them beforehand. After the experiment, the A-body-person,
with B's memories, remembers that he chose the good outcome and is doubly satisfied
on the grounds both that he got what he wanted and that what he got was good. The
B-body-person, with A's memories, is similarly doubly dissatisfied. At face value, this
seems to imply that B chose wisely, got what he wanted, and that the A-body-person
really is B, whereas A also chose wisely, but was unlucky, and that the B-body-person
really is A - and that "exchanging bodies" is a correct way of describing the
experiment.

That the A-body-person really is B and that the B-body-person really is A can be
made to seem probable by variations on the experiment - eg. with the same
experimental outcome as before, A chooses that the A-body-person receives the good
treatment and that consequently the B-body-person is unhappy with the outcome, but
acknowledges that this is what he chose and that he chose unwisely (and similarly,
mutatis mutandis, for the B-body-person). Finally, Williams considers the hybrid case
where A chooses unwisely and B wisely, with the experimenter acting as before. Both
get what they chose, but B-body-person is happy, A-body-person unhappy with the
outcome. All three cases seem to support the "exchanging bodies" hypothesis.

Williams now starts to expand the perspective of the experiment by considering the
post-operative responses of A- and B-body-persons to their bodies (he is careful not to
describe them as B & A respectively, though notes that their responses would be
consistent with this assumption - he also notes that if they had viewed the experiment
as changing bodies, they would have had to be reasonably satisfied with these bodies
before agreeing to take part in the experiment at all). He tries to tease apart the
consequences of the supposed body-swap by asking questions such as, if the B-body
had a wooden leg that B had become habituated to, would the post-operative B-body-
person also be habituated to it; ie. is the habituation a mental or a physical thing ?

Williams now proceeds to consider the matter laterally by thinking in detail about A
& B's psychological expectations, concerns and responses. In particular, he stops
begging the question by presuming that the experiment results in A and B exchanging
bodies. It thus at least makes sense for A and B to ask whether, post operatively, they
may be able to escape some of the mental hang-ups they currently have. So, he
imagines A with bad anxiety and B with fearful memories, but concludes that the
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post-operative B-body-person would possess this proneness to anxiety while the A-
body-person would have the bad memories. This is still consistent with the
"exchanging bodies" hypothesis, and so far the argument leads us to conclude that the
requirement for bodily continuity as a necessary condition for personal identity is
mistaken and that, as Locke thought, we should identify ourselves with our memories
rather than our bodies.

Williams now considers what appears to be a different thought experiment, but which
is really the previous experiment this time viewed from a first-person perspective. I
am told that tomorrow I am to be tortured, but with allegedly increasingly
ameliorating circumstances, as below :-

•  Shortly before the torture I will forget that I have been forewarned
•  I will lose all my former memories
•  I will be given a new set of memories, ie. a new past
•  That my then memories will correspond to those of another person now

living

The point is that, at no point in this Sorites-type argument will I feel any comfort;
rather, I will feel even more disquieted - for (despite being told how this is to be
brought about) not only would I still have the prospect of torture to endure, but would
have mental derangements equivalent to total amnesia and madness imposed on me as
well.

As this is just another view of the first experiment, can we confidently say this view,
rather than the first, in which I would be happily escaping from the soon-to-be-
tortured body, is wrong. Williams thinks not. The experimenter may simply be
intimidating me by persistently using the term "you" to me - thereby begging the
question in the opposite direction to the "exchanging bodies" perspective - but it
seems clear that, at the moment of torture, whatever impressions I have of the past
will not influence my then present pain, and in reviewing the process there seems to
be no point at which I've been "beamed up" into another, happier body.

Williams now briefly explains why he's chosen the example of torture as a future
dread event, rather than some other thing one might fear. This is because many of our
fears are character- or memory-based, which, in this experiment, are likely or know to
be about to change. However, aversion to physical pain is minimally character- or
belief-dependent. Having started on this aside, Williams also points out that it may
still be valid to fear a psychological disturbance in which our then selves would be
perfectly happy - as in our being turned into contented vegetables - and the reason we
would fear such a turn of events would be selfish rather than the altruistic
acknowledgement that we'd be unable to fulfil our obligations. Personally, I do not
view this as a paradox of hedonistic utilitarianism (nor, I suspect, does Williams).
What makes our pleasures so exquisite is that we have chosen to have them, maybe
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struggled for them, and so the utility of a life of our own, with all its vicissitudes,
exceeds that of one in the orgasmatron1.

Returning to the chase, Williams now points out the second difference between this
first-person report of the events and the "exchanging bodies" one - there is no mention
of the second person, other than as the source of my new memories. From this first-
person perspective, this second person is irrelevant except as an object of our envy,
but in the third person account this is the new me, the one on whose account I ought to
be afraid, if at all. One who subscribes to the "exchanging bodies" interpretation of
events will count this as a fatal objection to the first-person account. However,
Williams doubts this is so.

To demonstrate why not, Williams rehearses the first-person account again, imagining
the torture occurring at the end of each of the six steps in the process (starting with me
suffering total amnesia, and ending with the other person undergoing the analogous
character-change to that which I undergo). Since these steps are important for
subsequent discussion, and already succinctly summarised by Williams, I have filched
them verbatim from Williams' paper :-

(i) A is subjected to an operation which produces total amnesia;
(ii) amnesia is produced in A, and other interference leads to certain changes in

his character;
(iii) changes in his character are produced, and at the same time certain illusory

'memory' beliefs are induced in him: these are of a quite fictitious kind and
do not fit the life of any actual person;

(iv) the same as (iii), except that both the character traits and the 'memory'
impressions are designed to be appropriate to another actual person, B;

(v) the same as (iv), except that the result is produced by putting the
information into A from the brain of B, by a method which leaves B the
same as he was before;

(vi) the same happens to A as in (v), but B is not left the same, since a similar
operation is conducted in the reverse direction.

At the prospect of none of these six cumulative experiments do I feel anything other
than disquiet. This is because from this perspective at no stage do "I" (A) escape into
the other person's (B) body.

Viewing everything up to the fifth step (copying B's dispositions & memories into A's
brain while leaving B otherwise alone), Williams thinks we have two answers to the
"exchanging bodies" objector. Firstly, there is no reason (given the primal pain-
aversion common to us all) why I should not be just as afraid of torture, even with B's
dispositions, as normal. Secondly, because B still exists undisturbed, A-body-person
(me) cannot be (numerically) the same person as B as there are two persons with a
claim to B-ness. Locke would say there are two men but only one person. I would
agree with this, but only for an instant - the two men diverge into two persons as soon

                                                          
1 This allusion to Woody Allen's Sleeper was made before the recent announcement of the invention of
such a device, honest !
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as either has an experience (I wanted to say "has an experience not shared by the
other" but feel that even if their experiences were miraculously kept synchronised
they would still be two persons because they are two consciousnesses).  From the
"exchanging bodies" perspective, if we stop after step five, A has died (or is at least in
suspended animation) and B has been partially cloned. This situation is critical. B's
consciousness cannot have "hopped" to body-A as it must still be in Body-B at this
stage. So, what consciousness is in Body-A ? It is tempting to think of this
consciousness as a scrambled version of A's, but we "exchanging bodies" types should
maybe stick to our guns and assert that the consciousness in Body-A is also B's; for
the consciousness in Body-A it will feel like B having swapped bodies, and having
temporarily a mental twin in Body-B, though because of its necessarily different
environment it will rapidly diverge from Body-B's. Williams assertion that at the end
of step five A-Body-person and B-Body-person are certainly not the same person is
too strong (though, as I noted, they soon would be).

Williams now tries to find out whether we can make out that the transition from (v) to
(vi) is important for A, and does not simply refer to something happening to someone
else (B). The point is that, at the end of (v), B-Body-person is very definitely B, so if
A-Body-person is not A, then no-one is. This seems fair enough (as I've alluded to
above), but if A doesn't exist at (v), when in the process does he disappear ? Williams
argues that A still existed after (i) and (ii), that is, after the total amnesia and
personality change, so maybe we should draw the line after (iii) or (iv), memory
exchange with a fictitious person or, in (iv) B. Williams question is rhetorical,
presuming a "no" answer. I think, though, that he gives insufficient weight to the
catastrophic nature of the changes affecting A-body-person. His analogy is with the
normal amnesia, personality disorders or delusory memories that might afflict
someone going out of his mind. Well, if someone had been afflicted to the total degree
suggested in the thought experiment, we would forensically count them as having
become a new person, and treat the original person at least as being in abeyance. The
question is, when would A suddenly suffer a dislocation of consciousness, so that a
new person with no historic conscious continuity with A pop up in A's body.
Personally, I think this would be after step (i), the total amnesia, though possibly after
(ii), the total personality change. We could apply more granular Sorites-type
arguments against this (memory draining away bit by bit, personality changing
gradually) and ask just when does A cease to exist. This is not the same situation,
however - A would be adjusting to this unfortunate state of affairs and would evolve
into A*. We wouldn't be troubled by such thoughts in the "brain transplant" version of
the experiment. If A's brain was taken out of A's body, there would be no chance of
A's consciousness remaining there, not even in his little finger2 !

Williams now repels a rather silly proposal, along the lines that we can't decide
whether or at what point A-body-person ceases to be A, so why worry about it; some
things are just like that. Well, Williams adopts the first person perspective of A, and
points out that, while this situation might be acceptable for a third party, it is of vital
interest to A, who is either going to be tortured or not depending on the outcome. I
have to say I can almost feel Williams being argued into accepting Pascal's wager

                                                          
2 An allusion to another thought experiment by Locke.
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(after all, what is worse than being tortured for ever !), so there must be something
dodgy going on here.  Williams labours the rather obvious point that I will retain fear
at the prospect unless I am sure that I won't be involved in the unpleasant things yet to
happen to A-body-person, and will be fearful in proportion to the probabilities
involved. Williams seems to be suggesting that in this case, the situation must resolve
itself one way or another - the coin has to be heads or tails - A-body-person will either
be me or not, but until I know which, I have good reason to be in trepidation.

Williams thinks that this situation of undecidablity is unthinkable from a first person
perspective in that if I lose my fear on account of the undecidablity, I have effectively
decided that it will not be me who will be tortured, while if I continue to worry about
it, it is because I think it will be me. Williams tries to envisage whether I might adopt
ambivalent concern towards the event, as I might towards something to which I was
sentimentally attached that underwent some puzzling confusion of identity.  Williams,
of course, thinks this won't do, for as soon as I adopt this ambivalent stance towards
A-body-person, while I may be hazy about who he is, I've already concluded that he's
not me. If I still thought he might be me, I wouldn't be so detached. I think that
Williams is getting into a muddle here, and mutiplying zero by infinity and getting
any number he likes (as in Pascal's wager). If the prospect was a remote chance of a
slapped wrist rather than unbearable torture one would easily become dispassionately
involved.

Williams states that "there seems to be an obstinate bafflement to mirroring in my
expectations a situation in which it is conceptually undecidable whether I occur". Isn't
this parallel to any future contingency ? What's the difference between this and being
worried on being told that all first-year BA students who fail their exams will be
mercilessly tortured. While I might concur that this sentence, though just, is unlikely
to befall me - I would do well to fear it because, confident though I may be, there is
no way of knowing that I will pass.

Later, Williams considers, returning to the six-stage experiment, whether we might
not choose to identify A with A-body-person after stage (v) because there is no better
candidate, but not after (vi) because B-body-person will then do much better.
Williams thinks this is like disposing of the effects of some intestate relative - we just
have to decide as best we can within the confines of the law. Williams rightly doesn't
think this will help A at all, for if he's still frightened at the prospect of (v), the
thought that there would be a better candidate for A-ness after (vi) will not console
him.

When Williams starts to sum up, he thinks the opposite conclusions reached by the
third and first person perspectives of A's fate are conceptually undecidable, and that
he's not sure which choice he'd make were he to have the bad luck to be A. Not
surprisingly, he's disturbed by this (he's taking his thought experiment rather too
seriously, one might think). Williams brings up the dichotomies between,
respectively, first and third person perspectives and "mentalistic" and "bodily
continuity" considerations involved in questions of personal identity. Williams points
out that his thought-experiments have revealed a reverse parallelism to that usually
considered for these two pairs of concepts - the third person perspective is here
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associated with "mentalistic" considerations while adopting a first person perspective
led us to support bodily continuity. Williams considers this inversion of some
enigmatic significance.

Finally, Williams considers whether the presentation of the third-person perspective in
its neat symmetrical form unfairly induced us to consider it as "exchanging bodies".
This is a very important point, and in my view more space should have been devoted
to it at the expense of the angst-ridden ramblings that occupy most of the latter half of
the paper. Clearly, according to the rules of the experiment, we could have generated
any number of A's and B's in any number of brains / bodies. This is in sharp contrast
to the more invasive, but allegedly equivalent, "brain swap" alternative experiment.
This leads me to feel there is a little bit of slight of hand in Williams' introduction of
his non-invasive equivalent, which is not equivalent in the least - though depending on
what Williams is seeking to demonstrate, this lack of equivalence may not matter. The
possibility of "me" being "restored" into the brains of numerous bodies (while being
left alone in my own body - let the reader please forgive the tendentious language here
!) makes it unlikely that my consciousness would flip over into B-body-person at any
stage in the experiment - otherwise, in variants of the experiment, I could be saddled
with an open-ended number of (presumably incommunicable) selves to cope with. We
would have to suppose that these new consciousnesses, for all their similarities to me,
are not me, and that in the experiment both A and B die, with two new consciousness
emerging in their places.

So, Williams comes down to the decision that if he were told that he (as the A-body
person) could choose who would have the post-operative torture, he would choose B,
being convinced by his psychological angst arguments. My view is that, in Williams'
"dump and restore" variant of the experiment, I would opt out because both A and B
are dead, but in the "brain transplant" version, assuming I'm confident of surgical
success, I'd choose the easy life for the body with my brain in it any day.
                                                                                                                                                

Further Questions

At Birkbeck, we are supplied with a Commentary that expatiates on aspects of the
passage under discussion and asks (and sometimes sketches answers to) various
questions. Because answering questions not surprisingly tests comprehension, I'll seek
to answer some of the questions and you must let me know whether you agree with
the answers :-

Question : Say which of the following seems the best account of what will have
happened in the initial "third person" account of Williams' thought
experiment:

(a) A turns into B, and B turns into A.
(b) A comes to inhabit B's body, and B comes to inhabit A's body.
(c) A and B will both die and two other people emerge, say A+ and B+.
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Can you think of any other descriptions that fit what happens more
closely?

The fourth description (d) sought by the question would be that all sorts of horrid
mental events happen to A and B, including total amnesia, character change and
implantation of someone else's memories, but that A-body-person remains A and B-
body-person remains B.

Description (a) is inadequate because what makes A or B a person includes both
somatic and mental attributes, and the post-operative individuals are hybrids of A and
B; the function "turns into" loses this sense of what's happened.

As discussed above, in the case of the "brain transplant", I would favour (b) as the
best description, while for "brain copying" I would favour (c).

In case of brain transplantation it is not possible for any of A's conscious experience
to remain behind in A's body, which rules out (d). The effect on A of finding himself
in B's body, with different somatic, sensory and hormonal structures to get used to,
would be exceedingly traumatic, but, though A would necessarily lose consciousness
while the operation was performed, we (or at least I) can just about imagine him
waking up feeling highly disorientated, but still feeling, as in (b) that he was A and
not, as in (c), A+.

One reason I'm reluctant to support (b) in the "brain copying" example is the (science-
fiction-) fact that multiple copies can be made of A's mental structures and parked in
as many Xi-body-persons as we wish, and can they all be A ? However, and I believe
this to be a very important point, while we're making use of the technology, we could
go further and use our matter-copier to clone A's physical brain multiple times and
wire him up in the Xi-body-persons, or go the whole hog and clone the whole of A
producing the set {A*

i}. Would all these A*
i 's feel themselves to be A ? I think it's

clear that, subject to the caveat in the next paragraph, they would, though, like twins,
they would instantaneously diverge into separate persons as they developed further.

One caution - given how little consciousness as a phenomenon presumably derived
from physical processes is understood - we should not get carried away by our
thought experiments; for all we know we may be suggesting techniques that are not
just impractical but impossible (as, for instance, would be the case if there was some
immaterial soul that animates a person and that couldn't be cloned or copied by our
ingenious devices). The metaphysical assumptions as to what makes up a human
being are not made explicit in Williams' paper. It does seem, though, that the first-
person perspective tacitly assumes that there's something more to "me" than the
contents of my brain and that it's this "me" that continues in my original body as the
(highly disturbed and utterly disorientated) person with a new mind. The first person
perspective might almost be described as "exchanging minds", which is an even more
difficult concept to get our heads round that "exchanging bodies".

Question : Williams considers different things that A and B might say if they were
asked to choose the fate of the A- and B-body-persons, and also what they
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would say about their willingness to undergo the experimental operation.
Summarize these various options in your own words.

Williams considers various responses (which I detailed above) all based on the
"exchanging bodies" paradigm that A's consciousness ends up in B-body-person and
vice-versa. From this third-person perspective, A chooses wisely if he chooses
pleasant things to happen to B-body-person. Whether A would like to play this game
would depend on what he thought of B's body and whether he found the prospect of
occupying it appealing.

Question : If, when you answered the earlier exercise, you thought that this (ie. A and
B changing bodies) was not the best description of the case, has the series
of choices and estimates of outcome changed your mind?  If not, what do
you think might be wrong with the way these choices are described?

As Williams later points out at the end of his essay, the "exchanging bodies" paradigm
is made more plausible by the perfect symmetry of the operation, whereas we might
stop the procedure after we've copied B into A but before we've copied A into B.
Also, though we've followed A & B's prudential thought-processes, we've not put
ourselves firmly enough in their shoes to experience the angst they would feel at the
possible results of the experiment for them, and hence may have missed out on the
possible continuing A-ness of A-body-person.

Question : Williams considers ways in which one might resist this conclusion about
the second of the perspectives on the example (ie. considered from the
first-person perspective, at no stage does it seem as if you and the other
change places).  The arguments here are careful and sometimes dense, but
you should read them over several times, and try to summarize them in
your own words.

Williams doesn't seem very convinced that the first-person conclusion can be resisted,
because, firstly, as A views the prospect before him, as summarised in Williams' (i) to
(vi), at no stage does his fear abate, and in particular not at step (vi) which from this
perspective appears to be something happening to someone else. The key point is after
(v) when B is very much alive and kicking, but A has not been reconstituted. Where is
A, and who is A-body-person if B is still B ? How do we resist the conclusion that A-
body-person is still A ? Williams doesn't hold out much hope for doing so, but
recognises that someone committed to the exchanging bodies view will take it that
step (vi) involves the re-introduction of A, who had at sometime prior thereto dropped
out of the plot. Williams' problem is just when this might have been - he thinks it
unlikely after (i) - amnesia - or (ii) - character change - and thinks it would have to be
after (iii) - fictitious memory introduction - or (iv) introduction of memories modelled
on B's. I've argued above that Williams underplays the catastrophic nature of these
changes and that he ought to be more sympathetic to A dropping out of the picture
after (i).
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Question : Williams presents several arguments against the strategy based on
thinking of our concept of a person as sometimes undecidable. Summarize
his points in your own words.

This strikes me as the most difficult part of the essay. Williams rejects the idea that
abandoning hope of clarity on the grounds of formal undecidability may provide some
comfort. While it may supply some to third party observers of A's situation, it will
supply none at all to A who is, potentially at least, intimately and disastrously
involved.  To clarify the situation, Williams asks us to consider a future situation S at
which we (in fact, I) may or may not be involved. I will only feel fear at the prospect
of S if I expect to be involved (and, of course, if I believe there is something in S for
me to fear). If some dread event is going to befall one of a company of people, of
whom I am one, my apprehension will rise to fear in proportion to my imagining that
the one will be me.  Moreover, I know that this situation will resolve itself and that it
will either involve me or not. Williams also says that I may be neurotically
apprehensive of some indeterminate ill from some range of possibilities, or even of
some nameless horror, but the common factor for me to display fear at the prospect of
one of these things happening is that they should happen to me. When I think that S
may involve me, I am able to imaginatively project myself forward to my
involvement in the event.

Williams now returns to our experiment, and finds A's predicament to differ from the
indeterminacy in the examples just cited. It is not like the nameless horror, since that,
whatever it was, was definitely going to befall me, nor is it like the probability case,
where it would either involve me or not, depending on how the situation worked out.
A's (my) fear of torture in the experiment seems neither appropriate (as it would be if
I knew myself to be A-body-person) nor inappropriate (if I knew myself not to end up
as the A-body-person), nor is it appropriate for me to be dispassionately equivocal,
since the stakes are too high.

Williams seems to argue that if I try to imagine myself present at some situation S at
which it is formally undecidable whether I will be there or not, then if my effort of
what he calls projective imagination is successful, then I have effectively decided the
situation in the affirmative, while if I am unsuccessful I've decided it negatively.
Personally, I cannot see what is demonstrated by one's ability, or lack thereof, to work
oneself up into a lather of apprehension. I find a later argument even more confusing.
Williams states that "material objects do occasionally undergo puzzling
transformations which leave a conceptual shadow over their identity". An example of
what this is supposed to mean would have helped. Whatever this is supposed to mean,
we are to imagine that we are sentimentally attached to some object which undergoes
this strange transformation, so that afterwards we are supposed now to feel ambivalent
concern for it - neither as we did before, yet not totally disinterested. Not surprisingly,
Williams does not think this a fair model of the situation envisaged when I'm not sure
whether or not I'll be present at situation S, but that if I am something nasty is going
to happen to me. I will not feel ambivalent concern for the person involved - I will
feel terror on account of it possibly being me !
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Question : Williams dismisses this second, conventionalist, way of evading the
problem (of being precise in our definition of a person).  What is his
reason for dismissing it ?

Williams' view is that whatever forensic decision is given by third parties on this
subject, this is of no use to me who is vitally involved. If the conventionalists have
decided that the best candidate for being A after (v) is A-body-person, to whom
nothing further happens (apart from being tortured, of course !), the fact that there is a
much better candidate after (vi), namely B-body-person, will be no consolation, as we
had no necessity to proceed with step (vi) at all, so, from a forensic perspective, he
might have been left as the unfortunate A-body-person.

Question : In the final paragraph of his essay, Williams tentatively suggests a
resolution to the conflict between the two cases.  Say what his conclusion
is, and what argument he uses to reach it.  Finally, give some reasons for
either agreeing or disagreeing with him.

Williams' comes down tentatively on the side of the first-person perspective, and says
that if he were A, he would choose for the torturing to happen to B-body-person. His
reasons are that we were deceived by the symmetry of the third-person perspective
experiment into considering it as an exchange of bodies, whereas if the experiment
had been conducted asymmetrically (eg. only as far as the equivalent of (v)), we
would not have been so convinced that this was the correct description of the
procedure. As I have previously stated, I think Williams gives insufficient weight to
the drastic changes that come over A- and B-body-persons, and that if the focus was
on brain-transplantation, which is allegedly parallel to the experiment being
performed, he would be on the side of the body-exchangers.

Theo Todman

22nd June 2000 Frank Luger

THE FUTILITY OF LAMBASTING BALAAM’S ASS 3

As the vast majority of new knowledge has recently been obtained through the
scientific method, Science can justifiably be said to serve as Humanity’s main ride
toward the unknown. Every ride has ‘operational’ rules, and here, one of the unwritten
ones is that the ‘vehicle’ has to yield to those roadblocks which represent danger
(Eternity), even if the Rider fails or refuses to do so. If the ridden animal should thus
appear to be, on occasion, capricious or reluctant to trot on habitual roads, maybe

                                                          
3 This essay was written in reply to some criticism concerning my pilot paper: “Scientific Theosophy &
Ethics” (Commensal, No. 98, Sept. 1999, pp. 28-46; Telicom, Vol. XII, No.35, Sept. 1999, pp. 29 ff.).
All remaining footnotes  (2-55) and a long list of scholastic references were omitted here for the sake of
saving space. Readers interested in the complete version may consult the Author
(frankluger@hotmail.com).
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that’s because some of those roads are no longer adequate. Therefore, instead of
beating the poor creature, it may be more worthwhile to take a closer look at the
motives as well as the wisdom of Science, that is, if you will, Balaam’s ass.

Despite its inherent limitations and occasional blunders, Science has superseded all
previous epistemic endeavors; and its theoretical trustworthiness and pragmatic
usefulness are amply proven, especially by predictive ‘wonders’ and technological
‘marvels’. For example, in 1846, Adams in England and Leverrier in France,
independently of each other, had discovered Neptune merely by paper-and-pencil
calculations! Examining the data of nearby planets, they found slight orbital
discrepancies, which could be reliably corrected by theoretically adding another
planet (of a certain size, mass, density, etc.) whose gravitational effects would get rid
of the discrepancies. So, Adams and Leverrier sent telegrams to observatories; and lo!
Neptune was discovered exactly on their instructions. As far as technological
‘marvels’ are concerned, one has but to take a good look around. When I was a child,
I calculated with nothing fancier than an abacus. Now my desktop computer can do
doctoral level mathematical research and beyond… And that’s within maybe half-a-
century! Today’s wonders and marvels in Science are tomorrow’s trivia!

That Science sometimes is vulgarized and made nefarious, or conversely, turned into
a religious substitute, as for example in scientism, is no fault of Science itself. The
remarkable success of Science is largely due to its method, thanks to which objective
and factual knowledge can be obtained in a quantifiable and (reasonably)
unambiguous fashion. Precisely because Science can be misused and abused, we need
empirical verifiability requirements as its methodological safeguards, by means of
which to sift wheat from chaff.

Scientific methodology is characterized by objectivity and (thus) neutrality, as well as
quantifiability. For these reasons alone, Science is ab ovo more dependable, than other
ways of knowing. However, Science insists on reliability and validity, as its chief
criteria; over and above its (factual) objectivity, neutrality, and quantifiability. It has
solid, well-developed yardsticks for evaluating its data in terms of these criteria; and a
built-in, automatic self-correction requirement ensures, that results falling short are
trashed without hesitation. No other epistemic endeavor can boast of such method,
which is why the success of Science remains unparalleled in the intellectual history of
Mankind; and that scientific methodology is a whole lot more than organized common
sense.

Few of us, in our daily routines governed by organized common sense, would
undertake systematic inquiries of such rigor and exactitude as demanded by proper
Science. Few of us would, in our usual petty dilemmas, embark upon cyclic
hypothetico-deductive-inductive investigations, as our method toward conjectured
solutions. Few of us would painstakingly build mathematical models in the course of
the majority of our problems, and then test the models over and over again, by
accurate methods of great precision. Few of us would carefully design, set up, and
conduct a series of experiments (not in the statistical sense of an event, but in the
rigorous sense of manipulating the variables of interest while holding all other
variables constant), just because we happen to have some unanswered questions. So,
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by its methods, Science is much more than just organized common sense; and even
more than a gradual accumulation of reliable and valid facts. It is a dynamic
epistemological activity of rigorous discipline. Of course, Science values its time
more than chasing will-o’-the-wisps; and its inquiries are neither haphazard, nor
concerned with myths or phenomena considered totally unverifiable.

Direct or indirect observability may have been a requirement of empirical verifiability
in macroscopic studies of classical nature, but by now, it is extended and superseded
by potential observability and the reduction principle. Something is potentially
observable if its existence may justifiably be conjectured and inferred from features of
directly or indirectly observed reality. The reduction principle states that new
theoretical constructs must reduce to established theories upon appropriate change of
parameters. For example, both Relativity Theory and Quantum Mechanics deal with
only potentially observable phenomena; and both in fact reduce to Classical
Mechanics, once the required manipulations are carried out. This is how, like a careful
snail in a treacherous forest, scientific knowledge slowly advances, by gradual and
meticulous extensions and constant insistence on methodological rigor.

It is patently false to maintain that because our observations are limited by sense-
perception, the reliability-validity of scientific knowledge is also limited accordingly;
and that our knowledge is therefore largely subjective. If this were the case, recent
Science in general and modern Physics in particular could not have arisen. But we can
walk on the Moon and split the atom as many times as we please with dependably
consistent results,  precisely because properly proven mathematical models had not
only transcended human limitations; but also because they had enabled us to separate
the observer from the observed, and thus provide objective, reliable, and valid
knowledge instead of the subjectivism inherent in sense-perceptions. No matter how
many different individuals examine a triple integral in mathematical Physics, it means
the same thing to all of them- provided of course, that they are competent enough to
recognize it.

It is exceedingly irritating that the most vehement critics of theoretical Physics are
usually the least competent in it and more often than not, their mathematical
understanding, let alone knowledge, is deplorably abysmal. Let’s face it: theoretical
Physics in general, and modern mathematical Physics in particular cannot be properly
understood, and its breathtaking philosophical implications cannot be properly
evaluated, unless and until one acquires the necessary tools of understanding- in this
case, advanced mathematics. This is neither elitism, nor condescension; but a fact,
perhaps tough but a fact nevertheless. Both Relativity Theory and Quantum
Mechanics are so far removed from everyday reality, that their essential mathematical
natures is entirely unavoidable. There are no shortcuts, no royal roads. Advanced
mathematics is sine qua non for seriously doing theoretical Physics and for properly
appreciating its philosophical perspectives. This is not necessarily the case in the
‘softer’ sciences.

In the social sciences, a good background in (Advanced) Statistics is usually sufficient
in addition to sound training in research methods. In Econometrics one also needs
Approximation Theory, (Non)Linear Programming, Graph Theory, etc. In Biology
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and Chemistry, one needs (multivariate) Calculus and (preferably) Differential
Equations, maybe even a course in Measure Theory. However, in theoretical Physics
and especially in mathematical Physics (yes, there is a difference), one needs rather
advanced, even very sophisticated Mathematics; and it is not unusual to become a
mathematician first and then turn to Physics. There are good reasons for that, as
mentioned in my essay: “Necessitas Mathematicae”(Commensal, No.100, March
2000).

At this point it may be worthwhile to quote Nobel-Laureate P.A.M. Dirac, from his
“Mathematical Foundations of Quantum Theory” (ed. by A.R.Marlow, New York:
Academic Press, 1978): “One should keep the need for a sound mathematical basis
dominating one’s search for a new theory. Any physical or philosophical ideas that
one has must be adjusted to fit the mathematics. Not the way round  (italics not in
original). Too many physicists are inclined to start from some preconceived physical
ideas and then try to develop them and find a mathematical scheme that incorporates
them. Such a line of attack is unlikely to lead to success. One runs into difficulties and
finds no reasonable way out of them. One ought then to realize that one’s whole line
of approach is wrong and to seek a new starting point with a sound mathematical
basis.”

Why is all that? Why is mathematics so unreasonably effective  (to paraphrase another
Nobel-Laureate, Eugene Wigner)? Especially given the fact that mathematics is a
human creation, not some divine truth handed ‘down from on high’?

Well, well. While it’s true that 80-85% of higher mathematics is mere mental
gymnastics with beauty and consistency requirements, and as such, has nothing to do
with physical reality; what concerns us here is the remaining 15-20%, which has a lot
to do with physical reality. That works! And it works precisely because it appositely
reflects the ways in which Nature works! And that has nothing to do with the fact that
mathematics is a human creation. We may say that this part of mathematics represents
factual discovery, whereas the rest of mathematics represents human creation. Mind
you, maybe our notation leaves much to be desired, maybe on other planets other
symbols are used if symbols are used at all, etc.; but what matters is that mathematics
is reliable and valid for the investigation and elucidation of Nature, at least the vast
majority of observable Nature. Recall the discovery of Neptune. Recall Maxwell’s
Laws without which there could be no radio or anything else that has something to do
with the electromagnetic spectrum. There are plenty of other examples as well, but the
point is clear: mathematics works because it coincides with the way Nature works.
How we represent those ways is of course dependent on our (mathematical) culture,
and has no bearing on independent reality.

Here we come to an important point, that of scientific realism. There are different
philosophical orientations, even among scientists. Realism is a philosophical view
asserting the reality of abstract terms maintaining that established scientific theories
are at least approximately true and in this sense refer to real, existing entities
(scientific realism). Opposed to this is instrumentalism, which is an earlier
philosophical view asserting that reality is assured only in the (in)directly observed
facts, and that theory plays the role of a tool, an instrument, that relates these facts. No
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commitment to the truth of theories is made, nor can one ascribe reality to its
constructs. The realist and the instrumentalist view of Science differ in the ontology
of Nature.

In other words, while the instrumentalist forever laments about the limitations of
subjectivism and human sense-perception, the realist simply accepts that gravitation is
really there, whether it be described by forces (Classical Mechanics) or by spacetime
curvatures (General Relativity); even if there’s no human, hence imperfect observer in
sight. The instrumentalist sees Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle as a consequence
of human limitations, but the realist sees it as a limitation inherent in Nature,
signalling a blurred mode of existence and as such, one of the frontiers of Virtual
Reality. Scientific realism is just as aware of human limitations as instrumentalism,
but instead of bewailing them, it looks for ways to transcend them.

In the course of doing so, scientific realism makes two (necessary) assumptions.
First, 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; secondly, scientific
investigations can and do make this world comprehensible to us. Instrumentalism
questions the first assumption and accepts as real only what is (directly or indirectly)
observable, and regards the rest as mere theoretical constructs. Instrumentalism rejects
the probabilistic nature of the quantum world as intrinsic to its being (ontic
indeterminism) and regards it as a sign of our incomplete knowledge (epistemic
indeterminism). Scientific realism, on the other hand, is predicated upon the premise
that theoretical constructs (with certain exceptions) refer to actually existing things
which are described differently on different levels of theory. Scientific theories are
descriptions of independent reality; while there is only one reality, it has many
descriptions (faces).

The instrumentalist interpretation of Nature, it must be remembered, was developed at
a time when philosophy of science in Europe was under the strong influence of
logical positivism.This view was very sympathetic to instrumentalism, since it
championed empiricism; and because many of its proponents lived around Vienna,
Austria, it became known as the ‘Vienna Circle View’. However, after WWII,
criticism of logical positivism increased at the same time as its philosophical program
was unable to produce the anticipated results. As a consequence, the attractiveness of
logical positivism declined over the years so that by the 1970’s it was no longer a
viable doctrine in the philosophy of Science. This trend was also reflected by
increasing questioning of the philosophical soundness of the Copenhagen
(instrumentalist) interpretation of Quantum Mechanics; and in recent times logical
positivism has become obsolete and instrumentalism in microphysics has been
superseded by quantum realism, which is explicitly based on scientific realism. The
same story happened in macrophysics and cosmology, where many theoretical
constructs previously thought to be purely conjectural, such as black holes, dark
matter, etc. have been verified to the point that their independent existence is no
longer in doubt; thus the soundness of scientific realism has further been confirmed.
Scientific realism has never been questioned in classical Physics. And now, that it has
amply been confirmed in modern Physics as well, instrumentalism is no longer a
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serious, scientifically tenable alternative to realism, but of mere historical interest in
superficial armchair discussions.

It is to similar fireside chitchat that most of the traditional-historical concepts in
theology and organized religion belong. Their dismal failure is clearly shown in the
moral erosion and degeneracy of Mankind. That is an utter tragedy. Even if one could
overlook their continued insistence on erroneous world-views and the enforcement of
those erroneous world-views throughout History, there can be no overlooking of their
failure in terms of moral leadership, let alone contradiction-free moral integrity. Their
moral failures are in fact tantamount to forfeiting their very justification for existence.
Neither theologies nor organized religions have succeeded in producing viable and
sound, let alone reliable and valid concepts of Eternity and the Eternal. Oh, no; au
contraire, they have merely produced, nay, created, God(s) in the image of Man.
Their God(s) have always filled emotional (love) needs while pretending to fill
cognitive (truth) needs; and as such, have always represented but historical
misconceptions brimming with anthropomorphic ignorance and anthropocentric
arrogance. The disciples in the New Testament really believed that Jesus was taken up
to Heaven in a tangible, physical sense. Joan of Arc really believed that Jesus came
down from Heaven to entrust her with the holy mission of saving France. The
dogmatism and bigotry of Christian theology had claimed an awful lot of victims
through the horrors of the Inquisition. Islam was made victorious by the sword. There
are many-many other examples to show that by now, the world-views of theologies
and organized religions are just obsolete; and their morality- leadership is a miserable
failure. Yet people still need God, maybe even more than ever!

Hence arises the need for scientific theosophy and ethics. In this context, the world-
view of Science is that of scientific realism, while the ethics of Science  per se is
neutrality for now, and here I refer not to the deontology of scientific methodology
(intrinsic ethics) but to the possible moral leadership of future Science (extrinsic
ethics). Please, see my paper: “Anthropocentrism vs. Cosmocentrism: Groping
Toward a Paradigm Shift” for a historical overview of the evolution of world views
from the ancient flat-Earth myth to the present mess. In ancient times, philosophy,
religion, science, etc. were ill-defined and ill-distinguished; for example, in early
Judaism, there was no word in Hebrew for ‘religion’. That’s because religion was not
religion, but a complete way of life, from birth to death, as regulated by the Laws of
Moses, etc. Only after the Babylonian exile (586 B.C.E.) was a word imported from
Persian, so that Judaism could, by that time, be distinguished from Hellenism,
Zoroastrianism, and other kinds of religion. Inquiries into the greater questions of life
were met by various mixtures of fact and fiction, inasmuch as few facts were known,
but myths and legends were abundant; and people’s truth-needs and love-needs were
filled the best that was possible by philosophy and religion within reasonably
consistent world-views, up to the beginning of the XVIIth-century, i.e. until the
advent of modern Science. Thereafter, theologies and organized religions had
gradually lost their truth-need filling adequacy while retaining their emotional
appeals; and Science has become the proper source of factual, objective truth.
However, Science has no love-need filling capacity comparable to religions, at least
for the time being. Perhaps it never will. It hardly matters for the moment. What
matters is that while primitive Man may have needed love before truth, modern Man
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needs truth before love. Here, I refer to adults having attained sufficient emotional
maturity and autonomy; and the reason is simple- the human brain has evolved over
the millenia. Mankind has also evolved in various ways, as shown by the numerous
and torturous lessons of History.

Painful they may be, but all those lessons of History clearly show that without
unequivocally credible moral guidance, Mankind has slim survival chances. For the
absurdity of Evil has already clearly been shown in Auschwitz and Hiroshima, for
scientists as well as the rest of the world. Therefore, it is urgent to learn those lessons
and start looking for sober, realistic hope; for all of us, for all Mankind.

True, growing up has always been confusing, difficult, and painful. However,
adolescent Mankind has entered, since Auschwitz and Hiroshima, the most turbulent
and dangerous period in all History. For  Man is increasingly lost in his intellectual
labyrinth and ethical jungle; and the predictable consequences of frustration, in the
forms of aggression and regression, are already conspicuous with accelerating
frequencies. Concurrently, Man has created selfish toys and myopic processes which
are beginning to run out irreversibly out of control. By extrapolation, in about 15-20
years the convergence of destructive forces and the accumulation of erosive factors
must result in a global crisis, such as never seen. By a combination of natural and
man-made disasters in an abyss of godless bestiality, overall devastation and self-
extermination must follow within another generation as surely as the Sun must reach
zenith- or, rather, nadir in this
sadly tragic and utterly absurd case.

As I wrote earlier, Man will emerge from fratricidal-suicidal adolescence only when
Man will give up trying to rape Nature in our Procrustean bed of anthropocentric
arrogance. Yet, truly compelling transcendental morality requires a cosmic lawgiver
whose legislation is evident in cosmic order, rather than in man-made truths full of
anthropomorphic ignorance. If God exists as the Absolute (perhaps along the lines of
the dozen criteria in my paper), then Science can help to show the road toward the
(humanly relevant) essence of God- which is cosmic morality- and help to avoid
pursuing woefully inadequate man-made versions of God and cosmetic moralities.
But that is the last step, contingent on a number of previous steps; and the success of
each step is indispensable before proceeding. Mind you, I am not saying that God
exists or that God must exist. What I am saying is that we don’t know, but thanks to
the methods of Science, we may, perhaps, find out. Even if we fail, who knows what
exciting things we may find out while we are trying? Never underestimate the role or
the value of serendipity!

Traditional theologies and organized religions have failed to give us God in the sense
of dependable fact. Therefore either God does not exist, or God exists in a way
different from that suggested by theologies and organized religions. Science is our last
hope to find God as dependable fact. Now, of course no one in his right mind would
suggest an observational study or a laboratory experiment to find God. This is why I
said that we can use the methods of Science provided that we know how to look and
what to look for. Because the Absolute –ex hypothesi- is beyond even the blurred
mode of existence, which represents the current frontiers of Virtual Reality, only
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mathematical modelling can help. The model can be tested by not what it is but what
it does. Analogously to invisible wind, the unobservable may be tested by its
observable effects.

A word of caution about mathematical modelling. Most people are used to think of
mathematical models as linear programming ones or similar simple constructions or
even complicated algorithms, all based on dichotomous (Aristotelian or classical)
logic. Obviously, this sort of thing would be hopelessly naïve and out of place here.
First, I mean mathematical modelling as used in theoretical physics; and not even any
theoretical physics, such as continuum mechanics, electrodynamics, thermodynamics,
or what have you. Rather, I mean in those domains which are far removed from our
normal worlds; such as the cutting-edge frontiers of Quantum Mechanics and
Relativity Theory-Cosmology. In these domains mathematical modelling is a damn’
sight more complicated and demanding than ‘common sense’ might suggest. One
needs such tools as complex functional analysis, Hilbert-space operators, tensor-
differentiable manifolds, abstract algebraic topologies, etc. Even the underlying
dichotomous logic may prove to be inadequate. This is why, quite independently,
there’s already quantum logic as a rapidly growing field in its own right; and this is as
different from Aristotelian logic as higher, more advanced forms, such as modal-
intensional logics are different. Because of my suspicion that none of these may be
adequate in the world of the Absolute, I am suggesting single-valued (Absolute) logic,
which, analogously to the only possible positive absolute value of numbers, can only
be true. Together with its proof methodology, this is what I termed transcendental
logic, on the basis of which, once properly established, transcendental mathematics
needs then to be built, followed by transcendental physics and psychology and finally,
ethics.

In other words, there’s a very long sequence of steps needed between transcendental
mathematics and transcendental ethics! And these steps are none other than proving
by lots and lots of testing of the model, if possible, the factual existence of God!
Assuming that this is successful- which may never be the case, we don’t know before
we try- then comes the next major step, which is to build transcendental physics; i.e. a
synchronous synthesis of the mathematical model with physical reality! Right now,
we may think that spherical symmetry is the most efficient physical form; but this
may be wrong. It could be a tetrahedron, thus maybe the tetrahedron proves to be a
basic building block in microphysics, perhaps for thermodynamic stability reasons.
Then there’s the whole question of Cosmology, Cosmic Evolution (and all other
implied evolutionary chains, such as the chemical or the biological), Galactic
Dynamics, and plenty of other considerations before we may meaningfully discern the
nature of God, even if the existence of God had long been satisfactorily settled.
Finally, once we confirm that the essence of God implies cosmic legislation; then, and
only then, can we start to look into cosmic morality- which may then serve as the
template for human, ‘pedestrian’ morality. All this had been explained in the original
paper, in the proper sequence.

Mathematics, at least the part that represents the way Nature works, does have a life
of its own, in contemptuous disregard of whether we have discovered any part of it or
not. Nature works very precisely. It is our techniques of approximation that have been
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crude at first, but perforce become more and more refined over the centuries. A
Fourier-series approximation is stronger than the techniques used in Newton’s time.
Calculus and functional analysis have come a long way since the crude methods of
Archimedes and other mathematicians of antiquity. The calculus of variations is far
more sophisticated today, than in the times of the Bernoullis or even Euler. Perhaps
the key word is generality. The more general a mathematical structure or function is,
the greater the likelihood that it will (more or less) fit some aspect of independent
reality. Hilbert-spaces are more general than Banach-spaces. Semi-topogeneous
orders are more general than orders in metrizable or Euclidean spaces. Semigroups
and groups are more general than rings, lattices,  or fields. Perhaps this explains why
they are increasingly useful in mathematical Physics. These are no figments of
(mathematical) imagination. There are a number of very tangible physical phenomena
which do behave exactly as groups and semigroups. Now, of course, we have invented
the words for them. But the concepts happen to link our words with independent
phenomena. And these concepts are invariant. They are predictable, hence dependable
and trustworthy. Failures to appreciate the central significance of invariants in Science
betray either crass ignorance and / or colossal arrogance. The man-made and the
nature-made meet and fuse in concepts that represent invariances- they are our
rickety bridges to Eternity.

There’s no such thing as: “…the absurd possibility of knowing everything about
nothing!”. This is would be an extrapolation, and rather inappropriate in this context.
My original paper was about possible synthesis, which is the opposite of analysis. I
am not proposing to build a ‘Theory of Everything’, for such naivete is brimming with
illusions and delusions. The term “Theories of Everything” is only used in laymen
literature, but I know of no bona-fide scientist who takes it seriously. Even the so-
called “Grand Unifying Theories” (G.U.T.S.) are but euphemisms or linguistic
conveniences to indicate that the aim of the synthetic effort is the unification of the
fundamental forces of Nature. Three out of the four fundamental forces have already
been successfully unified. There remains gravitation, and a lot of theoretical effort is
directed toward Quantum Gravity, with some interesting results. It’s too soon to tell.

However, none of these represent the “science bridge from virtual reality to ultimate
reality”. I had made it clear, I believe, that in order to build that bridge, existing tools
(including logic and much mathematics!) are no longer adequate; therefore new tools
are needed, such as transcendental logic, mathematics, physics, and psychology.
These new tools are sine qua non in this endeavor, without ever falling into the tool
illusion. Therefore, there can be no question that “a computer model may, for the sake
of argument, bring us close to a glimpse of the infinite reality of the Absolute…”; for
computer models have nothing to do with the new tools mentioned above. Of course,
there’s no guarantee of success; and there are plenty of perils along the way, even
with new tools.  That is, like Balaam’s ass, in the cosmocentric quest for the Absolute,
Science has encountered some roadblocks representing true Eternity; therefore, to
avoid the danger of distortion and thus the repetition of the mistakes of History, it’s
advisable to take a detour or perhaps stop until the requirements of Eternity are met. It
seems that Balaam’s ass of Science is behaving in a humble and wise manner in the
interest of its Rider, not himself, and without anthropocentric arrogance at that!
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Yes, we need the use of Science to purge our thinking of the twin evils of
anthropomorphic ignorance and anthropocentric arrogance; and no, they absolutely do
not represent the natural state of affairs! How many harmful myths, superstitions, and
dangerous misconceptions have we been able to get rid of thanks to modern Science!
Let’s recall that ‘witches’ had been routinely burnt as little as three hundred years
ago! How about charms, magic, evil eyes, and a sundry assortment of superstitions;
and their countless victims? Before atmospheric electromagnetics had been cleared up
by Science, was it not normal to fear thunderstorms as the wrath of God(s)?! Before
modern Science has done away with biblical naivity and religious misbeliefs, in terms
of Heaven and Hell, or guardian Angels and malicious Demons, or the ‘divine spark’
giving Man superiority and dominion over Nature; how many lives had been lost or
irretrievably damaged? If it were not for recent Science, even today, anthropomorphic
ignorance and anthropocentric arrogance  would continue to decimate Mankind!

Yes, there can be an Absolute, which is (among others) perfectly homogeneous,
isotropic, and non-material. For once again, these are not man-made concepts- only
the words are; but the concepts themselves coincide with idependent physical reality,
which sometimes, is best described mathematically. That spacetime or (empty) space
is homogeneous and isotropic is a trivial fact in mathematical physics; but of course,
much depends on the level of discourse and theoretical description. Something can be
non-material in complement or extension of the material world. Remember, that
spacetime, matter, and field are the fundamental categories of current physical
theorizing. Matter is only one of the three.  Quantum Field Theory has been
remarkably successful in dealing with many previously difficult phenomena, such as
the fundamental (nonmaterial) field in and out of which virtual particles ‘jump’ all the
time. Virtual particle fluctuation could perhaps be a kind of bridge between virtual
and ultimate realities. Just as mathematical modelling allows the study of the
fundamental field or of cosmological spacetime, it may allow an eventual
understanding of Ultimate Reality. Who knows, maybe this is the Holy Grail quest of
Science! My suggestion is, again –ex hypothesi- to find out whether there is an
Absolute, using the methods of Science; rather than metaphysical speculation or
speculative metaphysics, as until now. There’s nothing pretentious about this as a
real-time solution, especially given the dismal failures of theologies and organized
religions.

Altogether, the only fundamental problem to be seriously pondered is the opposite
philosophical orientations of instrumentalism and scientific realism. My paper was
explicitly predicated on the premise of scientific realism, and even proposes to extend
that into a more general form, and create cosmic realism thereby. All other problems
may be avoided by a patient and careful study of my paper, and  by a deeper
appreciation of what mathematics can do and does in the Pure Sciences and why. My
pilot paper was an informal progress report on some 15 years of eclectic and
generalist, rather than specialist, research. It deals with a number of diverse scientific
and nonscientific fields, as per topic of interest; and it cuts across different Gordian
knots, perhaps with less energy than Alexander, but with no less determination. An
awful lot of ground had to be covered and very little could be explained. Sooner or
later, writing a book or two may be called for. There can be little doubt, however, that
scientific theosophy and ethics, in one form or another (not necessarily mine!) will be
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needed to get out of the present quagmire and perhaps even to make some progress
with cautious, long-range optimism.

Scientific theosophy and ethics will be realities iff (if and only if) their times come,
that is, when the Zeitgeist will be ripe for them. Said my Grandfather: “The Sun does
not rise because of the rooster, but the rooster greets the rising Sun”. There are plenty
of intellectuals in general and philosophers-scientists in particular who acutely suffer
because modern Man has driven himself into an intellectual-moral cul-de-sac. Thus,
there must be plenty of them thinking along similar lines and groping for some way
out; and here I do not refer to the recent overtures of some physicists toward Eastern
mysticism, or New Age fads; not even such formidable, albeit somewhat sterile
endeavors as Supersymmetry theories or other purely theoretical ventures. Rather, I
mean those people of responsible integrity, who, with healthy skepticism, explore
novel ways of thinking and physical theorizing and perhaps even attempt some overall
scientific-philosophical synthesis. One way or another, we need Science as our
trustworthy ride on the way toward the future, on the road to solid, reliable and valid
knowledge. Of course, whenever we encounter Eternity, we ought to modify our path-
or we perish by shortsightedness and conceit. We ride on the back of Science, like
Balaam rode on the back of his ass. This animal was blessed with a special sight to
perceive dangers and acted accordingly. Balaam’s ass is thus a good ass. We don’t
have its gifts of keen foresight and deep wisdom. We may not always understand why
it behaves in strange ways, but one thing is sure. Lambasting a good ass is futile- it
makes more sense to appreciate what it does for us; and to govern ourselves
accordingly, now or ever.

Frank Luger
Budapest (frankluger@hotmail.com)
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