XxxPut nam Meani ng, Being first known, Indexicality, Being logically included, 8/
7/ 94 BIG

"Water" means "something noist, fluid, transparent, etc." or "This noist, fluid,
transparent, etc. thing." The basis of indexicality is the |ogical inclusion of

something or thing in all our concepts. We al ways nmean a certain something or a

certain thing, and that thing can differ on twin earth. So maybe P proves, or at
| east confirms, that being is first known and logically included. It seems that you
can argue that, if P's theory of meaning is correct, then being is first known and
logically included in all our concepts. And if it were not included in the way just

descri bed, would indexicality be true?

Put nam Meani ng, Reference, Universals as Sets, 8/ 1/94
What does Putnam do with: This is red; he is hungry; she is |liberal or anemc. |t
is vegetable. Etc. Reference is not the issue, unless these neanings are reduced

to sets of referred to invididuals.

Meani ng, Putnam January 28, 1994

If meaning is extension, isn't meaning really the same thing as truth, since the
extension of a termanounts to the things the termis true of? But P argues in MdfM
(the Davi dson section) and i n RandR (t he di squotation section) that truth presupposes
meani ng. |s meaning the possible extension of a term? Then, do we need "possible"

worl ds to explain this. Wat do | say about this at the end of "If Wttgenstein Had



Read Poi nsot"?

Re transl ation of "Quasar", "beech", and "elm', etc. Note that we can know t he genus

wi t hout the species, but not vice versa.

Meani ng, Putnam Truth, the Mental, January 16, 1994

Start fromthe truth of sentences: caused by identity of the things that are diversely
made objects by the words. So far there is no reference th psychol ogical states; |
am tal ki ng about truth, not awareness of truth. But why does a word objectify one
thing or set of things and not another? What causes a noise to do this is what the
noi se i s used for. The verb "used” may inply a reference to a mental state. But even

if we say that what a predicate is used for is a "concept," we do not mean anything

essentially mental by "concept."” For example, "water" objectifies what it does
because "water" is used for water; is that for which "water is used sonmethi ng mental ?
Well, is water something nmental? "Tree" is used for trees. Are trees something
ment al ?

But what is it for "tree" to be used for trees? Does this mean it is used for
the set of all trees? Then how can it be used for one tree? It can objectify trees
because it is used for the word-function of "trees", which is what it is for something
to be a tree. Calling this a concept does not make it something mental, unless to
be a tree is to be something nmental. The use iof "word-function" was solely to avoid
the apparent reduction to the mental implied by "concept."

But is what it is to be a tree an abstract entity? (P. in Mof M) It is not
an entity at all. It is what it is to be a certain entity; and it is made object by
anot her entity, a nental state.

P's arguments at nost show that having the concept of tree is not sufficient

t o expl ain our awareness of truth, which requires awareness that trees are objectified



by "tree." P does not and cannot show t hat awareness of the word-function of "tree"
is not a necessary condition for awareness of truth, because it is necessary condition
for truth.

Sure, the person on twin earth can use the same word-function to objectify
things that are not trees. But the fact that a psychol ogical state of awareness of
a word-function is still necessary is shown by P's own exanple of "here," or "this."
VWhen | and nmy twin use these words, the contents of our psychol ogical states appear
to be the same, except for one thing: the here and the this | am aware of are
different individuals fromthose he is aware of. Further, | am aware that these are
uni que i ndividuals, even though | cannot objectify what distinguishes themfromtheir
counterparts otherwi se than by the use of other indexicals. The point is, our
psychol ogi cal states are necessary conditions for awareness of the truth of sentences
using "this" and "here." And the simlarity of those states does not prevent us from
being in the state of awareness that these are distinct individuals; rather those
simlar states allow us to be aware that we are dealing with distinct individuals.
They are necessary conditions for that |atter awareness.

Even the Schol astics knew that having concepts was not sufficient for the
fram ng of propositions whose truth could be assented to. So they added supposition.
Supposition is a logical doctrine; but it requires a psychological state behind it,
as Maritain explicitly pointed out as early as the 1920s. So whatever we think of
the doctrine of supposition, the mental state of having a concept was recognized to
be only a necessary condition for having propositions; and the other conditions were

further mental states.

Referring, January 21, 1994
The way we objectify actual existenec is not by "referring" but by judging --

somet hi ng Geach deni ed.



Meani ng, Putnam January 14, 1994
If there is silicone life on twin earth, would "genitalia" mean the same thing?
Absol utely, because it's functions would be considered nore inportant than how t hose
functions were acconplished.

What about death? |If here death consists in the soul |eaving the body and on
twin earth it does not, "death" would still mean the same thing. And why are not
"genitalia" and "death" natural kind terms (since P. includes actions among natural

kind terms).

Meani ng, Putnam Judgment, self-consciousness, thing-object, January 8, 1994

What is the meaning of "The Meani ng of Meaning"? P. teaches us at |east two things,
both of which count against his own conclusion that our nental state does not
determ ne meani ng. One thing he teaches is is what the calls the division of
l'inguistic |abor. But that theory counts against his discussion of translation in

response to Searle in Representation and reality. To see this, see my discussion of

translation in Notes2, dated Jan. 4 of this year. | do not refer to the division of
l'inguistic | abor there, because | had not found it in P yet. But the assunptions |
wor k under there are what P call the division of linguistic |abor.

Anot her thing he teaches us is that the contents of our consciousness can be
t he same as our counterpart on twin earth, yet we can still "mean" (or is it "refer"?)
different things. The answer to this is yes and no. Even though the content of nmny
sensory awareness (not just conceptual, as his own exanples show) can be the same on
twin earth, I can knowthat | amrelated to a uni que individual and use that awareness
to make a uni que allusion ("reference” in the broader sense) to this individual. And,
contrary to P, is not this awareness part of my psychol ogical state? Only this
awareness comes about through judgment, metaphysical, ontologically analyzed

judgments, based on concepts originally derived from sensation. So P's discussion



of indexicality requires psychol ogical states, only it requires such states nore
broadly conceived than just the contents of conception or sensation.

There is still a paradox, but an ordinary phil one: in some sense, | and my twin
have the same consciousness when we judge "This is a unique individual". But this
just shows the distinction between thing and object and the fact, shown by Husserl
and Maritain, that we are aware of mpre than the mere aspects by which a thing is
objectified.

And the same anal ysis applies to my and nmy twin's self-awareness. |In some way
the contents are the same, but those contents put me in a postion to judge that they
make me aware of a uni que person. Perhaps, the nore that we are both aware of through
the same contents is Maritain's subjectivity, subsistence. See John Crosby's UFL
article in "Life and Learning", the UFL proceedi ngs for 1993

The bottom line is that ny and my twin's identical conscious states do all ow

us each to know a different truth expressed by "This is Because each of us is
aware of what we are using "This" for and what we are using "This" for is a unique

i ndi vidual and we each know that it is a unique individual

Formal systems, |ogic, Putnam P of NC, Trinity, Septenber 15, 1993

It is not whether the p of NCis in the |anguage or in the metal anguage. It is not
whet her a | anguage contains the corresponding fornmula. 1t is whether what the formula
expresses, what the P of NC expresses, is obeyed by the sentences, any sentence, in
any | anguage.

The same with a formula for transitivity of identity and the Trinity.

Put nam nmeani ng, science, operational defs, September 15, 1993
In translating, sometimes we realize the truth of "They nmust be using ' X the way our

scientists use, e.g., "quasar." So we translate 'X as 'quasar.' "That which our



scientists call 'quasar' " is the meaning. "Called 'quasar' by our scientists" is
our means of objectifying that meaning. Being called quasar by our scientists does
not enter into the thing we mean; it is just the means of objectifying the thing we
mean. Because being called 'quasar' does not enter into the neaning, it need not
enter into what we translate when we translate 'quasar' as 'X.'

Al so, operational definitions define things by our neans of objectifying the
thing, the operations being means of objectifying things, but not the things

objectified.

Put nam on nmeani ng, July 25, 1993

El ms and beeches problem The way to handle the problemof translating "what experts
call 'beeches' in English" is to analyze a simlar case where ambiguity as between
"elm' and "beech" is not at issue. For there are many, many cases when all a person
knows about X is that there is something that experts, or just others, refer to as
"X E.g., what scientiests call "pulsars." And often the person who has no nore
knowl edge than this of what, e.g., "pulsars” means is a professional translator. This

must happen very frequently. So there is no reason whatever analysis explains what

the translator does in this case cannot apply to elns and beeches as well.

Put nam and Maritain, 2-26-93
There is an intrinsic relation between the shape on the retina, say the shape A, and
t he object seen. So when we inmagi ne or remenber that shape, why can't there be an

instrinsic relation of the state of our brain to the previous state of the retina?



There should be nothing nysterious about that. The problemis that so far we have
only got a connections between states of the brain and sensibly distinguishable
f eatures. And Carnap's failure showed that we can't construct the rest of our
concepts out of concepts for sensibly distinguishable features and the concepts of
logic (or set theory). But even if we could, are there brain states with intrinsic
nat ural connections to concepts like those of sets, truths, members of sets, etc.?

In any case, we need nore than enmpirical and | ogi cal concepts. W get that nore
fromjudging, e.g., that an instance of the shape A exists.

I nstead of "Putnam and Cl assical Realism " do "Putnam and Maritain." Then you
can use quotations about the "natural metaphysics of the human m nd" regardi ng, e.g.,
fire, fromboth DK and from Formal Logic. Then you can collect several articles in
a book like "M, the first post-modern," or "M post-modern or ultra-nodern," or "M and
t he modern mnd," etc., etc. It can include the two M and Wttgenstein papers, one
of which can develop the nature of logic. It can include the M and Putnam paper and
the Poinsot Wttgenstein paper.

It can also include the "Ms views on the philosophy of nature" paper.
Including it will give you the chance to correct what you say about empiricists making
t he necessary equivalent to the analytic. It will also give you the chance to correct

or at |l east add to what you say about perinoetic know edge.

And why shouldn't there be a mental state (one, at least) with an intrinsic

relation to that which is logically included when we are aware that what has been

objectified by "red, etc. is nore than an object of awareness? That implicitly

reflective awareness is certainly natural to the intrinsic makeup of the mnd if

anything is. For the makeup of the brain orients it to that implicitly reflective
awareness as the goal of all its other operations and states! So when we come to

realize that awareness of real existence is logically included in that awareness, we



are relating to something, the previous judgmental awareness, for which there is a
brain state with an intrinsic relation, just as when we i magi ne or remember the shape
A, we are relating to something for which there is a state of the nervous system
namely, the shape on the retina, with an intrinsic relation. And once we have the
concept of existence, we can construct other concepts, both ontol ogical concepts and
those that simply presuppose ontol ogi cal concepts in the background, i.e., presuppose
them as logically included

So the key is that there can be a mental state that constitutes, intrinsically,
a judgnent. So after you have explained a |lot of other things in this article, you
can bring up, for the first time, P's criticismof Searle about brain states having
intrinsic relations to their objects.

And notice how much nore relevant to the issue of mental states as related to

linguistic behavior are P's arguments than Quine's. Qs are at best indirectly
rel ated, on the basis of many dubi ous assunptions, e.g., the assunption that the
necessary truths used to pin down translations are somehow related to "meaning" in

a mental sense in a way that empirical truths are not.

Logic, entail ment, 3-14-93

The best place to start appears to be a discussion of entail ment, but how get from
there to characteristics of objects and objects? Perhaps the objects known in three
propositions can be said to have relations of entailment only as objects of human
knowl edge. Entailment is not a relation between states of affairs outside of the m nd
(but one state of affairs's resulting fromanother's is something that hol ds outside
of the mnd; still that causal relation is not what we judge to hold when we judge
that an entailnment is valid: we judge a relation between truths). |Is the fact that

inference or entailment appears to be something that pertains to the objects of



cognition as such contradicted by the fact that conputers can judge validity of

certain proofs? First, entailment is not the same thing as validity of proof. And
computers only go through the steps of a "formal" proof. But whether those steps are
gone t hrough by us or by a computer, in order for us to connect that process with what

we know to be validity of inference, we have to be independently aware of what that

relation is. Maybe Qui ne's presentation of Carroll's paradox shows this.
Maybe the computer example is a good one. The computer conmes back with the
marks "This inference is valid." W have to connect those marks with what we woul d

mean by them? How do we know the connection between the conputers marks and what we
mean? We have to understand the steps in the programthat the conmputer carried out.
That is, we have to be aware of what the steps in the programare and of how the steps
relate to logical principles whose necessary truth we are aware of.

The bottomline is that is being aware that x and y entail z, we are aware of
the necessary truth of that assertion. (Al so, maybe the absence of a decision
procedure is relevant, i.e., the conputer can carry out a decision procedure but

cannot determ ne any other kind of logical relation

C and D, and Math, 2-6-93

(and see imedi ately precedi ng note) Maybe the way | distinguish mathematical and
phil osophi cal abstractionin CRis only an effect of the real difference between them
Maybe | should ask what the necessary causes are of the kinds of know edge we have
in metaphysics and in math and | ook for essential differences anong those causes.

For example, an essential cause of phil knowl edge is awareness of X as a



transcendental causal relation or, in other words, the necessary bearer or term of
a causal relation. Mat h uses causal relations to diversely objectify quantitative
rel ations, but quantitative relations are not necessary causal relations, nor do they

enter math as such.

XX X

Abortion, 3-7-93

Openi ng: At what stage in the infant's devel opment does it become morally wrong for

an adult to kill the infant? Or until what stage is it morally perm ssible for an
adult to kill an infant? For brevity, | will speak of the stage at which it becomes
wrong for the adult to kill the infant as the stage at which the infant acquires the
right to life. But no nore is nmeant by "acquiring the right to life" than its
becom ng morally wrong, for whatever the reason may be, for an adult to kill the
i nfant.

Abort, 3-5-93 AA

You cannot separate the question of the extension of moral concepts fromthe question

of the content of moral concepts. What we say about their content has necessary

implications for their extension. And the only place fromwhich content can come is

the orientation to ends that exists prior to the choices that norality will eval uate.
Concerni ng Thomson and Davis's point that we instinctively consider it noral

to save the nother rather than the fetus. Does this show a noral assymetry between

the two? First, T's violinist exanple shows that the same instinctive preference can



occur when there is no assymetry, as there is in the case of the fetus. Mor e
importantly, no assymetry is needed in either case. The assumption is that only one
can survive and that only one is conscious and capabl e of maki ng a decision. As |ong
as the action taken is otherwise nmoral, ie., that all other things are equal, there
is nothing immral in the one capable of making a decision preferring her own life
to the life of the other. This is perfectly understandabl e. And the violinist
exampl e shows that it has nothing to do with the dependency or underdevel opment of
the fetus.

But in the case of the fetus there are the additional factors or relationships
that the mother has devel oped on which the happiness of others depends to a certain
extent. The fetus, unlike the violinist, has no such rel ationshi ps. So this is a
somewhat noral reason for "preferring" the nother. At the least, it is a reason for

our emptional preference for the mother

Et hics, 3-2-93, Big at end

I can wish that | or another person die; | can want for myself or another person to
be dead. | cannot morally will that a human being, nmyself or another, die as a result
of an action of my chosen in know edge of the fact that the person will die as a
result of this action. E.g., if | remove a canerous uterus, | know the fetus wll
die; but | do not want it to die and am not choosing its death. I can want my own
deat h, but cannot knowi ngly choose a course of action that will lead to that death

But | can sacrifice ny life for another, but | do not will that my death occur as a
result of my act of sacrifice. | do not will that there be a connection between mnmy

act of sacrifice and ny death.
I cannot will to be the cause of death, the agent of death. If so, | am
knowi ngly eval uating something to be other than what | knowit to be. That is, | am

treating sonmething as if it were not what it is. But | amnot treating something as



if it were not what it is, if | want to die; only if I want to be the cause of death.
Only if I want to be that which deprives a human bei ng of any further pursuit of ends.

My nature is such as to be an orientation to the further pursuit of human ends. I

can want that pursuit to stop; but if | want to be the cause of its stopping, | want
to be other than what | am | even want my rational appetite to be other than what
it is.

I amtreating a human agent as if that agent were not an end in itself, treating
a human cause, a cause of human behavior, as if it were not an end in itself. | am
treating a causal systemoriented to pursuing human ends in a human way, as if it were
not an end in itself. For I amcutting off its further pursuit of ends. Better,
am choosing to be the agent that cuts off the further pursuit of human ends, rather
t han be what | am an agent the pursues human ends, an agent that is what it is for

the sake of being in pursuit of human ends.

When | evaluate, | do not just evaluate features or actions. | eval uate what
the underlying being is. It is the underlying being that is an end in itself. And
if I will to be the agent of that underlying being's death, | amwilling that the

underlying being be the agent of the cessation of an end in itself.

Abortion, 2-28-93

Instead of the zygote having rights if the adult does, perhaps you can say the zygote
has ethical value, if the adult does; or if an adult has ethical value, a zygote does;
or whatever ethical value an adult has, a zygote has. Or if the ethical value of an
innocent adult is such that it is wrong to kill the adult, the ethical value of a
zygote is such that it is wong to kill the zygote. At |east, you can bring this way
of putting it (the latter one) in later as a replacenent for "rights" talk, thus

ki cking away the | adder after climbing up it.



Et hics, suicide, value of life, 2-28-93

The bottomline: | evaluate nyself and other human bei ngs as agents, as oriented
to actions for the sake of achieving human ends. If I chose to kill nyself or
another, | evaluate myself to be the opposite kind of agent. What | am in ny
evaluations is the opposite kind of agent; what my evaluations make of me, what |
make of myself in my evaluations, is the opposite of that kind of agent. I or the
ot her whom | choose to kill is also no longer an end-in-itself in my evaluations.

For my or its being an end-in-itself does not consist in our making free choices of
any end what soever, it consists in being the underlying agent of a nature that pursues
the ends it has prior to choice by making free choices; and those free choices can
contradict the ends it has prior to choice and so contradict its being an agent of
a certain kind prior to choice

Al so, the only non-arbitrary standard for value is the orientation to ends that
exists prior to choice. A choice that actively frustrates that orientation to ends,
that puts that orientation to ends out of existence, cannot be a valid choice by its
own nature. One of those prevolitional ends, but only one of them is the orientation
to pursue other ends by making free choices. The fact that this is only one end means
that the fact that the choice of suicide or nurder is a free choice does not inmply
that this is a valid choice that a third party, for instance, must respect, or a
choice that gives a third party the right to assist in.

The opponent will say that the only prevolitional orientation to ends that
matters is the generalized orientation to universal good that makes free choice
possi bl e. But choices are always nmade in view of the achievement of the ends of
powers other than the will. And even that generalized orientation is sufficient to
make it invalid to evaluate ourselves as agents oriented to the cessati on of existence

of that generalized orientaton to ends.



Abort, 1-31-93

If mature human characteristics "give value" to human bei ngs, then human zygotes and
embryos give value to thenselves, give their own value to themsel ves, produce their
own val ue. And by aborting them we are preventing them from producing their own
value, fromgiving their own value to themselves. Our "selves" are preventing their
"selves" from giving themsel ves val ue. We have no nore right to prevent them from
giving thenmselves value then we have to prevent a mature human being from actively

pursuing some future end the she deenms will bestow additional value on her.

Abortion, 1-5-93

The opponent may require that the agent perform some specifically personal act in
order to acquire value; the personal act or characteristic would bestow value. This
assumes the agent is not a person to begin with; an unjustified assunmption; also, why
is not the reproduction of specifically personal genes a personal act? By what
criterion is that reproduction not the right kind of personal act?

Al so, even nore basically, by what <criterion can one demand anything
specifically human or specifically personal? Only by the criterion of specifically
human or personal ends, i.e., only on the basis of an orientation to specifically
human or personal ends. Such an orientation is the only thing that will bestow val ue

on the use of such a criterion

ethics, 12-13-92

Does the domain of ethics solely concern the harm or good we do to others? | f
physi cal harm done to another is unintentional, it has no ethical character. It only
becomes ethical to the extent that it is willed on the basis of rational know edge
So the good or evil that is specifically ethical is the interior good or evil of the

rational decision, not the external physical good. The opponent will respond that



et hical good or evil consists of the combination of an interior decision with an
effect on another person. So, the opponent would say, a deliberate m seval uation of
somet hing that does not hurt another, say, worshipping a stone, has no ethical

implications.

xxXxXEpi st emol ogy, Sel f-consci ousness, Jesse, Conformty with the nature of the m nd,
June 1, 1994

Is reason just a blind instinct? What do we mean by "reason"? Acts of knowi ng truths
caused by awareness of sufficient evidence occur. W happen to di scover the existence
of such acts in reflection. That which we discover, we call "reason." Reason is not

a blind instinct but the power by which we know truths.

Notice that we not only discover the existence of acts of know edge on reflection

we di scover the existence of the power for perform ng such acts. This is because "by

reflection" nmeans that we do not just find those acts in our field of experience, but

we find those acts emanating from a source we call Emanating from the same

source that the reflection emanates from because that is what reflection is.

Consci ousness, self-consciousness, and Poinsot, 3-17-93

In primary awareness, eg., in vision, | do not know in advance what the object wil
be. E.g., if my eyes are closed, | do not know what | will see when | open them
In reflective consciousness there are no such surprises (there may be surprises, but

not that kind); | already know what | will "see". Or | already knew that which | an
now aware of reflectively, and there was never room for doubt about what it was that

I would be aware of reflectively.



Enpasi ze that, contrary to appearances, his theory of truth is independent of
t he subj ect/predicate sentence schenme, as well as of the substance, acci dent ont ol ogy.

It is even i ndependent of the distinction between sentences and propositions, as |ong

as we are aware of what the words in the sentence nean. Li kewi se, pace Prior, it is
i ndependent of there being something we can call "What the sentence say" as opposed
to "How we say things are". For truth, there must be identity between how we say

things are, or how a sentence says things are, and how things exist, or what really
exi sts. "Things must be as the sentence says they are" means "there nmust be identity

bet ween the way things exist and the way the sentence says they exist.

Put nam 4-20-93

On meani ng: Knowl edge of nature is causal know edge, know edge of X as the source
of effects. An elmis a tree where the source of the phenomena is a source of the
same kind (kind=nature) as these trees that | have seen, rather than the source of
the kind of individuals called "beeches" el sewhere.

This has implications for ethics. In abortion article, | talk about ends of
the the same "kind"; "kind" = "nature," and "nature" underlying cause, or underlying
causal structure, or underlying causal dispostions.

And for a blind person, "red" m ght mean "the color of bullfighter's capes."”
What does "quantum gravity" mean to me? There m ght be a Frenchman for whom "x,y, z"
means what "quantum gravity" means to me, except for the words. There are contexts
where the appropriate translation of "quantum gravity" as used by me would express
the fact that | only know there is something for which others use those marks; and
the French translation could use "x,y,z" instead

I have a kind of |exicological knowl edge of meaning in the case of "quantum

gravity" but no nonl exicol ogi cal know edge. That disinction is important in dealing

with this problem of Putnams. In translation, | am often interested in the



nonl exi col ogi cal object pointed to by the | exicol ogi cal knowl edge that, say, "quantum
gravity" has a use, the nonlexicological object pointed to by the |exicologica

description "that which 'quantumgravity' means." And | should translate accordingly,
ignoring the differences between the correspondi ng | exi col ogi cal descriptions in the

two | anguages.

Put nam says that the realist/idealist distinction nmakes no real difference.
But Maritain has a realist metaphysics and epistemol ogy that precisely justifies a
holistic approach to scientific truth. (So maybe title it P and M or P and Ms

Cl assical Realism or P and M Internal Realismor Classical Realisnm? At end, change

from"classical" realismto "diacritical or teleonom c" realism
Al so, see the marginal notes in the commentaries on the Tractatus for points
on P and and on analytic philosophy in general, including some good quotes from P.

Put nam 3-12-93

In the Philosophical Investigations, #20, Wttgenstein asks us to consider two

| anguages, in one of which the single word "slab" does the work done in the other by
the for words "Bring me a slab." He asks whether different things are going on in
peopl es' heads when they use these sentences in the same sense. Nowin one way, there
is obviously sonmething diferent going on in their heads; they are mentally rel ated
to very different physical signs. At the same tinme, they are related to the sane
sense in the single act of being related to those physical signs as signs. The
question is, could the relation to the same sense by the only thing in common to what
is going on "in their heads." Why not? One group of people learn to be related to
that sense in the act of being related to a |l ong phyiscal sign; the other group of
people learn to be related to that sense in the act of being related to a short

physi cal sign.



Coul d the physical causes on the intentional relation to the sense be different
in each case? Why not? Different causes can have the sane effect. Laughter can be
caused by telling a joke or by tickling. Is it possible that the only unity of the
two is one of abstraction; we abstract from each the common relation to the sense,
but everything other than the intentional relation to the sense is different? Again,
the only thing excluded is that everything physical be the same and the intentiona
relation be to a different sense.

If two | anguages use the same sound, ga," for different senses, we know the
physical state of the mnd will be different. Words are first associated with
sensi bly distinguishable features that have different states of the nervous system
associated with them Terns that are logically included, such as ontol ogical terns,

come from the act of judgment, which may have many different objects and so many

di fferent physical states.

Put nam 1-23-93

Title: "Putnam and Cl assical Realism" Use P's reference to "since the 17th
century to justify the reference to "classical." Send to Review of Meta and ask Jude
after it is accepted, if | can revise it based on P's own input.

State that it can appear that the burden of proof is fully on the person who
claims there are ontol ogical, regul ative, necessary truths. 1In one sense, the burden
of proof is there, and | fully accept it (even if other classical realists shunit).
But in another sense, it is enough to hypothesize that change needs a cause. \What
makes this sufficient is that we can give a cash value to that hypothesis: it amounts
to the hypothesis that change is a relation of dependence (as in the disposition is

not distinct fromthe ground).



Rel ate classical realismto the 4 points of internal realism that P gave in
class. Especially point out that there is more than one way for thoughts to conform
to reality and that there need by neither a fixed nunber of "objects" or a fixed
"kind" of object. Ontol ogically there are substance and accident, but we may not,
and probably do not, know how many. And the ontol ogical cut does not tell us howto
take the enpiriol ogical cut. And even ontologically, there are different cuts in the
sense that there is also the cut between causes and effects, created and uncreat ed,
infinite and finite, material and immaterial, knowi ng and nonknowi ng, one and many,
etc., etc. There are also degrees of know edge, etc

This title, by being broader than "The Meaning of 'The Meaning of Meaning',Kk "
(which could be a subtitle within the whole) could even give you a chance to talk
about logic, i.e., in addition to the sacrilization of logic (which has al ways been

around) there is a sacrilization of a tool of |ogic.

In conversation, P said words to the effect that, although there is nuch more

to say about existence, nothing that we will add will contradict the statement that
the function of "exists" is |logical. | say it is, and can be, no more |ogical than
"red," "round," "two-legged," etc. But what is at stake in saying that the function

of exists in not logical? What is the cash value of saying that?

What is at stake is achieving the goal of philosophy and of epistenology in
particul ar. Epistemol ogy eval uates, states what goal is achieved by theories, states
of consciousness, sentences, names, inductions, etc. To understand the goal of
| anguage and awareness, we need to see that we use "exists" for a non-I|ogical value?
What val ue? For the causal condition that enables things to be the cause of the truth
of our sentences, the causal condiition that constitutes the goal of our use of

sent ences. This is not a definition of "exists," because to define "cause" | woul d

have to use "exists." But it is a true statement about "exists." Since know edge



of what exists is the goal of awareness and | anguage, to evaluate awareness and
| anguage, we need to recognize and use the non-1logical sense of "exists

The alternative is to evaluate success in terns of sensibly distinguishable
characteristics, whether understood as attri butes of experience or of physical things.
But sensible distinguishable characteristics are the means by which we become aware
of what exists and of the natures of what exists. To evaluate in terns of themrather
than in ternms of the goal of knowi ng what exists is to measure success in terms of
t he means, not the end. The reason they are only means and not ends is that in their
state as objects of sense experience, as opposed to their state as objects of
i magi nati on, sensible characteristics are known as characteristics of the action of
the environment on us. Because we are aware of themas the action of the environment
on us, we are non-inferentially aware of the existence of the environment acting on

us in the same state of awareness.

The obj ecetion that hallucinations appear to be as really existing as do the
obj ects of genuine perceptions bring up another equally inportant reason why we need
to know that the value for which we use "exists" is nonlogical. We need to use
inductive reasoning to distinguish genuine perceptions from hal ul ucinations. To
under stand both how i nductive is rationally justifiable and why the use of inductive
reasoni ng does not lead to an inferential theory of perception, we need to know
necessarily true causal principles. Knowi ng the necessary truth of those principles
requires the use of "exists" for the value by which objects of genuine perceptions
as opposed to objects of mere imagination, hallucination, or conception
frommerely being objects of that form of consci ousness.

In Representation and Reality, P says Rorty gives up reference. Not really.

So that statement of P's can be used as an entree for a discussion mnimzing the
i mportance of "reference" but not of extension, which Rorty certainly does not deny.

Ot her statements of P's provide openings. The first chapter of RWHF says Kant first



posed phil questions as they should be posed. Well, classical realism has answers
to those questions that have not been tried, even though classical realism did not
start off by asking its questions in the same way. The |aziness of Thom sts expl ains
why classical realism s answers are not better known. Al so, in either "Meaning

Hol i sni or Representation and Reality, and perhaps in both places, P explicitly says

he is tal king about the theory of nmental representations we have received fromthe
17th century!

Use the quote about Kant being the first to properly formulate the questions
as an excuse to bring in the commn assunption of rationalismand enpiricism which
P may not have | ooked at in that way; for K's question arises, ultimately, fromthat

common assunpt ion.

I do not know whet her the universe is one substance. But | am aware of models
of arguments which, if valid, would show, for instance, that each human being is a
substance. |s the existence of such models sufficient to found the concept of truth?

It should be. MWhat if | amconvinced for a long time by a proof that each human bei ng
is a substance? Then, | at |east believe that the assertion that each human being
is a substance is either true or false. But now, what if | find a flawin the proof.

Does "each human being is a substance" cease being either true or false? At that
rate, nothing would beconme true until someone knows that it is true. But don't nmake
a big deal out of the anti-realist concept of truth; not that much of what you need

to say hangs on it. Draw the battle line el sewhere.

Truth and Tarski and Limts of Formal Systems, 1-22-93

Tarski' definition of truth cannot possibly be useful in understanding truth for
ordi nary sentences. Tarski's account depends on his "Criterion of Adequacy" (see
Representation and Reality, p. 67). That criterion makes the claim that certain

sentences are provable in the metal anguage. Therefore, the metal anguage has to be



defined rigorously; otherwi se, there would be no useful notion of proof in the
met al anguage. So three | anguages are involved. W start with ordinary | anguage and
define the metal anguage sufficiently to support the notion of proof and sufficiently
for the metal anguage to define the | anguage. But the concept of truth for ordinary
sentences does not come into existence at a |level removed fromthose sentences. And
it could not come into existence at a |l evel removed fromthose sentences. Any higher
Il evel we m ght construct, we woul d construct on the basis of the first |level. Whether
or not sentences on the first |level are actually true, we would need to already have
the idea of truth, and beliefs about truth, at that first |evel

What Putnam shows in Representation and Reality is that Tarskian defintions
cannot capture the notion of truth in natural |anguages, i.e., that p is true
according to what p neans in L. (And what does Tarski say about sentences wi th double

meani ngs in L?

Reference, 1-20-93

If the "reference" of a word means its extension, then the function of intentiona
exi stence is not to provide a reference for a term The function of intentiona
exi stence is not to provide a reference for "unicorn.”™ On the contrary, "unicorn"
has no extension, and what exists intentionally when we know t he meani ng of "unicorn"
is something with no extenion. So it exists intentionally in spite of its having no

ext ensi on.

Truth, 1-19-93

"This is sentence is true" cannot be true for the same reason that "this sentence is
equi angul ar" cannot be true. For sonething to be eligible for the predicate "true"
certain conditions must be met. Truth is an effect of certain conditions. |In "this

sentence i s" those conditions have not been met yet, so truth cannot belong to it yet.



Addi ng the word "truth" does not meet those conditions, so the sentence cannot be
true. Adding the word "false" does not meet those conditions either, but that would
not prevent the sentence frombeing false. The sentence does not have the conditions
necessary for fal sehood; therefore it is false to say the sentence is false. But the
|atter contradiction does not make the sentence true; it is false because it | acks
the necessary conditions for either truth or falsity. "This sentence is false" is
not true in the same way "this sentence is |eft-handed" is not true; both sentences
are false in the sanme way.

There are psychol ogi cal concepts and obj ective concepts. What is the objective
"proposition" like? Well, what is it that we can say yes or no to, assent to or
di ssent from? Some object that says things are such and such. The concept bl ue bal
does not say any ball is blue. W assent to or dissent froman object that makes the
claimthat a ball is blue, a term of awareness that makes a cl ai m about what i s not
a term of awareness. How does it make that clain? By being an identification in the
m nd of distinct objects. Since they are distinct as objects and are known to be
di stinct as objects, the identification in the m nd does not refer to their status
as objects but to some other state. Hence the identification makes a claim about

these objects as more than objects, makes a claim about their identity as things.

Put nam 1-8-93

Title: "The Meani ng of ' The Meani ng of Meaning'." |Instead of "mental representation”
he shoul d say "intentional object." And notice that intentional objects include both
the formal and material objects. He seems to be saying that the two planets have the
same formal objects but different material objects. And notice that while "the
conductor of this bus" can extend to more than one individual, "this bus" does not,

i.e., this bus at this point in space-time. |If the buses being at this point in space



time, or some other individuating condition, is objectified when this bus is nmy
object, the two planets do not have the same intentional object.

An interesting test would be to have people fromboth planets unknowi ngly noved
to a neutral planet where both kinds of water we found. And what do we do on earth,
when we encounter tribes that do not have our kind of X but do have a species of X
or, at least, some substance with sim | ar phenomenal characteristics to X?

Also, is it temerity to predict that science will not force us to revise the
Il aws of 1ogic? To claim that the laws of logic are revisable is to claim that
negation will cease to be negation. |Is it temerity to predict that negation will not
cease to be negation? That nmass tines velolcity will not cease to be mass tinmes
vel ocity?

Also, isit really true that we woul d say twin water wasn't water? When someone

first hears that whal es and dol phins are fish, don't they protest? And then don't

they ask, "Well, what do you mean by 'fish?" And children | augh wwhen we tell them
that they are really animals. Also, we call spiders insects and ask for a definition
when told they are not. Also, we think peanuts are nuts; we are surprised to find

that stars are really other suns; that such and such isn't a star but a gal axy; that
pengui ns are birds; etc.
Also, a virus isn't really alive; that bacteriumis not really a protazoan,

since it doesn't have a menbrane. \Whales and dol phins are not really fish.

Re "fish": When | find out that those who know more about what things are than
I do know that whal es are mammal s, not fish, | also find out that what they are using
"fish" for is nmore detailed than what | am using fish for. I may find out that the

wor d-function for which everyone el se in the society uses "fish" is more detailed than
the word-function |I thought they were using "fish" for. But since | have an idea of
what manmal s are (which before this time | need not have thought contradicted the idea

of fish, i.e., up to now sone mammal s could have satisfied my idea of fish), | can



restrict nmy use of "fish" to those things the society calls fish without | earning the

further details the society has inits word-function for fish. Does my word-function

for fish nowinclude a reference to the noise "fish"? |.e., does my word-function now

include a reference to that for which others in the society use the noise "fish"?

What would it mean if it did? | would be objectifying their word-function for

fish (which does not include a reference to the noise "fish") the way a transl ator

does. A translator starts off not knowi ng what we use "fish" for but believing there
is some word-function for which we use the noise "fish." Atranslator is objectifying
t he word-function of "fish" by an external causal relation of which that word-function
is the term a contingent causal relation that does not reveal any more of the nature
of the termthan that it can be the term of such a relation. The translator and |
have obj ect-descriptions of the word-function of a thing-description, and we do not
confuse the word-function of the object-description with the word-function of the
t hi ng- descri ption. And everyone in the society could make use of such object-
descriptions for knowi ng howto use every termin the | anguage, without its foll ow ng
that translations should include the object-description in the word-function of the

translation. (Reply to Putnamis reply to Searle in Representation and Reality. Note

that all | have to say is that it does not followthat the translation should include
)

When | |earn that whales are not fish, | learn that | have been using a word

incorrectly, where correctness is judged by how (certain) others use the word. I'n

this vanilla situation, what is there that argues against a mental state of awareness
of meani ng? Nothing. Then what is there that argues agai nst such a mental state when
a traveller to Twin Earth finds that he has been using "water" otherwi se than the
natives have? P would reply that what argues against it is that their mental states
are the same, whereas ny nmental state re "fish" is not the same as the experts. But

consi der the mental state(s) of the first person who | earned that whal es' underlying



bi ol ogi cal causal structure, i.e., reproductive structure, was more |like a horse's
than a trout's? Until that time, he had the same intentional object for "fish" that
we had, i.e., sonmething that |ives underwater. And so "fish" for himreferred to

whal es, just as "water" refers to the same thing(s) on earth and twin earth.

So maybe the way to proceed is to see what goes into |learning that | am using
"fish" incorrectly, or into learning that we should restrict the use of the word
"fish." And after establishing that, conmpare step-by-step with progressively more

compl ex Twin Earth exanpl es.

And very importantly, note that P's arguments do not disprove, in fact they
assume, the existence of intetional objects. For exanple, some of themrely on the
fact that the intentional objects would be the same on Twin Earth. But the schol astic
theory of mental entities is basically nmeant to explain our awareness of intentiona
objects. P's arguments are directed against specific theses concerning intentiona
objects and sign behavior that are peripheral, at mpst, to the scholastic theory.
For exanple, meaning in the mental sense is not what is at stake in analyticity; nor
were the scholastics necessarily thinking about synonymy or translation, certainly
not primarily. As for intention and extention, P's arguments do not even contradict
the principle that they are inversely proportional to one another. His argunments only
claimto show that intention is not sufficient to determ ne extension

Al so, P says that reference is a social phenonenon and that we rely on others,
experts, to determ ne correctness of reference. But this requires my awareness of
social realities, e.g., the existence and nature of experts. This awareness is itself
intellectual and is either linquistic or pre-linguistic, i.e., is the kind of
awareness the use of predicates presupposes. So that awareness requires ne to have
nat ures and ot her universals as intentional objects. So | still need psychol ogica
entities to explain my cognitional relation to these objects. This is not a chicken-

before-egg argument. It is true, as P would no doubt say, that there is no privileged



set of primary objects of this awareness, primary objects my awareness of which is
presupposed by my awareness of what predicates refer to. Its just to say that P's
arguments, e.g., the social nature of reference, do not elim nate the need for nmental
entities as causes of the awareness of objects the social nature of reference
requires.

And the same cause cannot have different effects. Di f ferent psychol ogi cal
states can relate us to the same intentional object, but can the same psychol ogi cal
state in two different people relate them to different intentional objects? The
psychol ogi cal state (the total state, a conplex of many di spositions and factors) by
which | amrelated to what | know about the thing |I call "water" cannot relate me to
anot her intentional object. P mght agree but reply that the cause of ny referring
to water is not just that psychological state but social realities of which |I am
awar e. But my awareness of those social realities requires psychol ogical states.
Can all the relevant psychological realities of two people be the same and yet have
different effects, the effects of referring to two different substances by "water"?
P says part of the causality is the environment, the nature of things in the
envi ronment, whether | amaware of the difference of those natures or not (e.g., water
and twin water). | can make P's point consistent with m ne by noting that |ogically

included in my intentional object for "water" is the logically vague object: sonething

whose nature causes these characteristics | associate with water. That | ogi cal

inclusion and that vagueness, together with the facts that (Husserl) objects are

al ways presented as nmore than objects and that |ogical relations like inclusion are
transparent, i.e., termnate in what is more than an object, makes P's position

consistent with m ne.
Concerning P's statement that we "would not say" Twin water was water, i.e.,

that "water" refers to both. As a matter of fact, we do resist and protest when we

are told that our usage does not conformto that of experts. | resisted when told



peanuts were not nuts. Think of "commonly but inaccruately called '"tars'. I f you
want to call them 'tars', what's wrong with that? Later, but only later on

reflection, | realized "there must be a good reason."”

In saying against Searle (HWAHF) that nental states are not intrinsically

related to certain objects, is P seriously saying that someday we will not be able
to exam ne the state of a person's brain and know what he is thinking of? | should
not accuse P of implying that until | am sure. But sonmeday science will be able to

do that, and what el se woul d Searle want to mean by mental states being intrinsically
related to certain objects (maybe ask Dennett about this)? And why should this be
surprising. Is it surprising that evolution selected the brain precisely for the
ability of states of the brainto relate us to what things are. Wbuld not those kinds
of brains whose states did not relate us to specific objects have been desel ected?
And If Quine can argue from Darwin, why can't |?

In the case of elms and beeches, we can | ook at the brain and say this person
has the intentional object common to elms and beeches. |If the person knows that el nms
are not beeches, he nust use nmore of his know edge, nmore than that comon intentiona
obj ect, when distinguishing between them And what ever that additional know edge
ampunts to, we should be able to look in his brain and find states relating him
specifically to that additional know edge

The only problemleft is the Twin Earth problem where the intentional objects

are the same and there apparently is no additional know edge by which to distinguish
the intentional objects. (Reread that NYT article on cups.) If P is correct that
we woul d say TE "water"” refers to something different fromour water, it is because

of what is logically included in both intentional objects, namely, whatever has the
nature that grounds this behavior in these cases. W t hout that | ogical inclusion
the environment cannot enter into determ ning reference

So the meani ng of "The Meaning of Meaning"” is that it forces us to enrich our



idea of logical inclusion, but it does so in a way that adds to what we know about
it without contradicting anything essential that we know about it.
Logical inclusion can help P by explaining how the environment can help fix

reference.

I ndet ermi nacy of translation, 1-8-93

Notice that the reply to Quine is strictly behavioral. Behavioral evidence shows how
the "apparatus of individuation" is being used. So what have Quine's arguments got
to do with the "mental" in the sense of something interior. Quine too hastily equates

“meani ng" with the "nmental."

Concerni ng existence. When | said Frege makes to exist to be known, Putman
under st ood "know edge"” in the sense of certitude of truth; his exanple was that there
m ght exist something at the center of a black hole. If so the predicate has an
application whether or not we knowit. M reply. | do not mean Frege makes to exi st
to be relative our justified certitude of truth. He makes to exist relative to human
constructs, predications, whether or not we know the truth of those constructs.
Put nam menti oned Russell as a counterexanmple to ny claimthat the Fregean approach
makes to be to be known. But Russell sonmewhere says that the concept of existence
is derived from that of truth. But truth is a property of statements, human
constructs. So Russell makes to exist to be relative to statements, human constructs.
This brings me back to Jesse Yoder's point about whether it was true in the past that
di nosaurs existed (when there were no humans to construct statements about them).
My reply. At the time of the dinosaurs, did there exist a truth that dinosaurs
existed? No. So if that is what you mean by "WAs it true that . . ." the answer is

no. And if that is not what you mean, then you rmust mean "Is it now true that there



wer e dinosaurs; is the sentence that we now have, 'There were di nosaurs' true?"

But how can past existence be the cause of present truth? Not as efficient
cause, but as final cause and, perhaps, as extrinsic formal cause in its present
intentional existence

Don't start off the discussion with the question of existence. Start with
analyticity and necessity. Expl ain necessity by logical relations, which do not
require insights intoreality. Then go to causal necessity. After the demonstration
introduce the notion of ontological truth with reference to that existence which is
defined as other than being "known," not in the sense of justified certitude, but in
the sense of the term of a cognitional relation. A point to enphasize is that
causally necessary ontol ogical truths give grounds for deciding between frameworks
that do not impose any frameworks in advance.

Al so explain that science can be sinpler than reality, and that the |ack of
compl ete commensurability between mathematical and physical relations can explain
anomal i es |i ke quantum physics.

P will reply to my point that the foundations of enpirical know edge provide
a means of deciding between frameworks that it cannot deci de whet her nunbers are sets

of sets or functions, whether points are defined as the center of concentric circles

or as limts. I do not claimthe foundations of enpirical know edge can settle al
questions. Al so, questions about mathematically abstracted objects do not concern
physi cal existence. |f and when math objects are related to questions about physical

exi stence, the math obj ects nmust be vi ewed as properties of putative causes, necessary
properties, of putative causes of experienced things. If two math theories handle
t hose properties equally well, the math theories, or the differences between them

do not have physical content to that extent.

Put nam and par al ogues, 12-22-92



After reading Putnam on meaning,e.g., twin earth and el ms/beeches problem Why
couldn't a tribe refer to both elnms and beeches by one word, e.g., "oak"? Then when
a scientific biologist tells themthose are really to different kinds of tree, they
say, Oh, there are two difffernt kinds of oak. The bi ol ogi st says, No, they are not
speci es of the same genus. But he is just defining the genus differently; he is not
taking the sense-perceivable simlarities between elnms and beeches to define the
genus. And all that anounts to is saying it is better to take the underlying causal
structure, rather than the phenonmenal characteristics, as defining the genus; but
there is nothing to say you can't take the phenomenal characteristics as defining a
generic term Still, the phenonenal characteristics are slippery, changeable from
persons to person, hard to describe with precision, etc., etc. Those are all reasons
for not using the phenomenal characteristics to define a generic term it is not ver
useful to do so. But no issue of truth about el ms and beeches and, nmore i mportantly,

about the mental entities that allow us to use words meaningfully, enter in.

Al so, we often use the same termboth generically and for one of the species that fall

under the genus. E.g., we say "animal" of both nmen and animals, but we also
di stingui sh the two by saying nonhumans are just animals. What is the difference
bet ween this and parageneric predication? The answer to that question will help us

understand the difference between parageneric differences and specific differences.

Anot her exanple, atribe m ght use "table" for three-I|egged things, never having
seen four-or-nore-|legged things. Their decision as to whether to continue using
"table" for 3-1egged things has nothing to do with the issue of nmentalism nor does

"deci sion" in this context have to be an explicit mental act.

xxxSenstation, rational belief, punctiform phenonmenalism May 29, 1994 BIG

Count two or more temporally discrete objects, e.g., sounds or objects of touch. Only



the |atest step in the series has actual existence. But we can know that our count
is correct, because the series is part of the tenporal continuum that makes up our
present experiences, and all present experiences are continua of which only that
term nus has actual existence at anyone tine. But such termina do not have
i ndependent existence, ie., do not exist independently of their function as being mere
term na of continua of existence. Ot herwi se, these termna would really be parts,
and the finite would be composed of infinitesimals. So by the fact of the existene
of monments, we know that continua must have exi sted.

Later we can have warranted belief that, earlier, we had know edge of the

correct count. And we can have know edge that this belief is the only reasonable
belief, i.e., that it is not reasonable to believe the opposite.
What about counting items all of which exist in the present, e.g., Vvisua

objects? The acts of counting form a contiunuous series, but does our certitude of
the correctness of the count depend on the continued present existence of all the

obj ects count ed?

Start the answer to the punctiformphenonmenalist here, at the intellectual |evel, not
at the sense level. Then go to the sense |evel where we can "know' at a given time
that it is unreasonable to believe the opposite of the propostion that I am now in

contact with extramental existence

xxxLogi c, entail ment exanple, March 20, 1994

The only error possible is a failure of menory, because what we have to understand
to graps the truth are our own constructs. At the time, you know, you have knowl edge.

And |l ater it can be pathological to think you were wrong then, pathol ogical because
unreasonabl e causally: it is unreasonable to believe the opposite of "I had | ogica

knowl edge then." What makes it unreasonable is what makes it unreasonable to believe



that water only freezes in rooms with blue walls, etc., i.e., we would have to
postul ate nmore processes i nplying nore causes than we have evidence for, or fewer than

we have evidence for.

Probability and induction, 3-7-93

"The odds agai nst B's al ways following A's in these cases or these sanples are 100, 000
to 1; so we know there is a causal connection. Here the degree of probability of our
induction is known exactly. But how do | know what the odds are? By application of
knowl edge gained from previous inductions? So induction is more primtive than

probability.

XxxOnt ol ogi cal Analysis, Dianoetic/Perinoetic knowl edge, Septenber 21, 1993

From an anal ysis (ontol ogi cal anal ysis) of what the accident rationality is, we |l earn
t hat between beings that do and do not have that accident, there is a difference of
substantial form since that accident conmes fromthe substantial form not from some
external agent. We also learn properties of the formitself, e.g., it is immterial
subsistent, immortal, and has freedom of choice. From an analysis (ontol ogical) of
intellect and will, we learn they are different accidents and that the specul ative
and practical intellects are not different accidents. Froman analysis of . . ., we
learn that art and prudence are distinct accidents, etc. So ontol ogical analysis is

more basic, a more basis distinction, than dianoetic/perinoetic.

Ont ol ogi cal analysis, July 18, 1993

There is a comon reference to being in all our concepts. All our concepts include
a common reference to being. Being is included in all our concepts in a comon way.
Ont ol ogi cal concepts start fromthat common reference and go beyond it to construct

references to being that are not common to all concepts.



ont ol ogi cal analysis, 12-11-92

there is an ontological element in all word-functions, so how can you distinguish
sciences as ontological and nonontol ogical. And how can you argue from the
ont ol ogi cal character of word-functions to the necessary appearance of contradictions
in philosophy? The issue is how a sciences definitions distinquish things from one
anot her, since, by hypothesis, all word-functions are ontol ogi cal when you get back
to their common el ements. The distinguishing features of definitions, for instance,
what di stinguishes red fromgreen, |ogically contain ontol ogi cal word-functions, since
all word-functions logically contain ontol ogical word-functions. But ont ol ogi ca
val ues enter what distinguishes red fromgreen only in the same way they enter what
red and green have in common; they play no role in distinguishing red fromgreen that
they do not play in expressing what is the same about red and green. That is not
true, the opposite is true, of ontological definitions; that is what makes ontol ogi ca
definitions ontol ogical. And so apparent contradictions due to ontol ogical word-
functions arise only when we get back to the nost common |evel, that is, the nost
fundamental |evel. For what nakes it most common is that it is mpst fundamental (and
vice versa?). But that is the territory of philosophy, by definition. So the
apparent contradictions arise in the philosophical presuppositions of nonontol ogica

sciences, not in the nonontol ogical sciences thenselves.

XxxPoinsot/Wttgentstein article, September 21, 1993

Part of the problemof carrying on the series is, in addition to the fact that adding
two is a universal concept, the problem of knowi ng that that concept is indeed the
concept the speaker intends by his order. However, this is just an enpirical

i nducti on.

Uni versals, Sets, Logic, 6-18-93



Expl ai ni ng uni versal s by set menbership is circul ar, because we have to use universals
to define the members of sets. E.g., every person in this room Even "in this room'

relies on the universal term"room'

Uni versal s, sets, meaning, Putnam Poinsot, etc., 6-13-93

Can "red" mean any color falling into a certain range of color? 1Isn't this the same

as saying "red" means nenmbership in a set of colors? No, a continuumis not a set;
it is a potential set. "Red" means belonging to this range. The range is an

i ndi vi dual , bel onging-to-this-range is a universal. Still the range is objectified

so as to be vague; it is objectified abstractly and vaguely.

Poi nsot, 3-23-93 -- AA

Maybe bring in the argunment agai nst sets being based on "simlarity" fromthe problem

of future menmbers of sets. E.g., if "red" means a member of the set of red things,
then that set can change in the future if our simlarity perceptions change. The
current meaning of "red" does not determ ne the truth of "The lips of future human
babies will be red."” Maybe put this in a footnote.

Ot her changes: "genetalia" footnote; response to Richard McDonough's "nmeaning

loci" in the Tractatus.

Poi nsot, 3-17-93

Ri chard McDonough, The Argunent of the Tractatus, introduces the concept of a "meaning

|l ocus" as an entity such that "acquaintance with it" reveals its meaning. Make sure
the formul as you use to introduce concepts in the psychol ogi cal sense and formal signs
|l eave no room for that interpretation. See the marginal notes in MDonough

especially those on p. 183, but also el sewhere in Mcdonough, and other commentaries

al so.



McDonough says that it is acquaintance with the nmeaning |ocus that reveals its
meani ng. (Notice the epistenological fallacy: it is not the existence of the meaning
locus that reveals its meaning; it is awareness of the meaning | ocus that reveals its
meani ng. That is, the meaning | ocus has the function of providing an epi stenol ogi cal

ground, self-justifying evidence, not a causal ground.) But we already know what

acquai ntance with the nmeaning locus will reveal, because that acquaintance is
refl ective acquaintance on a prior acquaintance relation. It is the fact that we
al ready know what acquai ntance with the meaning locus will reveal that creates the

illusion that acquaintance with it gives us sone privil eged access to meaning, in some

unnexpl ai nabl e and unnacceptabl e metaphysi cal sense.

xxxl ntentionality, abstraction, inmages, jesse yoder, September 21, 1993

What makes the abstract inmage an i mage of M. Smth and no other human being? Since
the image can't capture all the features of an individual (and thus is abstract),
can't it be the i mge of more than one individual? Perhaps, just as a cartoon figure
can resembl e many i ndividuals. But that is not what the abstraction of a concept is.
The "genetalia" and other exanmples in the Poinsot art show this (find the other
exampl es by searching for "picture"). An abstract image of a man does not apply to
many, even nmost, human bei ngs. The concept of human being is something radically

different from an abstract image.

W ttgenstein and Maritain, 4-20-93 AA

Wis saying that it is only an illusion of our |anguage games that the expectation
contains what is expected. Because we use constructions like "I amwaiting for him'
to "describe" our behavior, it seems as if there nmust be a nental relation called

"waiting" which is magically directed at "him



XxxShort book, C and D, enpiricism July 25, 1993, BIG

The correct kind of enpiricismis genetic enpiricism i.e., the correct theory of the
psychogenesi s of our concepts and beliefs that they derive from sense experience.
The bad kind of enpiricism and a kind not justified by genetic enpiricism is
term nal enpiricismor methodol ogical empiricism or netaphysical empiricism So all
this stuff about "radical" empiricismor "true" enpiricismis beside the point and

concedes what it ought to be denying.

C and D, Short Book, July 11, 1993

Burton Dreben says "Watch out for the places where a philosophers says that such and
such nust be the case.” | say "Watch out when a philosopher says (A) that an
opponent's move invokes a notion, e.g., sinplicity or double effect, that is frought
with difficulties, that is a quagmre." As opposed to what other philosophical
notions that are not frought with difficulties? The oppoent replies (B) that, on the
contrary, sonme notions are almst universally accepted among today's phil osophers.
| say watch out when a phil osopher says (B). The next generation of philosophers will

di stngui sh themselves from us precisely by overthrowing some of the very notions

t oday' s phil osopher says are not quagm res, and tomorrow s phil osopher will accomplish
his overthrow by showing themto be frought with difficulties. Nor is there anyway
to predict which or how many of today's assunptions will be overthrown.

Communi cability and difficulty, 3-7-93

Phi | osophy can be defined as that discipline in which we become so committed to a
picture, to a point of view, to a particular method, to one way of | ooking at things,
that we rai se that to which we are commtted to the status of an unshakeabl e absol ut e,
to the status of that which is ultimate, the status of something which cannot be

questioned, etc. In our day, we have accepted that comm tment with respect to the



rel evance and applicability of Fregean methods to the solution of philosophical
probl ems, to the point that, where Fregean nethods cannot apply, we judge that domain
to be meaningless or at |east unknowabl e.

Phi | osophers can even raise the method of textual analysis to that level, as
so many of the so-called "Thom sts" have done. You may say this is a bad exanple,
because those Thomi sts are operating on faith. But ny point is that our conm tment
to ot her methods, pictures, and or ways of defining questions and | ooking at things,
is no less an act of faith than is the Thom st's. W nmay not operate on faith in the
sense of taking another person at his word, but our comm tment has no nore rational
basi s. And perhaps it has less of a rational basis, since they know they are

operating on faith, while other philosophers do not.

Short book and Putnam 2-8-93
Notice that Hume's overthrow of metaphysics coincides precisely with his skeptical
conclusions concerning enpirical know edge, and vice versa. Skeptici sm about
empirical know edge emerges from precisely the same critique that yields skepticism
t oward metaphysics. Since then, starting with Kant, we have tried to account for
empirical know edge whil e maintaining our metaphysical skepticism and we have been
unsuccessful over and over again. Maybe its time we saw that enpirical know edge
needs nmetaphysics.

But if we return to nmetaphysics, we should do so with some new ground rul es.
E.g., we reject the commn prem se of rationalism and empiricism we reject the
linguistic theory of the a priori, e.g., only the axiomin Leibniz's proof that 2+2=4
is a candidate for the self-evident, not the definitions. But the nost important and
controversial new ground rule will be that | ack of common and | ong term agreement in
met aphysics is not evidence for the invalidity of nmetaphysics. Also among the new

ground rules will be the recognition that Hume and Kant were giving causal



expl anati ons even while giving an account of causality that would rule out their own
expl anati ons. Anot her ground rule is that existence is not a mere positing or

affirmng, but is the basis for construction of metaphysical concepts.

Put nam 1-31-93

He says the questions were first framed correctly in Kant. Kant took the focus
of f met aphysi cal questions and put them on questions about empirical, as opposed to
met aphysi cal, know edge. Where classical realism comes into the picture is that
classical realistic metaphysics can provide the answer to questions about enpirical
knowl edge that the deification of empirical know edge precisely cannot provide.

The wild dogs of Africa are not dogs; they are related to jackals, not to
wol ves. Yet fromthe standpoint of "mental representations” they are much nmore |ike
the ordinary dogs we are nost familiar with than are chiuauas or pekinese.

Al so, consider islanders who had seen whales and dol phins but no other sea
creatures. They use the word "shif' for them  Then some of the islanders mgrate
to a place where other sea creatures are found. They use "shif" for all sea
creatures. Would it make sense to tell themthat the new sea creatures are not really
shifs, or, after a long enough period of time, for themto go back to the original
island and tell them that whales are not really shifs? And what if the original
islanders also had a word for mammal s, as opposed, say, to reptiles and birds and
insects, etc., but use the word only for |Iand manmal s and woul d not have consi dered
shifs, i.e., whales and dol phins, mammal s, because their word "mammal " covered only
land creatures? Wuld it make sense for themto learn that whales were not really
shifs but manmal s? Or would it make sense for the m grated islanders to |earn that

fish are not really shifs, because shifs are mammal s?

xxxShort book, July 18, 1993



Title (of another book?): What every educated person should know about Aristotelian
phil osophy; or A second course in philosophy: the alteratives your first course did
not tell you about.

Even though some sections will be very abstract, you should read them because
t hey are necessary for understanding things, e.g., the nature of God, that you should
understand even if you do not believe in them You need to understand what you are
opposed to to be opposed to it intelligently. E.g., you will find out that the
question of whether we started with a big bang is not opposed to belief in a persona

creator.

xxxMat h, number, Trinity, June 29, 1993

There are four relations and three persons in the Trinity. This proves that number,
di screte quantity, is not an accident in the sense of a mode of being inhering in a
substance over and above what the substance is substantially. It is an "accident"
in the sense of something extrinsic to the substance. Maybe nunmber is
transcendentally identified with being the way truth and goodness are. That is, it
is not itself a relation of reason but is being taken together with a relation of
reason. That woul d be enough to save it frombeing a set of sets, etc. The Thom stic
t heory of transcendentals, as well as the Thom stic theory of universals, gives us
other alternatives for the nature of numbers. The nunmber of the persons are the
persons taken as . . . ., taken as the extralogical terms of |ogical relations of

identity with the objective concept person

Adl er-U, logic, math, 3-21-93
The chi nps addi ng symbolicly on tel evision. How many times in doing my checkbook or
taxes have | cal culated correctly but performed the wrong operation for the val ue

needed to get, i.e., | added when | should have subtracted or vice versa. The point



is that the kind of know edge required to know whether a value should be added or
subtracted fromanother is of a different kind fromthe know edge i nvol ved i n knowi ng
that a calculation is correct. The former kind of know edge is reasoning, causal
reasoni ng.

The opponent will say its just a nmore conplicated algorithm or a "higher-level"
algorithm from the algorithm for calculating, and calculating is also a kind of
causal reasoning. But consider the example from the First of M chigan statenment,
where | couldn't figure out why the comm ssion was added in one case and not in the
other. The answer was that one case meant to show how nuch went back into my pocket,
while the other case meant to show how much went out of ny pocket; so the first case
subtracted the comm ssion, while the second case added it. Now this is not a matter
of an arbitrary algorithm Rather, the al gorithmwas desi gned because of the results
desired and the nature of the steps needed to get that result. To show what went back
into my pocket correctly, you cannot include the comm ssion fromthe sale; to show
what went out of my pocket, you nmust include the comm ssion. These are necessities
determ ned by the nature of the effect and of the means used to achieve the effect.
The al gorithmnust refl ect those natures; reasoning demands this. So it is reasoning;
not just calculation. Calculation just deal with abstract causal relations, adding
to and taking from regardless of the natures underlying the quantities added and
subtracted, the natures that determ ne which abstract causal relation is relevant in
each case.

"Under st andi ng" the abstract causal relations of adding to and taking fromis
different from understanding the natures that determ ne whether to get a result of
a particular nature you nust add or subtract a quantity of one nature froma quantity

of anot her.

mat h, 12-9-92



Modern theories of "what nunbers are" are |like Mercator projections of the earth.

The success of a Mercator projection, the ability to correlate or "map" everything
on earth to an el ement of the projection according to consistent and exact rul es does
not show that the earth is flat (Baker and Hacker, p. 357). Likewi se, the fact that
nunbers can be "mapped" to theories of classes of classes or functions does not show

t hat nunbers are classes of classes or functions.

xxxShort book, 6-26-93

There are truths that do not seemto be verified by appeal to experience, e.g., truths
of math and logic, truths like, if there is a good God, He cannot create evil
Rationalists, empiricists, and Kant all agree: truths not verified by appeal to
experience are not derived from experience; experience is not the source of such
truths. There must be another source. Experience cannot give rise to the know edge
of truths not verified by appeal to experience, knowably necessary truths.

The philosophy to which this line of thought l|eads us is a version of
Aristotelianism but with a different approach to two traditional issues associated
with Aristotle: substance/accident and act/potency. Neit her of these couplets
consi sts of gnoseol ogi cal values, as we have been taught. And the fact that we have
been taught that is part of the problemor at |east a synptom of the problem

To do good philosophy for those of wus with mddle-of-the-road talent is
imensely difficult. It takes extraordinary concentration and probably requires
celibacy, not for moral or psychol ogical reasons, but sinmply to give us the time for
the concentration that is required

To all first-year graduate students in philosophy, present, past, and future

Graduate school gives us pride in our skills, gives us our positive self-inmage
as professionally conptent. Remenber Ral ph Martin: "Now |'m a phil osopher!™

We are told that the alternative to linguistic analysis is phenomenl ogy. De



facto, that is correct. But de jure there is another alternative whose adherents have
done there best to hide from us.
"Phil osophy's traditional function. You know 'I'Il solve your conceptua

problems for you'. Traditional? It goes back |less than 100 years. It certainly
does not go back to Frege. He only meant his |logical studies to help solve problens
in the philosophy of mathematics; he did not think of phil osophy solely as conceptua
anal ysis using the tools he devel oped.

Al so, what conceptual problems? Conceptual problems you did not know you had.

But | know you have them because | dreant them up. This makes philosophy a

protection racket.

Short book, Putnam Phil method, etc., 5-30-93
A letter to the first post-modern Phil osopher, 5-30-93
Specul ati ve philosophy: It should start fromthe follow ng recognition that has been
empirically verified by the history of philosophy. There is sonmething about
phil osophic concepts that nakes the following two things true. (1) It does no good
to deny (a) that there is philosophical truth, ie., answers to philosophical questions
and (b) that we are capabl e of knowi ng some phil osophical truth, where "knowi ng" means
certitude caused by awareness of sufficient evidence to exclude the opposite from
truth, and "evidence" refers to objects of awareness that are public, capabl e of being
shared by nore than one person. And (2) it is highly unlikely that such know edge
if and when it is achieved, will ever be shared by the majority of phil osophers over
a long period of time, nore, say, than one generation

As a result of the failure to achieve the opposite of (2), linguistic
phi |l osophers are denying (1). But the failure to achieve the opposite of (2) simply
means that, after a century, the linguistic turn has had no successes, where success

is measured by the original goal of the linguistic turn and of modern phil osophy in



general, namely, to achieve the opposite of (2).

The conclusion to be drawn is the conclusion Aristotle drew: there is something
di fferent about phil osophical concepts, not that there is no philosophical truth.
But any theory of what it is that makes phil osophical concepts different will, |ike
Aristotle's theory, be subject to both (1) and (2). And all of this is empirically
verified by the history of philosophy.

Notice that this does not mean that those |ucky enough to discover and share
know edge of phil osophical truth are more intelligent than other philosophers. It
means the opposite. There is something different about phil osophical concepts. And
intelligence measures our ability to deal with "ordi nary" concepts, concepts that | ack

what ever it is that makes phil osophical concepts so different.

Notice also that | have been speaking of there being something different about
phil osophi cal concepts, rather than phil osophical truths. It is correct that the
meani ng of concepts is there role in propositional truths. But in |ooking for the

cause of philosophy's diffferences, we have to | ook at the cause of the difference
of its truths. Since the concepts making up those truths are, by that fact, causa
relative to those truths and relative to our know edge of those truths, we have to
|l ook for differences in the concepts first. |In fact, the theory that we should | ook
at truths before concepts is one of the theories of the linguistic turn that has not

produced any successes after a century.

XxxMaritain, Science and Rity, BORs in science, quantum physics, 4-20-93

M says that science can use math because quantity is the first accident of bodies,
ie., that all their actions are quantitatively conditioned. But that is an
ontol ogi cal fact about a real accident of bodies. How can a real accident give rise

to the use of beings of reason? The answer probably comes from the distinction



bet ween | aw and theory. Real quantity is expressed at the level of |aw In

Refl exi ons, M talks about scientific |laws expressing how one quanity varies with

another. |In other words, scientific laws directly concern real quantity as opposed
to real causal relations directly expressed (see Sal non). But BORs come in at the
Il evel of theories explaining why one quantity varies with another. They conme in

because (1) the real natures, ie., causal dispositions of things are unknown; and (2)

we need an explanation with quantitative assunptions in order to deduce the

quantitative laws fromit. Hence, we invent fictitious quantitative explanations
In other words, we do it because we need an expl anation that is formally mathematical,

because the material fact we are explaining is a quantitative fact.
Still, does this explain why we could not guess at the true explanation? Maybe
we do not have to explain that; maybe the true explanation is just too far beyond us.
Concerning the interpretati on of quantum physics that says it is unthinkable
t hat things not be this way. The person who hol ds that owes us an expl anation of how
his scientific theory would have to be different if there were real velocity and
position, only they cannot be measured at the same time because of physical causa

rel ations.

xxxCause, 2-6-93

Citing the use of "cause" for things other than efficient causes in ordinary | anguage
is not to make the kind of argument "ordinary | anguage" phil osophers make. It is to
cite a counterexanple against the claim that only efficient causes should be
consi dered causes. That is a sophisticated philosophical claim one that assumes an
argument having it as a necessary concl usion. And notice that this philosophica
claim criticizing an ordinary use of "cause" amounts to the recognition that the
subj ect of the change is not sufficient for the occurence of the change, that what

the subject is does not account for the change



Cause, 1-9-93
Since what a change is is a relation of dependence, a change needs a cause sufficient

for the change to be what it is.

Causal knowl edge, 1-9-93

A contingent causal relation reveals no more about the nature of its term than that
it can be the term of such a relation. MWhat more do | |earn about its nature when
I learn that the relation is necessary? | learn that the nature is a material
relation to the other term That may not seem |like much; but it is something very

i mportant.

Cause, 1-7-93

After writing Putnam If C has no cause for occurring now rather than then, it has
no cause; it is dependent and not dependent. S is a necessary condition for C, but
not a necessary condition for C s occurring now as opposed to then. If C has no

necessary condition for occurring now as opposed to then, C is caused and uncaused,
because the only occurrence C has, the only one for which it requires necessary
conditions, is its occurrence now. Its occurrence nowis only logically distinct from
its occurrence. Still the genus is only logically distinct fromthe species, and,
as Garrigou-Lagrange said, athing's generic cause can be distinct fromits specific.

Yes, but he did not say a thing needed no cause for its specific features.

What is a relation of dependence of a particular other is also a relation of
dependence on some, perhaps nmore than one, other. The species |logically includes the
genus. If Cis a depedency on what is other, what is other nust be sufficient for
C. If Cis a dependency on the other, it is a dependency on the other for existence,

not existence in this or that respect, but for existence. |f sone other is sufficient



for it in this or that respect but not for existence and there is nothing else on
which C is dependent, C is a dependency for existence and not a dependency for

exi stence, is caused and uncaused

We are saying that C has a necessary condition in this respect but not some other
respect. But these respects are not and cannot be really distinct. If it is a

rel ati on of dependence, there must be a thing or things sufficient to satisfy the

rel ation of dependence. The dependence is that something other supply or be a
necessary condition for its existence. But can it have a necessary condition for
exi stence and not be dependent for existence, period? Can it be dependent for

exi stence in this respect and not some other respect? Only if these respects are
really distinct. And if they are really distinct, Cis not a relation of dependence,
but only has a relation of dependence, maybe not as an acci dent, but as a conponent.

But then the other conponent is, not just has, a relation of dependence on the first
component, because the other component cannot exist without the first. So anot her
infinite regress i s under way concerning this second component. It cannot just have
a relation of dependence; it nmust be a relation of dependence. And so it cannot be
dependent in this respect but not some other respects. Al so existing and existing

now are not really distinct; so it must have a cause for existing now.

Cause 12-22-92

A change, or a feature that comes into existence through change, including a
continuous nmotion, is a relation of dependence on another; it depends on what is not
itself for its existence. But if the subject of the change is the only cause, the

change is not dependent for occurring at this point in the duration of the subject

and not some other point. Occurring at point P in the duration of the subject may



appear to be an extrinsic denom nation for the change. But the change is, by its
identity with itself -- in fact, all that the change is -- is something happening to
the subject; and all that the new feature is is something that the subject beconces
and now is. The change nakes the new feature to be what the subject is. So what is
caused is the subject's acquisition of a new feature, and that acquisition is totally
a relation of dependence. But the subject's acquisition of a new feature at point
P in the subject's duration has no cause if the subject is the only cause. There has
to be a cause for this change as opposed to that change; for this change is totally
dependent, not just dependent in respect to this characteristic and i ndependent with
respect to that characteristic. But if the subject is the only cause, there is no
cause for this change, i.e., for the subject's acquisition of a new feature at point
P. For the only cause present is just as nuch a cause of the subject's acquiring the
new feature at some other point; and the only thing present that could be what the

change has for a cause can just as well not be what any change has for a cause.

YYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYY

xxxEthics, birth control, sexuality, intrinsically evil acts, acts speciefied by
obj ects, 3-17-93

We cannot use our person-making power outside of a context in which we | eave the use
of that power open to making persons. Nature may cl ose the context so that persons
cannot be made, but we cannot. This illustrates the sense in which we are responsible
for our actions, not for their results. Or better, the sense in which ethics governs
good or evil actions, regardless of results. The action in question is the act of
the will. Just as it is against the goal of the rational appetite to evaluate
ourselves to be agents oriented to our own destruction, and to the cessation of our
orientation to ends, it is against the nature of the rational appetite to evaluate

ourselves to be agents oriented to the preventing our person-nmaki ng power from maki ng



persons.

ethics, 12-10-92

example of the great mouthpiece using the rosary to deceive. There are two
m seval uati ons here; deception is only one of them Using a sacred synbol for
deception is an evil even though no further harmis being done to the people being
decei ved.

XxxEt hics, Sexuality, Contraception, 8/ 1/94

Contraception article: In contraception we willfully oppose (ala Grisez?) the val ue
of our own existence; we deval ue our own existence (and hence contradict ourselves
a la Gewirth?). We do this because our existence is nothing but a product of
sexuality. To prevent sexuality from produci ng human exi stence for the sake of some
other value is to oppose the value of human exi stence, and hence to oppose our own

val ue. It is to devalue human exi stence, and hence to deval ue oursel ves.

G and L, 5-30-93

If flouridation of water were found to produce infertility in two or 3 percent of the
popul ati on, we can be sure that we would stop flouridating water. If there were a
genetic condition that produced infertility, we can be sure that condition would be

consi dered a genetic disorder, even a disease.

What if an artifical aphrodisiac were devel oped that dramatically increased the
sexual pleasure of a certain percentage of the population, but the method of
manuf acturing it had the environmental side effect of producing infertility in two
or three percent of the popul ation? W would either find another way of manufacturing

it or we would stop manufacturing it.



Et hics, 3-7-93

In belief there is an intrinsic relation to the goal of truth; that relation is
intrinsic to what belief is. It can also be called an intrinsic relation to the goa
of conformty with what things are; the goal of identity between what they are said
to be and what they are. There is nothing mysterious about describing such a rel ation
as intrinsic. It is just that a relation to that goal, an orientation to that goa

sonmeti mes occurs, and when it occurs, we call what occurs "belief."

Et hi cs and Abortion, 3-12-93
The theory of evaluating things to be or not be what they are may sound strange and
unfam liar, as if it were an ad hoc | ogical construct created to solve a problem but
whi ch had no relation to the facts. On the contrary, the nost famliar thing we do
when we make a moral judgment is to declare someone treated fairly or unfairly. And
that is to treat themas if their interests were equal to yours or not equal to yours.
But to judge that their interests are not equal to yours anmounts to judgi ng what they
are not to be equal to you in whatever the crucial moral respect is. (Check the
earlier "ethics" drafts; | think they develop this point somewhere. But start with
the |l atest earlier draft and work backwards.)

The rational appetite evaluates things to be what they are as known by reason
As known by reason, things belong to kinds; they fall under universals. To evaluate
as equal is to evaluate as being the same with respect to belonging to the same ki nd
ie., as both possessing feature X X may admit of degrees within the kind, but it
is the kind that counts. Now one kind could be those things with an I Q of 140, or
140 and above; another kind could be those things with reason. MWhich is pertinent
to the goal of the rational appetite?

The rational appetite evaluates things to be agents oriented to ends, agents

with interests. Specifically, to be agents oriented toward ends to be achieved by



maki ng deci si ons based on "rational" know edge, the same "kind" of know edge you have
In doing so, | do not just evaluate them according to their proxinmte orientation to

rational acts. Those asleep or in comas |lack the proximate orientation to rationa

acts they | now possess. | evaluate them according to the underlying features that
orients themto rational act: according to the most fundamental underlying features
by reason of which they possess an orientation to rational acts. Here underlying
means causally underlying. One cause necessary for rational acts is that | be made
up, in part, of water. But water gives me no specific orientation toward rationa
acts rather than any other kind of act. The human genome, on the other hand orients

me toward rational acts.

The human genome al so orients me toward rational acts of a certain degree, since

I1Q is inherited, at least in part. So | am oriented toward rational acts falling
within a certain range of intelligence. But | cannot be oriented toward acts of a
certain degree of rationality wunless | am oriented toward acts that possess
rationality. The orientation toward rationality is causally nore fundamental than

the orientation toward a certain degree of rationality. What does this mean?
Rationality is the ability to grasp, be aware of, universal truths. Universal
truths are not, e.g., that all figures on the blackboard are circles. Uni ver sa
truths are truths linking universal kinds: water boils at such and such a degree; heat
expands solids, etc.
People learn such truths with mre or |ess ease, facility, speed, interest,
(comprehensi on?). But one cannot have the ability to learn such truths with ease
wi t hout having the ability to |l earn such truths somehow, with some degree of speed
My ability to learn such truths does not exist separately fromthe ability to |l earn
such truths within a certain range of speed. But the ability to learn such truths
can exi st separately fromthe ability to learn themwithin a certain range of speed,

whil e the converse cannot be true. So the ability to learn such truths causally



underl i es degrees of rationality. So whatever features give me an orientation to know
such truths, regardl ess of degree are the features relevant to the rational appetite's
eval uation of me as an agent whose orientation to ends makes the achi evement of nmy

ends of equal value to the achievement of yours

XxxEt hi cs, Sex, SSR, Value of human life, birth control, 8/ 7/94
There is only one way to get a human being, through sex. If X is an absolte val ue
i.e., an end relative to which all other ends nmust be measured, then if we use the
means to get X while deliberately frustrating X, are we not disvaluing X? |[If other
ends are in fact not measured to X, then X is not an absol ute value. And those ot her
ends are not measured relative to X, if we can frustrate X, while using the means to
X to get them

But if there were another way to get X, we could not say we were necessarily
frustratng X But what if an artificial means to X is devel oped, then there is
anot her means to get X, and we are not choosing against X, when we practice birth
control. But that assumes there are not other argunents that make those artificia

means i mmoral to use. If they are immoral on other grounds, we are back at step 1.

XXXSSR, Sex, 9/ 19/ 94

If human happiness is found mostly in marriage, and if marriage is not going to work
as well if we engage in premarital sex, isn't nature playing cruel trick on us by
giving us such compelling desires for extramarital sex? The question assunes that
the desires are so conpelling that we are alnost forced to give into them and so
di m ni sh our chances for happiness. But if our desires seemto have that quality is
it nature or society that gives themthat quality, nature or nurture. Maybe reverse
Rousseauismis true. It is not that the natural state would | et us have free |ove.

Rat her the desire for free love is a corruption of society.



Et hi cs and SSR, September 15, 1993
Title: The Source of Society

Por nography, casual sex, etc., trivialize our person-making ability. They do
it even though, e.g., the woman in the pornography is not fertile at the time. The
features of her we are trivializing are the
features by which we make persons, when we can nake them the features necessary for
maki ng chil dren, when we can make them
The brain is an instrument for thinking, even when we are sleeping. It still is what
it is, because evolution selected it for thinking. The stomach is still an instrument
for digesting, even when we are fasting. What the stomach is, its design, its nature,

is an organ selected for digesting; etc.

SSR, G and L, 7-17-93
Contra the world' s ol dest theory.

Nature's strategy for the survival of offspring totally dependent on the care
of others for years: the act that brings those offspring into existence creates a
permanent rel ation between the parents. But that act works best to create a permanent

rel ati on anong the parents, to support a permanent relation anmong the parents, when

it takes place after the parents have made a permanent comm tment to each other - or
atl | east, when the act is the beginning of a permanent commtment. Since marriage
does not work well if sex precedes it, nature's strategy must be for the act that

produces offspring to initiate a permanent relation and take place in the contexts
of initiating a permanent relation. Since the relation necessary for the care of the
of fspring does not work well if the act that produces offspring does not initiate.

., is not used to initiate . . . , nature's strategy must be for the relation to
wor k best when the act is used to initiate such a relation

Why should nature's strategy not be that way? Why should sexuality not be



designed to, neant to, work best between two people who develop their preferences,
expectations, etc., from each other, between two people who have not formed prior
expectations? Why should it not be that way if nature designed it to support a
permanent relation between people? |If nature designed it to support a permanent
relation by, anmong other things, the emotional effects of our early sexual
experiences, then having those experiences outside of marriage can only weaken
marri age

More importantly, nature designed sex to support a relation that requires
attitudes of conmi tnment and | ove. But having sex outside of marriage, especially
testing one another out, fosters the opposite attitudes to those necessary for the
relation for which nature designed sex.

One part of nature's strategy for sex to support a permanent relation was to

so design it that two people with no prior experience would be nore likely to succeed

in that relation if they postpone sex until that relation rather than try each other
out before. Because of the opposite attitude problem So it so designed sex that
peopl e who had not had premarital sex would be nore likely to find each other

compati bl e than those who had engaged in premarital sex. They would be nore |ikely
to find each other compati ble than people who had tried out multiple partners before
choosi ng one, because sex was designed so that two virgins could formtheir future
expectations and preferences on the basis of the |asting psychol ogical effects of the

same early orgasm c experiences.

G and L, June 26, 1993

If there were a genetic condition that prevented someone from ever choosing to be a
parent and have the kind of happy relationship with the other natural parent that
woul d support themin bringing up the children together and sharing the joys and pain

of parenthood -- if there were such a genetic condition, or if there is such a



condition, we would |ook for a genetic cure. We would be obligated to | ook for a
cure. And if we found the correction, the parents would be obligated to use it.
Calling alcoholism a disease was supposed to reduce the associated soci al
stigma. So why shouldn't calling homosexuality a di sease have that effect. Or why
do we do the opposite to reduce the social stigma of hompsexuality.
Assunme the author is a child-molesting, wife-beating, rapist. The question then

is despite having so reprehensible an author, is the argunent valid

G and L and SSR, June 26, 1993

Sex education can no more be predicted to reduce the abuse of homobsexuals then it has
reduced the sexual harassment of women, even in the very schools and among the very
children -- otherwi se innocent children -- who are receiving the sex education. It
can no more be expected to do that than our sexual liberalismhas reduced rape, sexua
abuse of children, or sexual harassnment of women.

We do not experience sexual desire as a desire to procreate. But neither do
we experience hunger as a desire for self-preservation, only as a desire or drive to
rempve a disturbing condition or produce a pleasurable condition instead. Think of
how a baby experiences hunger; there is no thought of self-preservation in her head.
And just as we can satiate a baby's hunger in harnful ways, even though those ways
rempve the disturbance or produce pleasure, we can satiate our sex drive in harmfu
ways, socially and personally harnful ways, even ways that are harnful by the standard
of the preservation of the species, because they undermne the famly that is
necessary for the care of our totally dependent human offspring.

Chil dren deserve to be brought up in an environment of a loving relationship
bet ween their natural parents, so that they learn without being told it, is that the
meani ng of their existence as persons is |ove between persons, the self-giving of one

person to another. That is where their existence comes from So they learn the



dignity of themselves and ot her human beings as persons, because persons are beings

worth another person's giving their whole life to.

6-20-93
A gay couple's desire to be adoptive parents cannot have precedence over a gay
adol escent's right to be able to choose to be a natural parent. There can only be
adoptive parents if there are natural parents.

If there is to be sex education in schools, it cannot be morally neutral, as
if extramarital sex were socially harm ess. It should teach the social necessity of

maki ng marri age the norm for sexual behavior.

SSR, G and L, 6-13-93

We cannot think of children's rights solely in terms of those problems that can be
sol ved by adversarial juridical procedures the decisions of which will be carried out
by bureaucracies governed by administrative rules designed to achieve financial
accountability. Nor in terms of those problems that can be solved by government
The first obligation we have to childrenis to minimze the need for all of the above.

I nstead, our society maxi m zes the need for it, and we |let our society maxim ze the
need for it.

Ma and Pa nature, Ma and Pa evolution got together to talk it over. How can we | et
evol ution produce an i nfant as hel pless as a human i nfant? How can we make sure human
infants get the very long-term care they need? How can we nmake sure this doesn't
happen only randomy by accident? Let's choose a biological method of reproduction

that promotes the long termrelation between the parents that the child needs.



6-6-93

Adoption is an acceptable alternative to the natural famly in a society where the

famly is working. But if the famly is not working, the adopting famly will be no

more stable than the natural famly.

"Exploiting," inthe pejorative sense, means taki ng advant age of somet hing selfishly.
But if our selfishness were enlightened, we would see that our problemis that we do
not "exploit" sex sufficiently, i.e., that taking advantage of it for short term

pl easure prevents us from "exploiting” it for the real contribution it can make to
human happi ness. Avail ourselves of, use, put to use, enlist into service, make the

most of, turn to account, turn to one's advantage, use to advantage, reap the benefit

of, profit by, capitalize on, cash in on, mlKk,

Practical philosophy: W need a theory of the level and scope of Hobbes's, Locke's,
Rousseau's, Smith's, MIIl's, Marx's, and Freud's, but a theory whose focus is how we

can achi eve success in commtted personal relationships.

SSR, G and L, P and CG, 5-30-93 BIG
Chil dren have the right to the training necessary for econom c and social success.
This is not principally technical training in atrade or profession but moral training
in honesty, faithfulness to prom ses, teamwork, hard work, etc. But if they have a
right to that kind of training they have even nore right to the training necessary
for success in marriage, since that success is more inmportant to the happi ness of the
vast majority, necessary for society to fulfill the right of their children to a
Il oving upbringing, and necessary for society to have nmorally educated nenbers.

I realize that we are not used to thinking about things |like the fact that we

have nmore responsibility to our young and that they have the right to the conditions



necessary for a successful marriage

It turns out that marri age works best, not when the partners try each ot her out,
but when two virgins formtheir sexual habits, menmories, and expectations together,
that is, when your partner comes to mean what your sexual expectations and habits are.

One of the main reasons those who have premarital sex have |ess success in
marriage is that they, by hypothesis, don't take marriage as serirously as those who
refrain from sex before marriage, since, by hypothesis, those who think that they
shoul d refrain before marri age make the marri age state much nore i nmportant than those
who do not refrain. But why should a society want people to take marriage that
serioursly? For three reasons so crucial that they override any reasons to the
contrary. (1) The happiness of the vast majority depends on success in marriage, and
wi nki ng at sex outside of marriage makes success for those how choose marri age much
more difficulty, for the reasons spelled out in SSR (2) Making the famly work,
which requires its being taken seriousy in the way defined, is necessary to satisfy
the right of children to be brought up in a loving environment, a right that takes
precedence over the so-called right to free sex, because we have nore responsibility
to those who cannot defend their own rights than to those who can. (3) For society
to work, its members must be norally educated, and the famly is the only tolerably

reliable method we have for that.

G and L, AA

In order for free speech to work, we have to all ow good free speech to drive out the
bad, i.e., for free speech to work good free speech, not government, nust drive out
the bad free speech. But that does not and cannot happen if we hold that good free
speech does not have the right to drive out the bad, ie., if we hold that it is a

violation of rights for good free speech to drive out the bad



5-26-93 AA BIG

My argument asks us to think in terms of categories and values that our society does
not train us to think in terms of, that our society does not give a very high priority
to, that have not been given a high place in our consciousness. For exanple, the idea
that we have nmore responsibility toward the young because they cannot defend their
own rights is not sonmething we hear about on the evening news or on PBS very often
Nor is the idea of the sacredness of the right to choose to be a parent. Nor are the
ideas that happiness for the vast majority depends on successful committed
rel ationships and that the success of those relationships depends on socia

conditions, including the influences to which we are subjected in our youth.

Et hi cs, 3-24-93

Are there some actions that, by their nature, are necessarily contrary to a good
hi gher than any good for the sake of which we m ght choose such actions? And are the
"actions" in question the acts of choice or the "external" actions chosen? And is
an external action bad because its choice would necessitate a violation of the
finality of the rational appetite; or is an act of the rational appetite, a choice

contrary to the finality of the rational appetite because the external action is bad?

SSR, 3-17-93

Nat ure desi gned our sexuality in a way that would "ensure" that children would be
taken care of in a loving environment. How? By designing sexuality so that it best
operates in monogamous marriage, ie., by designing it so that, if it is used in
monoganous marriage only, it provides a tremendous support for marriage, designing
it so that it provides a trenmendous support for monogamous marriage. As a result of
the way nature designed it, couples who do not engage in premarital sex have nore

sexual satisfaction and generally happier marriages.



The last thing we think of in regard to the use of our sexuality, children, is

the first thing nature thought of.

G and L, and SSR, 3-7-93
"The world's ol dest theory" -- the theory that we will have happier marri ages, that
marriages will work out better, if the partners have premarital sex to see whether
they are conpati bl e.

Al so, my relationship to one of my children is describable as "for better or
worse, until death do us part." E.g., if a child develops a debilitating illness,
the parent is responsible for caring for her. But ny marriage partner is responsible

for my having children, so she is responsible, along with me, for my having this life-

long, for-better-or-worse relationshinp. The only just thing for marriage partners
to do, therefore, is commt thenselves to each other, to their nutual support in
bringing up their children, in a life-long, for-better-or-worse relationship.

SSR, 2-24-93
Nature selected those features of our makeup most likely to ensure the continued
reproduction of the race. The survival of the race depends on the |long-term care of
the children. The features that nature selected to ensure the long-termcare of the
children could have been distinct from the features by which the children were
reproduced. E.g., we all could have an instinct to, or at |least a strong inclination
to, love and sacrifice for children, even if they are not our own children.
Correspondi ngly, the feature by which we reproduce could be independent of |ove of
any kind, including |ove of our partner or our children.

Nature did something different. First, it did not rely on instinct for

reproduction and | ong-termcare but on voluntary behavior. Therefore, it gave us very



strong inclinations to the behavior of reproduction and the comm tnent needed for

long-term care. And it so designed the inclinations |eading to reproduction that
those same inclinations make the long-term care of the children more |ikely by
supporting and making nmore likely a voluntary |long-term relationship between the

reproduci ng partners and a voluntary relationship of commtment to sacrifice for the
children. The voluntary long-termrelation between the partners that the design of
nature supports is one of |ove and care between the partners, so that the children
wi | | have an harmoni ous, unfrightening environment, and so that they will learn from
t he exanmpl e of their parents to give their children such an envirnoment by living in
harnmony with their partners.

The inclinations |eading to reproductive behavior can performthe function of
leading to long-term care behavior with the other partner, if the inclination to
reproductive behavior is used exclusively in arelationship with one partner, because
those inclinations are designed to establish emotional and psychol ogi cal bonds with
those with whom we engage in reproductive behavior. Those bonds include, among many

ot her things, expectations and preferences concerning the pleasure that comes from

t hat behavi or, which expectations and preferences are shared with your partner, if
you have only one partner, but may not be shared with your partner, if you have had
many ot hers. These expectations and preferences are especially formed by your

earliest sexual experiences and, therefore, with the partner(s) you have for your
virginal experiences. The bonds also include nmenories shared with your earliest
partners.

Therefore, the inclinations | eading to reproductive behavi or do not performwell
the function nature gave themof | eading to |l ong-termcare behavior, if they are used
prior to the marriage commtment. And if they do not well support the long-termcare
comm tment to the other partner, they do not well contribute what they can to our

Il ong-term happi ness. For in designing us for voluntary, as opposed to instinctual,



long-termcare behavior, nature selected a makeup such that the | ong-term conm t ment
necessary for long-termcare behavior was al so necessary (normally) for our long-term
personal happiness. |f nature had not desi gned our makeup so that our happi ness came
froma long-termrelationship, the |l ong-termcare behavi or necessary for the survival
of the species would have been nmuch less likely, since that behavior nust be
vol untary.

Al so, in selecting a species that relies on voluntary rather than instinctive
behavi or, nature selected a species whose nenbers require the noral behavior of the
others, the voluntary moral behavior of the others. Were do we learn norality and
acquire the inclinations toward voluntary noral behavior? Nature could not solve that
probl em apart fromits solution to the problem of |long-term care for the children,
because we devel op those inclinations during or |long-term devel opment as chil dren.
So the acquired inclinations toward moral behavior come from the relationship that
provi des the long-term care needed for survival.

Wth this background, can we today say, as we inmplicitly do: nature screwed up?
l.e., nature designed us to need nonogamous sexuality but gave nme all of these
desires? No, those sanme desires are what can make monoganous rel ati ons work. What
are we going to do instead, create a cabinet office for solving the problem of
devel oping inclinations to moral behavior, as one set of problemanmong all the others
parcel ed out anmong cabinet offices?

Possible title: Nature Screwed Up! or Did Nature Screw up?

Et hics, Animal rights, and assisting suicide, 2-19-93

Killing a person is worse than inflicting pain on her, while inflicting pain on an
animal is worse than (painlessly) killing it. \Why ? The animal's act of self-
awar eness i s an i mmnent action and, therefore, an action with an end in itself, and

to the extent that animals perform inmanent actions, animals attain ends in



t henmsel ves; animals have ends which are ends in thenselves. And inflicting pain
destroys a good which is an end in itself, and we are capable of knowing that it is
an end in itself from our own awareness of what self-awareness is.

But an animal is not itself an end in itself, since it does not choose its own
ends. A human being as such, not just in her actions, in an end in herself, since
her nature is such that its ends will be the ends she gives it. So in killing a
person we are destroying a being that is an end in itself, while is inflicting pain,
we are only destroying the end of a being's action, a being that may not be an end
initself.

Our faculties of rational choice give us the end of evaluating things to be what
they are, regardless of the choices they may have nade; for they still are what they
are after they make one choice rather than another. To assist another person in
sui ci de would be to evaluate her as if she were not what she is, an end in herself.
She remai ns an end in herself, even after choosing death as a means to her ends. So
my decision to help her die would be destroying something that | must eval uate as an
end in herself and so something | must evaluate as worthy of life, or else | violate
the will's end of evaluating things to be what they are. To assist suiced would be
wi nki ng at what | know her to be, would be pretending | do not know her to remain an
end in herself.

Anot her way of putting it is that not every chosen end is worthy of our nature
as ends in ourselves. And we are capable of knowi ng that suicide is not a worthy
choice for her as an end in herself; so assisting her in acconplishing that choice
woul d be treating her as if she were not an end in herself.

If we unnecessarily cause an animal pain, we are not respecting (evaluating)
an activity that possesses its end within itself to be what it is, i.e., such an
activity; we are not respecting it for what it is. Li kewise, if we kill a person

we are not respecting a being that is an end in itself for being what it is; i.e.,



such a being. |In declaring unnecessary pain (suffering) of any kind to be the essence
of evil, Bentham was failing to evaluate the being to whom the suffering occurs as
being an end in itself or not an end in itself; he was failing to evaluate the being,
as opposed to an activity of the being, as the measure of good or evil. Even without
maki ng Aristotle's substance/accident distinction, we can distinquish the being, the
agent with its nature, from the activity of the being, which activity exists to
fulfill the end's of the being's nature, the ends that the being's nature is an
orientation to. Still, if the activity is in some way an end in itself, we violate

the end of the rational appetite if we do not evaluate the activity to be such.

SSR, 2-14-93

Nat ure designed sex so that the products of sex would be taken care of. Nat ur e
desi gned sex to that the instinctless and hel pl ess children who result fromsex woul d
have the continuing care they need, and so that the parents could have the care they
need when they are helpless in their old age. Nature did not foresee birth control,
but it turns out that nature so designed sex that we cannot use it for tenmporary and
i mmedi at e pl easure and to support the relationship that gives children the care they
need.

Nor did nature foresee social welfare agencies.

SSR, 2-13-93
A "Dr. Lonnie Carton" broadcast this week, the 10th, 11, or 12th, on WBZ: Wy Johnny

Can't Tell Right from Wong, by Fitzpatrick, a BC prof. Sounded good for backing me

up on the famly and the breakdown of ethics with plenty of statistics. She al so
referred to a Josephson (W IIlian?) who heads an institute she named having to do with

ethics or nmorality (in its title) and who nmay be another source for statistics.



SSR, 1-31-93

In the Boston Gl obe, 1-31-93, pp. 65-66, James Alan Fox, author of a fampus book
predicting crime statistics on the basis of denmographics, admts that denographics
al one do not determne crinme statistics. And he admits that the breakdown of the
fam ly plays an i mportant part. But his remedi es do not include supporting the famly
as a moral necessity for society. Instead, he bempans the fact that underfunded

school s have not made up for the lack of the famly and calls for us to spend "an
awful | ot nore noney" as a remedy for the causes of crine.

So this is a perfect exanmple of the social costs of not holding up the famly
as a nmoral necessity for society. And we can't afford that cost. Where is the extra
money going to come from? From our medical budget or the money we spend on caring
fromold people (because there are not enough children to do it)? Sure, it is not
logically necessary that we can't find the noney. But on planet Earth, exploiting
the relationships, enotional commtnments, etc. that are based on sex is the only

tolerably reliable way to do it. On Mars, emotions, relationships, and conmitnents

may work some other way, but not on earth.

xxxG and L, 7/ 24/ 94 AA
To claimthat cures don't work is to cynically lie to young G and L's for one's own
sel fish purposes. It is to deprive them of hope that is rightfully theirs for the

sake of one's own selfish pleasure.

G and L, 3-17-93
Some, and maybe many, women become | esbians after marriage, according to Masters and

Johnson in Sex and Human Loving, and maybe Kinsey also. 1Is this counter-evidence to

my claim about early sexual experiences, if emotionally satisfying, having an

influence of |ater sexual orientation?



G and L, 1-27-93

Al'l the research can be done on one Saturday a.m Get Master's and Johnson title.
How bi g was their sanmple? How many bisexuals were included? Ask same questions for
the following titles: Nicolisi's (check FCS Newsletter), the Crisis guy's, Lawrence
Hatterer's. See if any of themmake a reference to the | onger one practices, the nmore
difficult it is. Also check old Pastoral Renewals. Check follow up responses to M

and J. Call BCS and EDS first.

We have a right to expect gays to stay the the cl oset for the same reason that we have
the right to expect smokers not to smoke in public areas: doing so would be harmfu

to others; and in the case of open homosexuality, those harmed would i ncl ude many who
cannot defend their own rights. We have the right to expect that those who drink

don't drive.

6-8-93

What to tell children about psychol ogci al abuse of gays: it makes it nmore difficult
for themto successfully choose to be heterosexual, so those who practice the abuse
are thensel ves responsible, in part, if a gay person is unable to have a heterosexua

rel ati onship. Why? Two reasons. Lack of self-confidence, i.e., the fear of not
bei ng abl e to have a heterosexual relation contributes to the gay person's inability.

And they need security in relations with their own sex; |ack of security in those

relations contributes to their problem

12/ 31/ 94
What if it were shown that early gay experience, and repeated experience, did not make

it nore difficult to adapt Ilater? Still, the basic point is that premarital



experience of any kind makes it much nore difficult to successfully choose the

spousal -parental relation, which is a basic right of all young. If premarital sex
makes that choice nore difficult for straights, a fortiori it makes it more difficult
for gays.

G and L, 6-18-93
Mand J's failure to notice that extended gay experi ene makes changing more difficult

woul d only show that those with nuch experience can change through therapy, which is

the context in which Mand J nade their observations. But no one should have to go
t hrough expensive therapy to exercise their right to be parents. And what about al
t he gay parents who did not have to go through therapy, because they had limted or
no gay experience

Also, M and J had very snmall samples of the population which counts, ie.
conversion patients instead of reversion patients. And their long-termfollow up was
a "statistical disaster."

Check the ages of their patients, if possible, and the means of selection

relative to Kinsey's scale.

G and L, 2-28-93

There are serious arguments against hate crime |egislation. The arguments agai nst
"hate crime" |egislation need to be taken seriously. In the case of hate crimes
agai nst gays, at least, there is the same justification for legislation as there is

for those provisions of federal civil rights legislation that permt prosecution for

violations of civil rights: there are some, and perhaps many, jurisdictions where
crimes motivated by hatred against blacks and gays will not receive adequate
puni shment. The need for that provision of the civil rights lawis illustrated, for

exampl e, by the venue of the original Rodney King trial, which is an area where many



poli cemen and ex-policemen live. One of the jurors was even quoted as saying (check
t he quote about needing a | ot of evidence "to convict a policemn").

And change "sponsors" to "advertisers."

G and L, 1-13-93

Parents, knowi ng what you now know, would you consider it just for someone to have
passed a |law when you were an adol escent the effect of which would have been to
prevent you from bei ng what you are now, a parent, or prevent you from having a happy
relationship with the other parent so that you could bring up the children together?
And knowi ng what you now know, would you consider it just for someone to pass a | aw
the effect of which would be to prevent your adol escent child from having children
of his own or from having a happy relationship with the other parent so that they

could bring up the children together?

xxxC and D, 7124/ 94

Title: Philosophy Under Control

XxxWomen's lib, ordination of wonmen, March 20, 1994

Approach it this way: write an article entitled "How to Achieve the Ordination of

Women". State that you are open to women's ordination if they can come up with good
t heol ogi cal arguments, which they have so far failed to do. Political arguments,
argument s about hidden intentions, etc., will not do. One can al ways do the right

thing for the wrong intention.

xxxl ntell ectual fads, values, etc., October 18, 1993
Chesterton says sonepl ace that Engl and wanted the moral s without the faith, or better,

t hought they coul d have the morals without the faith. But next it was: maybe we don't



need those norals. But after that canme a |oss of any standards, much |ess nora

st andar ds. We don't even have educational, intellectual, or artistic standards
Pai ntings by four-year olds still win awards. Silly articles in silly scholarly
journals still are considered valuable contributions that count toward tenure,
promotion, and salary increases. Etc., etc.

xxxTheol ogy, anti-cathol ocism July 30, 1993
God is serious about not consulting us. He did not consult us about using a screwed

up institution sometimes run by evil men as his instrument of salvation

xxxM racles, 6-26-93

(1) Some effect occurs that cannot be produced by the natures of any of the things
we know. (2) It is a greater effect, that is, the unknown nature can do what known
natures do and nore. What the unknown nature does in nore by some understandabl e
measure, e.g., it can do what the known nature does and nore, e.g., can do it
incredi bly faster, by the

standard of the speeds of known natures. (Somehow what is done, and hence the cause
of what is done, is beyond the laws to which all the natures we know are subject.
E.g., everything obeys gravity, is subject to gravity. To be able to walk on water
is not just to do sonmething different; it is to do something greater. (Why not say
|l esser? E.g., gee its too bad that you are not subject to gravity the way we are?
Because Christ can do everything we who are subject to gravity can do, but at wil
can do more. (4) The natures we know are

subject to it and hence subordinate to it. It can control the natures we know, i.e
it does things to and with the natures we know, but things beyond what any other
natures we know can do, as already expl ained.

But how do we know this supernature is benign? Either we already know the



exi stene of God or we do not. If we do, mracles are only a sign of his special
presence in, say, Jesus. If we do not, mracles may be a sign of the existence of
a maker of things that we know (since they are subject toit), and if there is a maker

of things, He is good, as metaphysical intuition knows and metaphysical argument can

grasp.

M racles, 3-22-93
In his lecture on ethics, Wttgenstein says when exam ned scientifically, the
supposedly miracul ous event | ooses its mracul ous character and sinmply becones a fact
we have not yet explained scientifically, because we have hitherto failed to group
the fact with others in a scientific system But there are many facts not yet grouped
with others in a scientific systemthat we do not consider mracul ous. What is the
di fference? One differences is that unexplained scientific facts are often really
|l aws, whereas mracles are singular events. On the other hand, each of the events
adding up to a law is not considered mracul ous individually. For exanple, each run
of the M chl eson-Morl ey experi ment produces an anomaly; so we have a universal pattern
that does not fit in with other natural | aws. But neither does each individual run
fit in with natural l[aws, but we do not consider those results, even individually,
to be mracul ous.

This negative result, while not showing what it is that characterizes the
mi racul ous, at | east shows that there is something that characterizes the m racul ous
that is other than merely being a fact that does not fit in with other scientific

| aws.

Faith, and P&CG, 2-19-93, BIG
Human reason is incapable of dealing with evil. For example, the constitution has

two "religion" <clauses to protect wus against abuses Ilike, for exanple, the



inquisition. It has a free speech clause for the sanme purpose. But now those very
cl auses are used, not just for evil purposes, but for the very evils they were meant
to prevent. For example, teaching gay rights in schools attacks religious beliefs
and so violates the no establishment cl ause, but the no establishment clause is used
to prevent those whose religion is being attacked from defending their religion on
an equal footing. For example, Camlle Paglia calls "Stalinists" those fem nists who
want to use their right of free speech to inluence sports nmagazines not to have
swi msuit issues (ESPN, Sport Center, 2-16 or 17; 7 p.m). In other words, the free
speech clause protects against the right of free speech

Though reason cannot cope with evil, there is nothing wong with reason. Reason

is meant to lead us to sonmething greater than reason, just as sense know edge | eads

to a higher Kkind of know edge, and Egyptian surveying led to modern mat hematics.

Per haps Godel shows this, or perhaps Godel as extended by Putnamin the [ ast chapter

of Representation and Reality shows this. There, P says that reason necessarily

exceeds its own limts.

Faith, 1-24-93

How faith works: Before the practico-practical judgment (2) that it is good for
me to believe that the apostles speak for God, there is the specul ative judgment (1),
based on miracles and other things, that it is unreasonable to believe that these men
are not acting on behalf of God, or that God is not working through them or some
ot her such proposition. The inmportant thing is that proposition (1) is not a matter
of free choice. W cannot not know that it is unreasonable to believe the opposite
of it. Only after it, whatever it m ght be, does the question of a practico-practical
judgment based on it come up. I can know the truth of the speculatively practica
judgment corresponding to (2), just as the devil does not | ack specul atively practi cal

knowl edge of the truth. What is free is just the practically practical know edge.



xXx Liberal, Conservative, G and L, 5-30-93
Some conservatives think that the only ones who do not have medi cal insurance because
they are young enough are "health insurance deadbeats."”

What is a "social conservative"? |If its someone who places what is traditional
over individual rights, | amnot a social conservative. |If it is someone who pl aces
order over individual rights, | amnot a social conservative. (Someone unconcerned
about the environment, endangered species, gun control, capital punishment,
defendants' rights, first amendment rights -- wholistically understood to include
freedom of religion and no establishment, inclusively understood -- women's rights,

di scrimnation by race, civil rights, etc.)

Conservative/Li beral, 3-24-93

I deol ogical Iliberals never believe that the governnmental cure is worse than the
di sease; ideological conservatives never believe that the governmental cure is better
than the disease. | deol ogical liberals always judge by the good intentions,

abstracting fromthe facts; ideol ogical conservatives always m strust good i ntentions

and ignore the good facts, i.e., the facts that support the |liberal action.

Conservative/liberal, 2-14-93

C's create a false dichotomy when they argue that because social welfare agencies,
or government in general, can't do X, Y, Z, e.g., can't do what the famly can do or
can't do things efficiently, that therefore social welfare agencies or governnent are
bad. There is nothing wrong with social welfare agencies, just because we can't
expect them to do what families can do. On the other hand, liberals are too
optim stic about what social welfare agencies can do.

That recent Boston Herald op ed piece shows that conservatives really don't

believe there is such a thing as racial prejudice. Rick Owens |ast night confirmed



this ("The Irish were discrim nated against, but we made it!"). On the other hand,
liberals don't believe there is such a thing as anti-religious, especially anti-
Christian and anti-Catholic bigotry, when it goes on blatantly in the nmedia and in
public dial ogue, e.g., by gays, everyday.

Teaching tolerance toward gays in the schools violates the intent of the no
est abli shment cl ause. But, contrary to the conservatives, the mere intent of the
founders is not the important thing. The important thing is the right not to have
ones government establish a religion. This is a liberal dilemma, because the same
liberals who want to use the schools attack Judaeo-Christian values concerning sex
do not want school prayer, and argue against it on the basis of the no establishment
cl ause.

Conservatives don't worry about the no establishment clause when it cones to
prayer in schools; liberals don't worry about the no establ si hment clause when it

comes to using the schools to attack Judaeo-Christian sexual nmorality.

Li beral, Conservative, G and L, 5-30-93
Some conservatives think that the only ones who do not have medi cal insurance because
they are young enough are "health insurance deadbeats."”

What is a "social conservative"? If its someone who places what is traditiona
over individual rights, | amnot a social conservative. |If it is someone who pl aces
order over individual rights, | amnot a social conservative. (Someone unconcerned
about the environment, endangered species, gun <control, capital puni shment ,
defendants' rights, first amendment rights -- wholistically understood to include
freedom of religion and no establishment, inclusively understood -- women's rights

di scrimnation by race, civil rights, etc.)



C s create a false dichotomy when they argue that because social welfare agencies,
or government in general, can't do X, Y, Z, e.g., can't do what the famly can do or
can't do things efficiently, that therefore social wel fare agencies or governnent are
bad. There is nothing wrong with social welfare agencies, just because we can't
expect them to do what families can do. On the other hand, liberals are too
optim stic about what social welfare agencies can do

That recent Boston Herald op ed piece shows that conservatives really don't
believe there is such a thing as racial prejudice. Ri ck Owens | ast night confirmed
this ("The Irish were discrim nated against, but we made it!"). On the other hand,
liberals don't believe there is such a thing as anti-religious, especially anti-
Christian and anti-Catholic bigotry, when it goes on blatantly in the media and in
public dial ogue, e.g., by gays, everyday.

Teaching tolerance toward gays in the schools violates the intent of the no
establi shment cl ause. But, contrary to the conservatives, the mere intent of the
founders is not the inportant thing. The important thing is the right not to have
ones government establish a religion. This is a liberal dilenma, because the same
liberals who want to use the schools attack Judaeo-Christian values concerning sex
do not want school prayer, and argue against it on the basis of the no establishment
cl ause.

Conservatives don't worry about the no establishment clause when it conmes to
prayer in schools; liberals don't worry about the no establsihment clause when it

comes to using the schools to attack Judaeo-Christian sexual nmorality.

Conservative/ Li beral, 3-24-93
I deol ogical Iliberals never believe that the governmental cure is worse than the
di sease; ideol ogical conservatives never believe that the governmental cure is better

than the disease. I deol ogical |Iliberals always judge by the good intentions,



abstracting fromthe facts; ideol ogical conservatives always m strust good i ntentions
and ignore the good facts, i.e., the facts that support the |iberal

action. Li beral/Conservative, January 14, 1994

Chris Hart says educational reformis held captive between the NEA, on one side, and

right-wi ngers who don't want there tax dollars helping mnorities, on the

ot her . Li beral / Conservative, May 15, 1994

The president of Hillsdale college says that colleges and universities are in a

crisis. What if congress held hearings on the crisis? Congress holds hearings
precisely to identify problems solvable by spending noney. If there isn't such a
problem there is not a problem relevant to congress. But the Hillsdale guy says

government money is the problem

Li kewi se, Reagan refused to admt the existence of problems, e.g., acid rain,
it its existence would require government action to solve. If it would require
government action, there is no such problem

So different metaphysics refuse to admt the existence of different kinds of
probl ems. How can we avoid these ideological blinders preventing us from seeing
practical problems? (1) Recognize the necessity, the unavoidability, of metaphysics
and religion, contra the liberals; (2) once recognized, separate that from our
politics, contra the conservatives. (when their necessity is unrecognized, we are

necessarily their slaves.)

XXX Trinity 4-23-93
Not e t aken during the di scussi on of Di ck Hennesey's paper on transcendental quantity.
Di vision by contradiction: this being is not that being. Division by relative

opposition: this way of a thing's termnating a relation to itself is not that way.



But what is the cash value of speaking of stronger and weaker forms of

opposition? Each formresults fromthe use of negation, "This is not that."

Xxx UPS ordinati, 3-24-93

God' s purpose in giving us the sacraments was not so that the Church could become a
sacrament delivery system was not so that the life of the Church would be that of
an sacramental service institution, was not so that the celebration of the sacraments
woul d be the most important thing for us to do whenver we gather, was not so that the
priest's mssion would be fulfilled mainly by exercising his sacramental powers,
rather than providing the pastoral |eadership and discernment necessary for the

effectiveness of the sacraments.

UPS, ordinati, 3-4-93

There is nothing in this against the liturgy. But those priests and laity in a
position to make decisions about the use of the liturgy, in a position to use the
l'iturgy, do not understand what is necessary for its effectiveness. Nor do they

under st and how our m sunderstandi ng of the pastoral role of the liturgy is an obstacle
toits effectiveness. |.e., they do not understand how our focus on the presence of
Christ in the liturgy, in an era when His presence within us is not understood,
reinforces the ineffectiveness of using the liturgy at times when we coul d be | earning

about the presence of Christ within us and within the body.



