Truth, Dummett, Jul. 16, 96

The question of whether we have a concept of truth apart froma way of determ n-
ing truth is less inportant if in fact we can know the truth.



Course idea, Jul. 16, 96

Have a course showi ng what is unique to Thom smin the solution to phil osophical
probl ems. l.e., a course showing the alternatives that Thom sm offers but no
one el se offers. Use Adler's list (see Deal) and Maritain's Introduction to

Phi | osophy. Also use the simlarities between The Degrees of Know edge and
current philosophies of science to show the superiority of Maritain's approach,
e.g., he can say with Quine that scientific truth applies to theories as a
whol e, because he has anot her absolute standard of truth. And he can

di stinqui sh the aspects of quantum mechanics that do and do not have ontol ogi cal
wei ght .




Spatial Relations, Jun. 1, 96

Does it makes sense to speak of a particle, or any body, as "capable of being in

such or such a place"? 1|s there any place a particle is not capable of being
in? What potency of the body is fulfilled when it comes into a certain place?
One is the potency of being at rest. But are rest and motion only relative?
Rel ative to what?

Per haps the apparent relativity of place nmakes no difference. I amtrying to
repl ace spatial relations with something el se, because a mere change in place
does not seemto affect a thing internally. It doesn't matter to the apparent

superfluity of spatial relations whether they are or are not only relative.
Therefore causal relations can be relative in the sense that the sane effect
woul d occur by the universe's moving relative to me, me nmoving relative to it,
or each moving relative to the other. The inportant thing is that any one of
these three mpdel s for change can bring about an "internal" alteration in the
sense that the environnent now has different effects on me, and | on it.



Smith, Mar. 19, 96

Smith is scary not just because you can't base theology on his methods, you
can't base life, society, and moral |ife on any kind of standards.



Ben Cogen questions, Rity questions, science questions, May. 14, 96

In General Rity, does the unity of space and time in one continuum depend on
mul ti plying by an i magi nary number or on some other mathematical trick?



Abort 3, AA May. 14, 96
Mul care: change "fetus" to "embryo" on p. 21

If Z's weren't oriented to human ends, contra Ford, we wouldn't be and coul dn't
be. If Z weren't oriented to the end of making itself into an "ontol ogical"

i ndi vidual, the ontol ogical individual could not exist. The ontol ogica
individual is just a mature state that the Z nakes itself into. |If the Z wern't
oriented toward acquiring an "intrinsic" finality, that kind of finality could
not cone into existence

Rat i onal know edge expl anation may need beefing up

Expl ai n t hat what makes an "ontol ogi cal individual" for Ford is that twinning is
no | onger possible (but why not say when having split personalities is no |onger
possi bl e?).

Add DeMarco to the acknow edgements in the published proofs. And add C. before
Ki scher's name. Add Warren Kay.

Repl ace "However, | am not arguing about other species. . ." with "However, | do
not need to argue about. " in footnote 7.

Repl ace "Pain is negative. . . other things being equal” with "Pain is usually
consi dered of negative val ue”

First sentence: When do human infants acquire the kind of value for ethics that
makes killing human adults wrong?

replace "that is, |I am not discussing cases where two |lives of equal value" with
"or any case where two |lives of equal val ue”

What does the fetus depend on outside help for? For nmaking itself into
Contrast the chinp who depends on outside help for the ability to make itself
into.

(Ford) These are all stages called for by the design that exists in the zygote.
Twi nning: It is oriented to produce too few daughters to be oriented to making
itself into one and only one human adult....too few daughters before the zZP
ruptures to continue to be oriented to the eventual achievenent of only one set
of human ends.

A gl ance at the nature of value shows that.

She is just as responsible for the death of the F as she is of the violinist.
The mot her only determ nes that the cell produce this kind of protein or that.
She doesn't put the control genes that she puts on there, nor does she put the

control gene that produces this kind of protein there

When does it become wrong to kill a twinning cell or group of cells? \When
conditions occur that. . . or when it begins acting toward its own. . .?



The first unit whose causal dispositions embody a design for producing a
conmpl et e human bei ng.



Human Nature, Mar. 19, 96

Human nature governs what the zygote can become, what we can become. There is a
structure in us and in the zygote governing what we can become, a structure
defining what we can become, controlling what we can becone.

Even after we have becone it, or in some cases have failed to becone it, the
structure governing what we were designed to becone remains, the structure
defining what we were designed to become remains. And we remain what we have
actually become only as | ong as the underlying structure supports what we have
become, only as long as the underlying structure is there supporting what we
have become and governing our ability to continue in existence as what we have
become, governing our ability to maintain ourselves in existence as what we have
become.

That structure is not just the genome, but the structure of being a whole causa
system a unit causal system whose most fundanental causal dispositions enbody
a design for maintaining itself in existence as an entity oriented to human ends
at the nost basic |evel

Human nature = Being a unit causal system whose causal orientations orient it

to, whose design as a unit orients it to. Human nature is the nature of being a
unit causal system whose nost fundamental causal dispositions orient to be, to
mai ntain itself in existence as



Abortion article, thoughts to go back to before finishing it, Jun. 23, 95

Feb. 1, 96

Is it conceivable that reality impose any limt on the value of our choices? |If
the existence of the orientation to human ends cannot impose such a limt
not hi ng can. If an ethician wants to hold that reality cannot inmpose such a
limt, then all things are allowable.

After Archiving: Aug. 16, 95

Jim O Rourke's reader: Bob Augros

Do ny statenments about the presence of the genome contradict what | say about
fertilization being the start?

Tape wornms - fragmentation. Mushrooms - spores. Some weeds put out shoots.
Can take clippings fromsome plants; put it water; the clippings will sprout
roots; can plant the sprouted clippings and they will grow.

Shorten the paragraph about the fetus being, like us, in a life-threatening
condition called "life."

Take out the Tchai kovsky quote, and maybe that whol e paragraph.

The question is whether a 5-year old's future achievement of ends is |ess
important than a 10-year old's future achi evenent of ends. |Is one's achievenent
of end of |ess value than the other's.

The opponent will say that value is measured by the ends they can achieve now.
The 5-year old can't achieve the ends a 10-year old can, but they both can
achi eve personal ends. So as soon as personal ends are achievable, they have

mor al val ue. But that is just a decision on the part of the opponent, a
deci sion achieving some end to which the zygote is also oriented

Start off consciousness section be referring to "some degree" of consciousness,
or some form of consciousness.

Del ete the paragraph at the end of the consciousness section contrasting the
subj ect of consciousness to the deliverances of consciousness.

Is something the same entity as before? The real question is, for what purposes
shall we consider something the sane entity. What should our criteria be, and

what purposes define the "should."™ W can have different purposes in different
contexts. The opponent will grant that zygotes share all the same purposes.
She will try to say that only some purposes are relevant for deciding if the
zygote is a moral peer. For exanple, the zygote certainly is not now a great
violinist, even if she is oriented to beconme one. Maybe there are purposes for
whi ch we can say that the Z is not now a moral peer. Sure there are, but they
are self-interested purposes, not noral purposes. And even if not "self-"in-

terested, they are not noral, since they serve the interests only of a selected
group.

Concerning a universal definition of "conmplete causal system. . .". Move the



sentence about its being the facts summari zed, not the useful ness of simlar
phrases el sewhere, that is important up next to the sentence about we need not
do that here. Then start the sentence about clear cases with "And."

The position that menmor makes us the same agent confuses the neans of knowi ng,
menory, with that which is known. Menory makes us aware of past conscious
states, but we have conscious states only because we are pre-consciously
oriented to them

Possi bly footnote the "specul ative question" paragraph. But if so, watch out
for the later use of that phrase, introduced as "another" specultive quetion

The possession of more abilities to achieve ends does not make a 10-year-old's
achi evement of ends nore inportant, or of nore value, that a 5-year-old's.

Addi tional abilities do not make ny achi evement of ends of greater value than
someone else's. The ends may be of greater value in some respects, e.g.
artistic value, but those respects are not the measure of noral val ue.

Refer to the mechanisms, plural, not singular, of twi nning. And concerning the
"and" or "or" theories of active dispositions for twi nning. Per haps put a
footnote at the end of the discussion of both possibilities. The footnote would
say that the way we could tell the difference between them would not be that we
could identify one twin as the continuation of the original fetus, since the
twins are identical after the split. Rat her, the distinction would come from
the kind of mechanismthat existed before the split and produced the split or
produced the primtive streak. All you have to say is that even though the
twins afterwards are identical, we m ght be able to distinguish the "and"/"or"
cases by the previously existing mechanismthat produced the effect of twi nning
or of the primtive streak

Jul . 28, 95

One more thing that a preamble can say about a hypothetical conmplete ethica
system  To be consistent with the presuppositions of any ethics, the system
must make the risk of unjustly killing a possible conplete human agent a greater
risk than that of unjustly depriving a woman of choice over her own body. How
it assigns these relative values would be a test for any ethical systemto pass
before it need be considered any further

The issue here is the evil of treating something of equal moral value as if it
were not of equal moral value. The precise reason why killing is wong is not a
future like ours. Even equality is only a sufficient reason. A conplete ethics
need not make equality the mpst important reason

The dependence of the rape child on the nmother only increases the baby's claim
to the mother's help.

If an adult chooses to kill a zygote, the adult is saying that her orientation
to ends is nmore important than the zygotes orientation to ends. \Whatever means
do, they do not make ny orientation to ends nore inmportant than the zygotes,
because the only nmeasure of inmportance is the orientation to ends, and we have
the same orientation to ends.



Concerning ratonal choice as the central feature: Whatever features the adult
has in addition to choice, they cannot justify abortion, if the future val ue
achieved by killing the Z is no greater than that the future value the Z is
oriented to. And no matter what other features the adult has, the Z is oriented
to features of equal value. Also, rational choice presupposes all the features
necessary for rational choice

Not only is a definition of a conplete causal system that would exclude the
zygote arbitrary, more inportantly, it is not neede for purposes of deciding the
et hical value of the zygote. The facts about the Z that | have summarized by
the phrase "conpl ete causal system' are decisive for ethics, whatever the val ue
of that phrase el sewhere.

Utilitarianism m ght justify killing a fetus, but it cannot justify the fetus's
not being a noral equal until later in its devel opment. Even utilitarianism
must count the fetus in the number for which the greatest good of the greatest
number is cal cul at ed.

Same causal system unlike the spermovum mother: don't say the ends are its;
say the mature features are its and are not features of the sperm ovum not her.

Utilitarianism how can killing the fetus be the greater good, when we are
cancelling a whole normal human lifetime of achievement? Answer: alleged
external conditions, such as econom c conditions, make its attai nment of ends
cost too much for others. But unless it is killing others, how can the cost be
too much? And where is it actually killing people? Maybe the predictions of
over - popul ati on may someday come true, but while people have tried to justify
abortion on those predictions, the history of the past two-hundred years shows
that those killings were tragically unjustified even on utilitarian grounds.

I am approachi ng abortion fromthe viewpoint of things that any ethical theory
must presuppose at the most fundamental level. | could not credibly do this if
my case depended on casuistic distinctions.

After violinist and F are equal before the V gets attached: The dependence of
the F on the mpther is the reason Thomson does not consider their equality
before the nother takes the action that will certainly kill both

We would be willing to put up with nine months of torturous |labor, if that were
required to finish work on the mne that would make us rich

If the zygote were not oriented to the future achievement of human ends, we
coul d not be so oriented.

Where is that line that used to start "There are only two possibilities; either

Can the opponent claimto measure the sameness of the tenporally extened causa
system only by its so-called "imedi ate" effects? How does one measure that?

Can the opponent say that memory definse the "same" causal system? |In addition
to the arguments agai nst consciousness, there is the followi ng problem for the
opponent: menory tells me that the same being preconsciously oriented to ny
current conscious states was oriented to the conscious states menmry makes ne



awar e of. If that is not what menory clains to tell us, then memory has nothing
to do with the sameness of the causal system because the conscious states
menory makes us aware of are not the same as my present conscious states. The
only thing that could be the same is what nenory claims to be the same, nanmely,

the preconscious subject of the conscious states. It is understandable that our
phil osophical training gives us a professional bias toward the epistenol ogica
over the ontol ogical. But to define the deliverances of menory in terms of the

means by which they are delivered, nanmely, by consciousness, is a reflection of
t hat bi as.

"Why be noral ?" can have a specul ative phil osophi cal meaning. It can al so have
the practical meaning of how serious should we be about basing our behavior on
what we know about the moral equality of others. For exanpl e, sonme opponents of

the death penalty reluctantly prefer it in situations where the possibility of
parol e exists. They would say that those who would parole first-degree nurders
aren't sufficiently serious about affirm ng the noral value of justice by making
that the rule of their decision. Their point, whatever its nmerit, is not just
that rehabilitation is nore inportant than justice to those who would parole.
Their point, whatever its merit, would be that no one is truly rehabilitated in
the moral sense unless they can see the justice of life imprisonnent, and so
they are not really rehabilitated if they seek parole. And the failure of the
parolers to see that such prisoners are not rehabilitated denonstrates the
paroler's lack of sufficient concern for justice

And if being moral is not what's guiding our decision to, for exanple,
kill fetuses but not adults, what is guiding it? Personal preference of sone
ki nd.

Before Jul. 28, 95

Per haps start the last section this way. How does my argunment address those who
justify abortion even if the fetus is a person? 1Is it possible to evaluate
their arguments without |eaving the preamble to ethics and followi ng the

causi stic disputes down all the | abyrinthine ways generated by the probl em of

when we are permtted to kill our noral equals? O rather, the casuistry comes
fromattempts to find moral significance in the asymmetry between the nmother and
the fetus. Here's one way out. Since the working hypothesis is that the fetus

is a person, we can put the follow ng words in her mouth.

What if it was the woman who put the V in danger of death by her know ng choice
to do something that would, if not kill him at least put himin the danger of
death that he is now in. So before this deliberate act on her part, the V was
not in danger of death. Wuld the woman have the responsibility to keep him
alive? Yes. But the F is not now in danger of death. In that respect, the F
is exactly like the V before the woman acted against the interests of the V.
Since the nmoral value of the F's life is equal to that of the V's, the woman has
just as much responsiblity not to act against the F's interests now, and
therefore to keep the F connected to her, as she did not to act against the V's
interests before the V was connected to her.

Since the assunption is that the F is a person, we can inmagine the F saying the
following to the the nother: In what way are you treating my life as if its

val ue were the moral equal of yours. You say that the mere fact of our equality
does not mean that you can't expel me, even though that nmeans my certain death.

Is that doing on to others what you would have them do onto you? You say | am



an intruder, a parasite. But so were you. You only have the ability to kill nme
now because another former parasite, your nother, did not |let your being a

parasite prevent you fromliving. In what sense are you treating me equally if
you don't let me live? You say that the equality of human organi sms does not
give one the obligation to be a good Samaritan to another. But we're not

tal ki ng about the obligation to, for instance, let me develop ny nusical talent
by giving me violin |l essons. W're talking about my very life.

You say you don't have to go to extremes to save nmy life. You ask what if
| already were a great violinist. But you would have the obligation to go to
extemes, if you were responsible for the violinist's being in danger of death.
You could even be | ocked up for nmuch more than your example's hypothetical nine
years. If you were not obligated to go to extremes when you were responsible
for his condition, in what way would his life be the moral equal of yours.

Well, | amlike the violinist before you attacked him because my life is not
now i n danger. I am nmuch nore like a siamese twin than |like the violinist.

Li ke a sianmese twin, | am not doing anything that would be unjust if | were
fully rational, as the violinist would be doing if you were not responsible for
his condition.

You say | amunlike a sianmese twin because | amthe result of rape. But
do you have the right to kill the rapist now that the rape is over and self-
defense is not an issue? Then why kill me? | am part of the burden the rapist
inflicted on you. But if that burden does not call for the death penalty
agai nst him why does it call for the death penalty against nme. Perhaps you
woul d have had the right to kill himat the time of the attack [BUT NOT | MMVEDI -
ATELY AFTER, WHICH | S THE HYPOTHESI S HERE. THE F ONLY EXI STS | F THE RAPI ST WAS
SUCCESSFUL. NO, THE SELF- DEFENSE COULD TAKE PLACE IN THE M DDLE OF THE RAPE
AFTER THE RAPI ST PLACED SPERM I N THE VAGI NA]. Likewi se, after the attack, you
woul d have had the right to prevent nmy conception. But if you tried to and
failed, my existence is part of the continuing burden he inflicted on you. For
exampl e, even if you succeeded in killing him he may have | eft psychol ogica
scars that last for life. But you have the right to try to get rid of those
scars, because doing so would not be correcting a horrible wrong by another
horri bl e wrong, killing me.

In assum ng that the woman is responsible for the violinist's condition, |
am assum ng that what she did to put himin that condition is the same thing
t hat abortion does to the F. So howis the F's |life of equal noral value to the

violinist's, ie., before the violinist was harnmed.
We can invent other tricky cases that appear to justify the nother's
killing the fetus. But as long as the mother's life isn't being saved, we know

beforehand that, as in the case of the violinist, we are in some surreptitious
way suppressing the nmoral equality between the mother's life and the fetus's.
Ei ther that, or we are accepting a "the interests of those who have the m ght"
et hic. For the nother will be doing something she would not want others doing
to her.

The casuistry only comes up if the mother's life is at stake. And if the
casuistic distinctions can't do the jobs they are intended to do, as Thomson and
Davis seem to think, then, contrary to Davis, we can't kill the fetus to save
the mother. (That is Davis's big assumption, nanely, that abortion opponents
must permit the mother to save her own like by taking the fetus's.)

M Ilions of lives have been |ost because phil osophers did not recognize
bef orehand where the benefit of the doubt must lie. The answer to that question
derives, not fromthe nmetaphysical question of whether the fetus is a person or
not, but from an analysis of the only nonarbitrary basis for moral val ues.



How can bi ol ogi cal categories bestow value? |If they can't, then the abortionist
can't use biological facts to justify killing. But that is what the abortion
def ender does.

Calling the fetus an intruder or parasite is analogous to the old curmudgeon's
addtitude toward chil dren: he refuses to acknow edge that the once deserved the
kind of treatnment he would now deny to children

The rapist is like an intruder who destroys your property in a search for gold.
When he | eaves and you justly punish himfor the intrusion and destruction, you
al so have the benefit of the gold mne that he built on your property. For
since the fetus's moral value is equal to that of ours, the value of the fetus
is equivalent to that of the "gold m ne" that the value of an adult human being
amounts to.

And unlike the rapist, it is not unjust for the fetus to be there. I's the
rapi st like someone who trains a child to trespass? A Fagan? But we do not
kill trespassers. Thonson does not treat the child as a noral equal or treat

his life as having binding dignity.

Why is equival ence of moral value measured by the "kind" of ends, the sameness
in the "kind" of ends? The alternative is to measure the noral value of the
fetus against the concrete individual ends the decider of the issue "what value
does the fetus have?" has chosen to seek in answering that question.

Maybe bring up the fact that you are not arguing for the personhood or the

humanity of the fetus at the end of the section on consciousness. For appeal s
to consciousness as determ ning noral value usually come up in discussions of
whet her the fetus is a person or not. I am not arguing that the fetus is a

person, but nmy argunent against the relevance of consciousness would apply if
instead of speaking of personhood, they were speaking of the nmoral equality of
the fetus.

Go back over Davis, Cudd, and probably Thomson for points you should pick up on
and for references. For exanple, Davis or Cudd tal ks about "conflicts of
interest" between the nother and the fetus in a way that may appear to nullify
the way you set up the problemin the introduction, i.e., if we can settle
conflicts of interest between ourselves and an adult by killing the adult . . .,
and m ni mal et hical standards concern conflicts of interest, etc

I am not just arguing that it is the sane individual (Grisez). I am arguing
that this same individual is already, fromthe beginning oriented to the future
achi evement of the sanme kinds of ends that give whatever value they have to an
adult's future choices.

And see blue paragraph in Grisez, p. 37 on whether the sperm ovum and the
mot her constitute a causal system

It could be argued taht the rights of infants extend to whatever ends they are
capabl e of pursuing at their stage of devel opnent.

Since all | am showing is the hypothetical that zygotes have the right to life
in adults do, the question for ethics proper, not just the preanmple, is whether
human adults do indeed have the right to life. Make that statement in the | ast
section and say the answer involves our beliefs about the dignity of the person



If I choose a point after conception, | amvaluing the infant by the ends | am
achi eving by that choice, not by her ends. So | am subordinating my ends to her
own. Opponent: but what if the end | am seeking is truth or conformty of

deci sions with reason's knowl edge? Well, isn't the zygote oriented to those
ends also? |If | mistakenly think that the zygote isn't, my subordination of her
ends is incul pable. But if | know she is oriented to those ends and stil

choose a point after conception for her nmoral value, then | am cul pabl e of
subordi nating her ends to m ne.

The moment before conception, the ovumis surrounded by many sperm Only one

compl ete human causal systemwill result, or if the ovumis not fertilized, no
compl ete human causal systemwill result. But which conmpl ete human causa
systemwill result depends on which spermfertilizes the ovum If sperm A
fertilizes the egg a different conmplete human causal systemwill exist than if

sperm B fertilized the egg

The humanness of the organismis conmplete in the decisive sense that
everything specifically human about the way the present and future causa
di spositions of the organismwill respond to the influences of its environnment
will be the effect of the active causal dispositions the organi sm possesses when
it exists at the zygote stage (fromthe monment of fertilization). By havi ng
t hose causal dispositions, the organismis oriented to make itself into a being
with mature human characteristics. It causes itself to acquire those character-
istics, and so those characteristics are effects of the dispositions that exist
in the zygote.

Li ke all causes, the zygote's causality is a response to causal influences
inits environment. But everything specifically human in the organisms
responses to its environment come fromthe set of causal dispositions that exist
completely in the zygote and not before.

This answers a question posed by nmy statement that neither the sperm nor
the ovumis just an environmental condition necessary for the conplete human

causality of the other ganete. It could be asked how we can distinguish the
causality of the sperm or ovum from just being an environmental condition for
the causality of the other. W can make the distinction because the each

contributes specifically human causal conponents to the other.

A conpl ete human causal system It |acks none of the active dispositions
it needs to be the first stage in (an organism needs at the first stage in) the
exi stence of a causal system that causes itself to become an achiever of human
ends (just as we cause ourselves to become achi evers of human ends). It causes
itself to become an achi ever of human ends by means of the design for a conplete
human being that it embodies. The structure (design) of the zygote constitutes
a design for a conplete human causal system a causal system designed to cause
itself to become an achiever of human ends.

Every tissue in the body, not just specifically human ones, will be produced by
., wWill be the effect of

If the possibility of twi nning shows that the zygote is not an agent oriented to
human ends, then adults are not either. For any of our cells could be cloned.

I need not discuss whether "innocence" discusses such cases as sl eepwal kers, the
insane, or children who unknowi ngly and involuntarily threaten others. The
concept of innocence at | east extends to the rational, voluntary behavior of

adul ts. If those adults have the right to life, so do infants.



I need not discuss many questions about human "ends", not just the question of
speci fying what they are. I am not presupposing that there is a predefined set
of human ends, or that there is an ultimte end, etc., etc

Last section: W constantly hear "The enbryo is not a person,” "Human life
does not begin until . . .," "The beginning of human life is a religious
question." (I have not relied on the concepts of person or human life.) These

justification for abortion imply that there is something norally special about
personhood or human life. What the pro-abortion rights person should say is
that the reason abortion is alright is that there is nothing special about a
human bei ng. Not hi ng in what a human being is inmposes restrictions on our
choi ces.

We m ght not want to tell that to the general public. W mght not want
to di sabuse them of the idea that the reason the woman has the right to choose
is that being an adult human being bestows on her a value that restricts our
choi ce concerning the value of her unborn infant. Not to worry. There is
not hi ng wong with allowi ng her to be deceived. If we can kill her, surely we
can lie to her.

Maybe start |ast section this way: Many of the justifications offered for
killing the Z, even if the Z is a person, would justify the Z killing the

mot her, if it could. Li kewi se, some of the justifications for its being ok to
kill innocent adults would justify the Z's killing the mother, if it could. Of
course, these are not just contrary to fact conditionals, they are contrary to
possibility conditionals. But the reason they are contrary to possible is facts

about the Z, fact's about the assymetry betweent the Z' and the mother's
assymetry which give us nore responsibility to the Z, since the Z cannot protect
its own interests.

The justifications are those of the technical or causal guilt of the Z.
But maybe these only come up when the nother's life is at stake. And when the
mother's life is at stake, does Aquinas's "you can do what is necessary to
preserve your own |life without intending to kill the other"” apply to justify the
what the nother does?

Maybe begin | ast section this way: I have not shown that innocent adults have
the right to life. Of course, not all writers on abortion assume that it is
unjust to take the life of an innocent adult. E.g., Thonpson, and maybe Davis
and Gill espie. But those who do not make it unjust to kill an adult still give
the preference to the woman, as if she had the greater right to life.

Maybe begin | ast section: Some say mature features are not the key to the right
to life but whether or not the infant is outside of the mother's body. Respond

that life is more inmportant than choice. Then say an objection nmore relevant to
my argunent is that even if the Z were a person, we can kill it, because of
assymetry with the nother. Respond that we have nore responsibility to the

infant because of the assymetry. This does not mean we have to prefer the
infant's |life to the mother's, when both |ives are at stake. For when both
lives are at stake, the very existence of noral value is at stake

Maybe concl ude that the abortion dispute is really about the nature of ethics:
are val ues absolute or relative, i.e., is the value of the human being absol ute
or relative, is the adult's right to |life absolute or relative? |If relative,
there could be two different reasons for saying so: either there are absolute



val ues, but the |life of an innocent adult is not one of them or there are no

absol ute val ues. But if human life is not an absolute value, there can be no
absolute values. So the real question is are all values relative to sonmething
el se?

Ot her ways of putting it if the abortion dispute is really about the
nature of noral, that is, human, values: are all inmperatives hypotheical, or are
some categorical; is choice itself the highest value -- as it nust be if choice
is more inmportant than life?

Can | say that what | amreally doing is clarifying the nature of the

di spute for both sides?

Maybe begin the | ast section: For exanmpl e, deontol ogists and utiliarians can
hardly be expected to be swayed by all of the same argunments on abortion

For a person who says it is always unjust to kill an innocent adult, it is
enough to establish the Z's equality. But for a person who permts killing
innocent adults for some reasons, the Z's equality is not enough

If utilitarianismis correct, the value of an individual human being is

her contribution to the greatest good of the greatest nunmber of human beings,
whet her or not she is included in that nunber.

The anti-abortionist can point to the mother's relationships, when
preferring her life to that of the unborn's. But the utilitarian has a hard
time justifying sparing a short time of human accomplishment by term nating a
life time of human acconplishment. (Quote Finnis to this effect.)

Maybe sum up the "is it the same organisnl' section, not with the question: what
more could it do to be an organismthat nmakes itself into . .. ", but with the
statement that if these facts don't make it the same organismthan either an

adult is not the same organism or being the same organismis not necessary for

bei ng an agent oriented to human ends for the purposes of our question.

Must explain that my disclaimer about rights means that | need not worry about
the logic of "rights talk."

Need a footnote (to Gewirth and perhaps to Simon) indicating that | know the
ends/ means distinction is not absolute, i.e., the fact that it is not does note
affect my argument.

Ask Chris Watters and/or Peter Cataldo:

Names of plants that can be divided in to and then grown. Also names of worms?
Can we call a one-celled living thing an organism? Can we call the Z that?
Where can | get the latest on twi nning?

Is there a word that covers the conceptus fromfertilization to birth? |I.e.
somet hing more inclusive than "fetus" or "embryo."

Do red bl ood cells produce protein?

Are both twins within the amiotic sack?



Science and Rity, Jan. 1, 96

Why can't we guess at the hidden essence of physical things? Because to do so
woul d require ontol ogical concepts, and ontol ogi cal concepts do not descend to
that |evel of detail. The cannot get to the detail of phenonena because of the
causal opacity of enpirical concepts (see Causal Realism.




Internet, Alice Phalen, Aug. 11, 95

Sof t ware Tool and Di e, Brookline



Et hics, murder, suicide, value of life, Jun. 12, 95

On the morality of suicide, notice that a murderer does not have the right to
take his own life in self-punishnment.



Sel f-consci ousness, Jul. 28, 95 2nd | ast paragraph BIG

Our conscious states make us aware of the existence of other things and of
oursel ves. They make us aware of ourselves, however, as the agent from which
our conscious states enmerge. They make us aware of our conscious states as
emanating fromthe being who is aware of them because awareness of our con-
scious states, unlike awareness of things other than ourselves, consists of
awar eness of their relation of emanation fromtheir source. Awareness of that
emanation is the reason why we are aware of ourselves and is what constitutes
the difference between awareness of things other than ourselves and awareness of
our conscious states. Since our awareness of ourselves as conscious beings
consi sts of our awareness of the active producer of our conscious states,
consci ous states makes us aware of ourselves as preconsciously oriented to the
exi stence of conscious states. For we are unconsci ous before causing the
consci ous states through which we are aware of our existence

If this were not what our self-consciousness consists of, we would have to
ask how we know that the being who is (1) aware of X (something other than
ourselves) is the sane being who is (2) aware of awareness-of-X, since X is not
the same thing as awareness-of-X. Awareness (2) reveals the existence of the
bei ng who has awareness (1). But why must the being who has awareness (1) be
the same being who has awareness (2)? The answer nmust lie in the way awareness
(2) makes us aware of awareness (1), as opposed to the way awareness (1) nmakes
us aware of X. X is not the same thing as awareness of X. But awareness of
awar eness-of - X nust be part of the same thing that is awareness-of-X. Awareness
(2) must be just a devel opment of a consciousness already present in awareness
(1) a devel opnment therefore necessarily possessed only by the same being that
possesses awareness (1). Otherwi se, the way awareness (2) nmakes us aware of its
obj ect would not be such that the object of awareness (2) has to be the sane
bei ng as the subject of awareness (2), the being from whom awareness (2)
emanat es. "Sel f"-consci ousness nust consist in essential part, of awareness of
t he necessary connection between the object and subject of awareness (2), or, in
ot her words, between subject of awareness (1) and the subject of awareness (2).
The word "self" must refer to a being who possesses consci ousness of another
bei ng. But that consciousness must be also include an awareness of its subject
precisely as its subject. And that awareness of subject as subject must be such
that it can develop into an awareness of the subject as object, a devel oped
awareness that includes the same awareness of the subject as subject that the
original awareness of the other included. How is it that awareness (1) makes us
aware of the subject of awareness (1) precisely as being the subject of that
awareness and does it in such a way that when the subject of awareness (1) nakes
awareness (1) the object of awareness (2), its awareness of itself as the
subj ect of awareness (2) is the same awareness of itself as subject that it had
in awareness (1)°? The state of possessing awareness (1) must be a state that
includes awareness of itself, and further awareness of the state of possessing
awareness (1) nust be only a development to the awareness of itself included in
the state of possessing awareness (1). But a devel opment needs to be caused.
And awar eness (2) could not include the awareness that the subject and object of
awareness (2) were the same, if awareness (2) were caused by a different agent
from awareness (1). Nor is it sufficient that it be the same agent, since an
agent can produce acts with no connection to one another except that of having
the same agent. So the causality of awareness (2) must be so connected to the
causality of awareness (1) that it is an extension of the causality by which
awareness (1) canme about. Therefore the subject not only possesses these
awar enesses, but possesses them because it causes them



For us to be aware that the subject and object of awareness (2) are the

same, awareness (2) must be a consci ous devel opnment of awareness (1). It must
be consciously devel oped from (1). It nmust develop from (1) consciously. For
we must be aware that it is a developnent of (1) just be having (2). So the

causi ng of that devel opment must be conscious. And for the awareness of the
causi ng of that devel opnent to avoid all the same problems, the causing of (1)
and (2) must be conscious and our consciousness of it must be included in
awarenesses 1 and 2 as constitutive parts. So awareness 1 and 2 must consi st,
in part, of awareness of their own causal emanation from a subject.

The reason why | know that the being who is aware of X is the same being who
is aware of the awareness-of-X is that both ny awareness of awareness-of-X and
my awar eness of who has that awareness-of-X consist of ny awareness of the
emanati on of awareness of X from that being, whom | happen to call "myself."

Aug. 4, 95

To find the lost handwritten notes, | ook in conputer-related folders, e.g.,
Carroll's Paradox and Formal Systems folders, places where you would have argued
agai nst conputers having consci ousness.

Sel f-consci ousness, conputers, Adler-U, Aug. 4, 95

How ask the computer questions to get true answers: If there is an . . ., say
yes. E.g., is there an existent that is square? Yes. Anong the kinds of
t hi ngs whose existence you know, is there something that is square? Yes.

Then ask about consci ousness. Is there something that is self-reflexive?
Is there knowl edge? |s there know edge of know edge? |Is there know edge of
knowl edge that is not separate from the know edge of which it is know edge. I's
there a knowl edge that a conputer causes know edge? Yes. But is that know edge
of a computer's causality something that is not separate fromthe causality
itself? Something that needs no other conputer states than the know edge
itself?

Are there matter-form unions? Yes? Are there states of affairs involving
matter form unions as the basis and ternms of relations, but which relations go
beyond being matter form unions?

In the questions, replicate the way we become aware of philosophica
trut hs about consciousness, e.g., the truth that self-awareness is not a
di stinct act from other awareness; that awareness begins where matter-form
uni ons end. We go through a process of steps to learn these things. The steps
can be represented by yes/no questions. Those questions can be asked a conput -
er. Eg. we can give the computer definitions which we |earn before being able
to anal yse consci ousness and which we negate to anal yse consci ousness correctly.
But the negation is based on positive awareness of consci ousness, an awareness
that delivers the evidence on the basis of which the negations are required.



Aut hority, Simon, Common Good, Jul. 25, 95

Maybe all the Simon proves (but perhaps all he needs to prove) is that in a
perfect society, e.g., in heaven, anyone could hold the office that decides the
common good materially considered, since everyone would reach the same concl u-
sion about the common good materially considered. Since they are perfectly
virtuous and perfectly intelligent, they would all have to reach the same
conclusion. Still, the judgment about the common good materially considered has
to be made. So either everyone gathers and spends their time on it, which would
be a waste of time, or a subset spends their time figuring out where the

mat eri al comon good lies. That frees the rest of themto pursue the individua
goods on which the comon good depends.



HU, Jul. 8, 95

Why can't existence be that which makes essence a cause? Because the problem
began with a need to get a distinction betweent the feature by which essence is
an efficient cause and the feature by which it is a material cause, and both
features need to be existents. They need to be sonmething which exists, not
exi stence itself. For in any case of causality, the efficient cause needs to be
"somet hi ng which exists" and so does the material cause. In fact, the problem
could have been originally stated in those terms. The need for an efficient
cause is the need for something, some existent, some that which exists, distinct
fromthat which exists when the material cause exists

But maybe the problemis: why isn't subsistence just another accident, the
first accident from which all others follow? Wuld that reduce the hypostatic
union to something on the accidental level, and is that ruled out? Maybe the
answer is in something like Maritain's treatment of subsistence. Essence is a
cause of its effects in the order of specification and materiality. Subsistence
makes essence a cause in the order of exercise. Specification and materiality
are consi stent, perhaps, because the specification takes place by essence's
being a material cause for certain accidents and not others. Essence is also a
mat eri al cause and cause in the order of specification relative to existence.
But it cannot receive existence and have its material and specifiying causality
toward its necessary accidents not exercised at the same time. So it must not
only receive existence but must be in a state of exercise relative to its
acci dents. That state is a state of causality on the substantial level, a state
of causality preceding the accidental |evel because essence receives the state
of exercise the way it receives existence. That is, its being material and
specifying relative to subsistence is on the same side as its materiality and
specificity relative to existence, the side that precedes the actuation of its
materiality and specificity relative to accidents.



Sel f-consci ousness, nmenory versus imagination, Jul. 7, 95

In remenbering event X, | not only remenber X, | remenber nyself experiencing X
That is what distinguishes menory fromimagination. Also, | can remember myself
imagining X; that is different fromremenmbering myself experiencing X. For
"self," put something like: in remembering event X, the agent that consciously
causes the act of renmenbering not only remenbers X but renmenbers the agent that
now consci ously causes the act of remenbering consciously causing the act of
bei ng aware of undergoing the action of X



Al, Alder-U, Turing Test, Jun. 2, 95

I need a question to ask a machi ne about consciousness to get an honest answer.
"Are you (the machine) capable of having a relation to X that is more than a
matter-formrelation to X (e.g., to a shape on the retina)? Are you (the

machi ne) equi pped to be able to answer a question like the |ast question?

Al so, see Henle's New Schol asticismartile on scientists who deny the existence
of consciousness. One wants to ask them what is this conciousness whose

exi stence they are denying. Can we ask a machine to tell us whether they are
right; does any consciousness exist? And can we ask a machi ne what this thing
they are denying is; or can we tell the machine what it is so that the machine
can tell us whether those scientists are right? Maybe the very inability to so
formul ate a question for a machine tells us something about consci ousness and
about whet her consciousness is something a machi ne can have



Et hi cs, Aqui nas, object specifying acts, innocent life, intrinsic evil, Mar. 14,
95

See evilacts file



Subst ance, substantial form form discrete quantity, continuous quantity, Feb
24, 95

Just as form can be multiplied by discrete quantity, when formis "present in
every part of a substance,” the formis spread out by continuous quantity, but
the formis of the same character at each point in the spread. So we can either
say that it is the same form at each point or that at each point there is now a
part of the formwith the same character



Italian article, Feb. 19, 95

Things that can be deleted: The intuition of being paragraph. The paragraphs
on "logic: having the same basic meaning for Wand M But make sure those

paragraphs are not where you define "objectify.” The clause "Although W does
not enphasize. . ." Then change the rest of the sentence to refer to "this
point."

Del ete: "Nowhere in these discussions does he.



I nduction, probability, logic, |logical know edge, Feb. 14, 95 BIG

I discover a new mathematical or |ogical proof today. If it is short enough
then at the time that | discover it, | knowits validity and the truth of its
conclusion. The next day | may wonder whether it really was a proof, so | go

through it again. Now, | again have know edge of its validity and of the truth
of its concl usion.

At some point, | will acquire another kind of know edge. I will know that
it is unreasonable to believe that yesterday and the days before | did not have
knowl edge of the validity of the proof and the truth of its conclusion. At some

point, | will know that it would be pathol ogical not to believe that yesterday
and the days before | had that mathematical or |ogical know edge. I do not have
to be able to say when this other kind of know edge began, however. That is,
need not be able to say when the point in question was reached.

But before that point, there is still another kind of know edge possi -
bl e. I can know that it is probable that | had that mathematical or |ogica
knowl edge the day before. That is, | can have certitude, caused by awareness of
sufficient evidence, that it is nore likely than not the | had that mathematica
or logical know edge yesterday and the days before. And as time goes on, | can

have certitude that the |ikelihood of that know edge having occurred has
increased. And | can have know edge that, as far as the evidence of which | am
aware is concerned, even though | know there ny be contray evidence of which I
am not aware, it is nore likely than not, and nore likely today than before,
that the math or | ogical know edge in question occurred.

This certitude can be caused by awareness of causal factors, i.e., causes
and effects, whose existence makes the occurrence of the know edge in question
(M more probable. This kind of evidence, and the awareness of it, is strictly
comparable to the evidence that, if | flipped a coin a thousand times yesterday,

the results are more probably close to fifty-fifty than to, say, eighty-twenty.
In both cases, it is awareness of sufficient causal factors that causes ny
certitude.

And as my certitude of the probability of M grows, another kind of
subj ective certitude can grow. I can believe more and more strongly that M
actually did occur. Per haps "probable" and its cognates can be used with
reference to this subjective certitude. But the probability described in the
previ ous two paragraphs is probability as part of the content of the object of
my subjective state. It is objective probability.

That our certitude of that objective probability is subject to the same
ki nd of evidence as any induction is and does not add anything to the problem of

i nducti on. I can have certitude caused by evidence sufficient to exclude the
opposite fromtruth that some non-probabl eistic proposition is true, e.g., that
all water boils at 100 degrees centigrade. Or | can have certitude caused by

evidence sufficient to exclude the opposite fromtruth that some probablistic
proposition is true, e.g., that it is more likely than not that M occurred
yesterday and that the |ikelyhood of Ms having occurred the day before has
gr own.

But is it the objective probability that grows or the subjective? Does
the probability of the coin flip being fifty-fifty change, or ny judgment of it?
The probability of the coin result grows (changes) relative to the evidence.

That is, as | acquire new knowl edge as to how many times the coin was flipped, |
acquire know edge of a new proposition as to how likely the fifty-fifty result
was. Simlarly, as each day passes, the causal conditions making it |ikely that

M occurred on the previous days increase. My awareness of the newly increased
causal conditions is sufficient to cause certitude of thet ruth of the proposi-



tion that the likelyhood of Ms occurrence has increased.
If I check the proof successfully for twenty days, the causal factors
contradicting the chance of M s not having occurred increase

Jun. 11, 96 Big

Maybe this is the way to put it: W can know that "p" is sufficiently justified
by evidence that it is unreasonable not to believe it or to believe that "-p".
This formula distinguishes the concept of justification fromthat of being
reasonabl e, but at the same time it relates themin a way that avoids having to
get into justification to this degree or that.



Ordinati, UPS, PUL, Dec. 6, 94

Tell priests: beware that |ay people will ask you to performa liturgy (i.e.
write it as if the burden were on |lay people).

Jun. 11, 96
If you have the liturgy, everything else becomes secondary. That means nmeeting
our mopst inportant pastoral needs becomes secondary. Activities that can neet

our mpst inportant pastoral needs become secondary.

We have sometimes gone to the other extreme.

Not that the world is evil, not that it's the world versus us, but we have to
consi der those features of our society that create obstacles to our pastoral
goal s, and we have to deal with those features of our society. | guess | nmade
the m staken assunmption that ny readers would know that if was a false dichotony
to oppose Christian environnents to the view that the world is not all evil. I's

t hat what you are suggeting?

For O Donnel |

Generals are always magnificently prepared to fight the [ ast war. It is
demonstrabl e that the education of most of our pastoral |eaders did not equip
themto fight the new war. Denonstrabl e because we are |osing that war,
therefore, we are not equipped to win it. The last war includes correctly

opposi ng the worl d-versus-us view.

Evangelicals are meeting people where they are at everyday all around the worl d.
That's not a theory. That's a fact demonstrated by their results. They

woul dn't be as successful as they are at taking Catholics away from the Church,
if they were not neeting people where they are at.

How can we influence the world around us, if we cannot influence Catholics?

Isn't community and fellowship exactly what people need and are |onging for,
even if they do not understand the cultural changes that keep them from having

it. The cultural attitudes the prevent them from having it? | live in an
apartment conplex where 600 or 700 people live in proximty to one another. The
complaint | here? "W don't have any friends." Some of the people with that
conmpl aint are anong those who come to meetings for an enthusiastic |liturgy and

| eave afterwards. No one ever told themthat their craving for friends would be
alleviated if the Church saw itself as a brother/sisterhood, not as a post-
modern service organi zation. Doesn't my proposal go exactly to what their

deepest | ongings are?

There are two possibilities. If you agree with these thoughts, then the article
failed to communi cate them and what | need to do is not change its substance
but simply to explain clearly that my proposals do meet people where they are

at . If you disagree with these thoughts, then | need to find out where you
think they fall short.

This is a tremendous opportunity for the Church to go back, not to its past as
such, but to its spiritual roots.



I put Dave Carlin's comments in the New Ordinati folder in the fire cabinet.

Move "We haven't responded because of individuation" to the start of the "W on
the contrary," paragraph. So go right into "In default of." And in the other

paragraph, nmove "We define . . ." to after "The reason we haven't responded and
changed our methods is

It was clear that the | eaders of those neetings had not grasped that evangeli z-
ing and building community was more inmportant for achieving the goals of the
Sunday liturgy than attendance at optional weekday liturgies. (Either that, or
they thought that . . .) . . . are an after-thought to the liturgy. They had
not grasped the nature of the obstacles to the Christian life that our new
pastoral circunmstance had created

Don't say dem se of natural community is the most profound change sinpliciter;
say it is the mpst inmportant for understanding pastoral crisis.

Anmong the good purposes that |eaders have, one stands out
Those who made those decisions nust have thought

We are over liturgized. . . We rely on the liturgy to the point where
Movenments rely on it to the point where it interferes with the movenents.

I have spent so much time on this because our love for the liturgy will |ead us
in the future to do just what we have done in the past. So explanation is
needed to avoid

Leaders nust ensure that members understand the goal and the means to it.

The renewal is meant to fulfill needs not being met, we put fulfilling those
needs second, but what is first is experiencing an uplifting liturgy.

The Church is out of bal ance, because it focuses on the sacranments at the
expense of things necessary for their effectiveness. By focusing on the
liturgy, movenments fail at their job of restoring the balance. To restore the
bal ance, we need to

It's all been said before, but few drew the right conclusions fromit. They
didn't change their previous pastoral thinking, they added new ideas to it

wi t hout realizing that this analysis calls for some radical revisions in our
pastoral thinking

Our sacranmental celebrations have been separated from their goals, especially
t he goal of supporting fellowship anmong Christians.

St ep- by-step approach: After the secion on why we can't evangeli ze: How t hen do
we renew the Church? Movements, but renewal will require nmore priests getting
involved in novenents. But (1) not all priests; (2) not all who do get involved



will necessarily be |eaders; (3) not involved for sacranmental celebration; (4)
don't dom nate.
Leaders, both clergy and |lay, thought we could just use movements as

extensi ons of sacranental celebrations. This will not work in post-modern
soci ety. First, it interferes with the focus of evangelization which is
Christ's presence in me, not in the Eucharist. Second, our society gives us

little discretionary time. Third, we already view groups as functional, not as
fam lies; focussing on sacramental celebration at a tinme when brotherhood does
not exist reinforces this. It reinforces the Church's | ack of BALANCE, because
the sacramental cel ebrations beconme our nost inportant reason for gathering as a
body.

In a world in which we have been using sacramental cel ebrations to
accomplish things they can't, movements are needed to restore the balance to the
Church's life. But they can't do this, since the mass becones the nmost inpor-
tant reason for gathering as a body. Out of balance in two ways: presence in
t he Eucharist as opposed to presence in each of us and in the community; (2)
service organi zation rather than a famly.

There is a time and a place for everything. Social changes could occur that
make our gatherings as a famly such that mass would not interfere, as in Acts
2. In our world with the nature of our problems, there is no time or place for
anything that detracts fromthe pastoral work evangelizing and building conmuni -

ty.

By default, and al most by osnmosis, we have acquired an incorrect idea of the
pastoral role of sacranmental celebration. W have inadvertently

We not only use the Eucharist instead of evangelizing and building community, we
use it in ways that interfere with that necessary pastoral work.

Our training does not just lead us to errors of om siion, by omtting things
necessary for the fruit of the sacranments. It leads us to errors of comm sion
by using the sacranments in ways that interfere with the things necessary for the
fruits of the sacraments.

This may be difficult to understand for those who have not observed it in

practice, as | have for 30 years. So | need to share the results of that
experience. It is because of what that experience shows that this article was
written. All of my points up till now have been made before. It is not that

they fell on deaf ears. They fell on ears who did not know how to respond to
them because of the default attitudes toward the pastoral role of the sacra-
ments that their training left themwith. W have to learn fromthe m stakes of

the past, to take full advantage of the movements God will raise up
My point may not be easy to see. So | will explain how | arrived at this
conclusion. So let nme illustrate it from actual experience. | arrived at this
conclusion fromthirty years experience .

I couldn't have articulated my fears then, but knowi ng what | know now, |
shoul d have feared: (1) mass will become nore inportant than the pastoral work
needed to make already ineffective sacranents effective. (2) People will come

more for the uplifting experience of an enthusiastic liturgy than for evangeli -
cal brotherhood. (Last point) Priests won't |learn to change their pastora
priorities; they won't learn that the mass isn't the nmpst inmportant pastora
instrument and that their non-sacramental involvement is needed. Or, when they



do lead, they will dom nate. (3) We will continue to focus nore on the Lord's
Eucharistic presence at a time when a focus on His two nore fundamental presenc-
es i s needed.

CHECK FOR TWO FI LES PREPARED FOR COMMUNI TY WHERE | TALK ABOUT BALANCE

Openi ng or near opening: (1) pastoral crisis exists; (2) Vatican Il's world was
dying at the very tinme of Vatican Il. This leads to (3) The history of the
Church shows how God sol ves problenms |ike this: through novenents. But to
cooperate with God, we need to understand the nature of what we l|lack, to

under stand what it is that movements are meant to acconplish. Il amwriting this
so that future novenents can learn fromthe m stakes we have made with current
movements. One way to say what our problemis: the ineffectiveness of the
sacraments.

Later: The history of the Church shows that this is not the first time
t hat we have m sunderstood the pastoral role of the sacraments. Since we know
that that has happened before, can we be so certain that we are not making a
m st ake of the same kind in the wake of the heady, and | ong overdue, triumph of
the liturgical movement?

Back to top: After fist mention of environments. So part of the problem
of the ineffectiveness of the sacraments is that we are relying on the sacra-
ments to do things they were not meant to do. Later: not ony doing things they
were not meant to do, we use themin ways that interfere with what we need to

do. And that is ny reason for writing this. This won't be easy to swall ow.
But this is not the first time we have m sunderstood the pastoral role of the
sacraments. So let me first explain what the nature of the problemis, and then

explain why I think our use of the sacraments contributes to the problem
i nadvertently.

In the environment paragraph: The Sunday liturgy is subordinate to
not hi ng; nothing can take its place as a pastoral instrunment. But sacramenta
celebration is not the answer, when the effectiveness of the sacraments is the
probl em

As a result of our default training, the training we receive by default, in
default of . . ., by omssion of . . ., as a result of that, we use the
sacraments in ways that actually interfere with . . ., with the pastoral work

t hat needs doing for the effectiveness of the sacraments.

Before Vatican Il, had | mentioned the liturgical mvenent as an exanple, nmost
readers woul d have been alienated. My purpose in writing is so that we can
avoid the m stakes current nmovements have made and so cooperate more effectively
with the Spirit in the future.

The priesthood is primarily, though certainly not exclusively, sacramental. But
part of the sacranentality of the priesthood is fatherhood in a famly that is
itself a sacrament.

Teachers teach the way they were taught. Current sem nary teachers came from
the Vatican |l generation, the generation of the welcome and | ong overdue

trui mph of the Liturgical Movenent

"Doctrinal" chall enges

Title: The Pastoral Crisis in the Catholic Church. The Contenporary Pastora



Crisis and the Church's Spiritual Life

Why, then, is orthodox Catholicismfailing to evangelize?

What is now called the "post-mdern” world is the dem se of natural community.
Look for too frequent uses of the words "support"” and "response."”

Why aren't we evangelizing? W have m sunderstood how to evangelize. But

perhaps don't say that the evidence is that the sacraments are our main pastora
tools. Just say that there is evidence in the way we rely on the sacranments,

the way we use them pastorally. Paul said, for exanple, "I was not sent to
bapti ze. "
We have to give the Eucharist the chance to bear fruit. The eucharist itself

call us to do this and enpowers us. W have to create the contexts where the
Euchari st can bear fruit.

Vatican Il brought the Church uptodate with the modern worl d. But that world
was dying at that very moment. Now we are in the post-modern world. But the
training of our priests has not caught up. (Don't say "of priests" say "in our
sem naries".) Semnaries still train people as if they would be mnistering in
the modern worlds, where we could still hope for the contexts that the sacra-
ments call for would exist. As a result, we unintentionally use the sacranents
as if they would create the evangelical context that the sacraments thensel ves
call for. But St. Paul said, "I was not sent to baptize "

Maybe the section about pastoral wi sdomis redundant.

If outside of the Sunday liturgy we make optional liturgies our focus, who wil
do the work of making the Sunday liturgy bear fruit? (no other choice?)

Evangelicals: still, they lay the foundation while we put up the walls and the
roof without laying the founHdation. Or: We . . . before laying the foundation
whi |l e evangelicals sometimes |lay the foundation without being able to build on
it.

You will be fulfilled when your Eucharists are the source and summt of

Church attendance declines every year.

We have not | earned how to replace the environmentally-based met hods of
evangel i zati on we can no | onger rely on. For example, the home is invaded by
anti-Christian values in the media. The honme is no |onger a shelter fromthose
val ues. So whatever evangelizing goes on there does not get supported by the

children's environnments.

We are using methods that presupposing evangelization has already taken place

trhough environmental structures that no |onger exist. W have not |earned how
to evangelize in the absence of environmental instruments of evangelization that
we can no | onger rely on. By default, then, the sacraments becone what we rely

on. This happened wi thout our consciously thinking about it.

Feb. 4, 95



Maybe a rewrite should include those specific exanmples of priests and others
putting too nmuch enphasis on the liturgy. Add to those exanpl es Father Aridas
telling me not to conmpare Christ's Eucharistic presence and His presence in us
as to importance. He is right. The difference between their inportance is
incompar able. You cannot compare the infinite to the finite. And His presence
within us is infinitely more inmportant.

Feb. 7, 95

After sending to Crisis:

By default, then, . . . hence the ineffectiveness of the sacraments.
Feb. 14, 95
is the foundational step in the spiritual life, and so the nmost inmportant

pastoral need is contexts where that foundation is laid and cultivated

Al'l priests are not pastors and not all pastors are priests. But the majority
of priests are pastors, and almost all Catholics |live under pastoral decisions
made by priests. So we nust train priests to be pastors of flocks, not just

hi erarchs. In default of that pastoral training, we unintentionaly train

priests to think that the exercise of their pastoral powers is the best pastora
met hod. By om ssion of any bal ancing training

Does ny suggestion sound like nit-picking, just a mniscule refinement? Then we
have not grasped how desparate the situation is.

Does ny di agnosis sound inmplausible? M fallible diagnosis? But is it not the
case that the sacranments are, de facto, our main pastoral tools, that they are

our main means for overcom ng the influence of environments, and that therefore
the ineffectiveness of the sacranments is our main pastoral problen?

Possi bl e del eti ons:

Take out the "compl ex and nysterious" sentences

Ot her groups can consider a special Sunday liturgy or a monthly liturgy.

Still they practice our doctrine . . ., while we practice theirs

Take out one of the two clauses on the sacraments in the firt paragraph. Leave
in the "fruits" clause, because the next paragraph begins with a sentence using

"effective".

Take out the two sentences after "We just go to the other extreme. Start the
next paragraph: We act as if Jesus's Eucharistic presence took the place of.

Take out "Now especially, the liturgy is not the solution"

Take out the stuff after baptismis most inmportannt, the stuff about all must
agr ee.



Take out the sentence after "not traditional piety".

Take out "We need uplifting . . ., but not at the cost "

Change "Some suggestions for including . . ." to "For exanple"”

Take out: Do not | ook for perfect or uncontroversial movements.

Change to "The causes of our pastoral problens are supposed to be conpl ex

Move "reflect |lack of response to sacranental grace" to Ezekial paragraph?

Possible rewrite as an essay:

Openi ng: The Church is in a pastoral crisis. . . Second paragraph: These
problems reflect a | ack of response to sacranental grace. The sacraments are
not bearing their intended fruit (or are scandalously ineffective). What must

we do to make them effective? (Leave out the stuff about sem nary training, so
that it is no |longer addressed to priests directly.) Response to grace is the
individual's responsibility . . . At end: Priests will often have to restrain
their desire to serve, if my experience is any indication

Feb. 21, 95

There is a difference between the acts of cel ebrating the sacranents and acts
that realize their fruits. Our problemis that the meaning of priest's exis-
tence is wrapped up in the first, but not the second. For it is in the first,
t hey perceive, that they are alter Christi

Mar. 14, 95

Take out: "I am not suggesting that,"” "Nor do | disagree," opening of next
par agr aph.

Change to: We unintentionally go to the other extreme, we do it by default,
unconsciously, as a result of prior failures of omm ssion

Take out what follows after, "We just go to the other extrene."
Take out stuff about perfect or uncontroversial novements.

Rewrite as: ...so few that there won't be time to use the sacraments inappropri-
ately

Take out "and repeatedly" sentence

Take the "roof/foundation" sentence out of its paragraph and put it in the
evangel i cal groups paragraph. In that paragraph, delete the sentence about
limted growth and about our doctrine on the visible Church. Repl ace those
sentences with: They know how to lay the foundation, but |acking integra
doctrine and those sacranments that require orders, they cannot sufficiently
build on it. W, on the other hand, are in effect trying to put up the walls
and the roof without |aying the foundation.



Rewrite as: Did not receive proper |eadership, lay and clergy, at the |oca
I evel .

If you are not tempted to . . . , you are not human.
May. 30, 95
Sacrament al cel ebrations are meant for the already evangelized -- adults.

Sacrament al cel ebrations are not meant to be instruments of evangelization.

By default and unintentionally, priests are trained to mnister in a fantasy
Il and where the context called for by the sacraments exists.

BI G
Vatican Il brought us up to date with the modern worl d. But the world it caught
up with was in the process of dying at that very moment. Now that world no

|l onger exists, yet our pastoral thinking has not changed with the worl d.

There is pastoral work that needs to be done for the effectiveness of the
sacraments. But the sacraments have often been used in a way that interferes
wi th that work.

Priests haven't | earned how to lead us to a personal relation to Jesus

I nstead, they have | earned that sacramental celebration will do it. 2 exanples
of priestly training: the one who had just discovered how i nportant the persona
indwel i ng of Jesus was; the one who forgot to list it in his catalogue of ways
the Lord is present to us.

There is a conflict between..
ipso facto...and the call for Christian environments is no novel doctrine

This is not traditional Catholic pastoral ascetics, which did not even have
evening liturgies for centuries. This is the post-modern view of groups as
existing to performtasks rather than for personal relationships -- except that
sacramental tasks are the greatest conceivable. Not the the sacranents are mere
tasks in essence, but at the pratical |level, that is what they have too often
become.

The "spiritual famly" is the result of the unconscious acceptance (by
osmosi s) of the post-nodern individualismthat views groups as perform ng tasks
for the benefit of individuals, not as united for the sake of relations between
persons. It is basic Christian pastoral ascetics versus sonething we have
pi cked up from secul ar cul ture.

In using novements, we were guided by the post-nmodern model of the Church
as a service station. We used them as venues for the sacranments. That inter-
fered with their pastoral function of fulfilling what the sacraments call for,
because the sacranmental cel ebration became the important part. And so we just
perpetuated the ineffectiveness of the sacranents.

By pastoral "methods" | do not mean mere techniques. | mean pastoral ascetics
that either do or do not fulfill the intent of the gospel, that can be measured
by the pastoral commandment and the gospel



We know our current methods are not working. So how have we changed them or
even just tried to change them recently?

By default, then, and unintentionally, we have wound up... we wind up... we
have fallen into...

We have m ssed Jesus's pastoral principles.

We prove the existence of God by arguing fromeffect to cause. If this mpde of
argument is valid, we nmust conclude that the training of our pastoral |eaders...

Jun. 14, 95

The reason for our pastoral problens is obvious. Peopl e respond to their
envirvonments and there are no Christian environnents

Why aren't their any Christian environments?

Because the old ones died, and we didn't do anything to make new ones.

Why didn't we do anything to make new ones?

Because we thought the nmost important thing was to celebrate the sacra-
ment s.

Jul. 10, 95

When maki ng use of a nmovement, we nmust use extreme caution about anything that
di stracts us, takes our focus of .

The problemis not merely distraction, however. The fact that we permt
the distraction reflects a deeper problem our failure to see what the Church's
needs really are, the failure to see what is inmportant, as defined by what the
Church's needs really are. This failure results froma training that makes
assunmptions no |l onger true in our era.

Al so, pastoral "method" is not just technique. It refers to basic pastora
ascetics as defined by the requirements of the gospel. The gospel requires

br ot herhood and a personal relation to Jesus Who dwells within us as a result of
baptism and only as a consequence to Jesus's Eucharistic presence



Short book, Dec. 2, 94

Phi |l osophy took a wrong turn in the 18th century, at the end of the 18th
century. Specifically, Kant took a wrong turn responding to Hume, but probably
the only turn available to himas a result of the epistemol ogical turn of
previ ous modern phil osophy. He recogni zed that sense experience needed to be
suppl emented by necessary truths, for empirical know edge to be founded. But
the epistemol ogical turn of nodern phil osophy prevented him from seeing those
truths as ontol ogical, as centered on existence and the conditions for the
possibility of existence

It was in Kant that the concept of truths known by knowi ng the neani ngs of
their terms were called "analytic,” and it was as a result of the
epi stemol ogi cal turn of nmodern philosophy that that concept came to mean that

necessary truths were conceptual or logical or linguistic. M efforts to find
out when the concept entered phil osophy have been unsuccessful. But it is

certain that that concept was a going concern by the high m ddle ages. And at
that time, as well as for centuries before and after, it did not have an anti -

realist sense.

But it would be pointless to debate the merits of the realist and anti-
realist interpretation of necessary truths in the abstract and apart from any
exampl es of such truths based on nmore than | ogical relations.

Jan. 18, 95
Subtitle: A Non-Kantian Response to Hume

It might appear that in order to establish that knowably necessay truths can
solve our problems, | need to refute the linguistic theory of the a priori

That is not the case. Hume tal ked about "rel ations of ideas" (where we would
tal k about the meanings of words), but that was not the crux of his attack on
necessary truths advanci ng our know edge of what we experience. The crux was
the fact that "intuitive certainty"” required a denial of something's identity
with itself, whereas a denial of causality was a denial of a thing's relation to
somet hing other than itself.

Al'l it take to see the fallacy of the linguistic theory of the analytic is for
the scales to fall from our eyes. For example, it is non-linguistically
analytic that if a truth is known fromthe neanings of its terms, it is not
known by applying sone criterion stated in other terms. The reason why the
scal es have not fallen from our eyes and the LTA has seemed so plausible is that
nmost exanpl es of necessary truths have been the kind that were logically
necessary and did not advance our know edge of the world. And the reason for
that was Hume's critique of the analytic necessity of every change's having a
cause.

Jul. 10, 95

Maybe the subtitle should be somethng |ike: \What Has Been M ssing from 20t h-
century philosophy. Or, What Was M ssing . . . Or, What Has Been M ssing from
Modern Phil osophy. Or, the Overlooked Alternative to Rationalismand Empiri-
cism

The idea would be not to say how bad things really have been. Address the
person who thinks they have been wonderful. Say to himthat you are just adding
the frosting to the cake. You are putting the finishing touches on. But to do



that you have to go back to the beginning. That's why it's called a reintroduc-
tion to philosophy.

What does it mean to go back to the beginning? It means going back to the
idea that all know edge derives from experience. Rati onalism Enpiricism and

Kanti ani sm share the common prem se that . . . Then, go into the argument for
"Every event has a cause" as soon as possible. The commn prem se has disas-
trously limted our means for solving philosophical problems by limting the
ways we can verify empirical statements. |In fact, we can know that, when change

A occurs, preceding changes must have brought into existence sufficient causes
for change A. We can know t hat when causes simlar to those that caused A, with
respect to the features that made them sufficient to cause A, come into exis-
tence in the future and are not interfered with by additional causes not present
when A occurred, a change simlar to A wll occur.

Then go into the argument that every event has a cause as quickly as
possi bl e. Per haps bring in the Hume quote inmediately after discussing the
common prem se, and use it as a springboard. Kant saw that this passage, not
Descartes, was the turning point in modern philosophy.

Al so, immedi ately before or after the proof, state that showing this
bypasses the entire discussion of whether "analytic" truths are |inguistic,
conceptual, mental, etc. in some way that ordinary enpiricalt truths are not.
That whol e discussion is based on the false belief (not false "prem se"?) that
truths like the principle of causality cannot be shown to be necessary in the
sense of showi ng that their opposites are contradictory.

"Known from the neaning of its terms" is itself a causal analysis. But
interpreting it to nmean that the content of the truth was itself something
linguistic in some exclusive sense, led to such distortions as Quine's inter-
preting the descrption, not a causal analysis of how they are known, but as a
criterion for identifying individual instances of truths with such content, even
t hough the description itself necessarilty and analytically rules out know edge
of these truths by nmeans of the causality of such a criterion. For if they were
made true by the meanings of terms (Quine), they are known true by the meanings
of terms, and not therefore by a criterion.



SSR, P&CG, personal versus functional value, Dec. 2, 94
Mar. 2, 96

If we claimthat the human person is the highest worth, nmust we not val ue
sexuality primarily for its ability to bring into existence that which is of the
hi ghest worth. We value anything for what it can bring into existence. Sex can
bring into existence pleasure and human bei ngs, which result is of more worth?
So if we do not value sex primarily for bringing human beings into existence,
how can we say human persons possess the highest worth? And if we place a val ue
of sex that excludes the bringing into existence of a human bei ng, how can we
say that the value of a person is an absolute value, the value of an end-in-
itself, something worthy of commtted |ove, not for its function, its ability to
bring something else into existence, but for its own sake. W value things
ot her than absolute values for what they can bring into existence. If sex is
the only way to get X, but we explicilty decline to value sex for bringing X
into existence for the sake of bringing something else into existence, can the
exi stence of X be the value that measures all other values, a value that all
ot her val ues nust at |east be consistent with?

So the value we place on sexuality will inevitably determ ne the val ue we
pl ace on human Ilife.

Committed |ove inplements the value of the person
Jan. 24, 95

A PBS reporter asked his interviewee, after the Jonestown nurder/suicides, where
the loneliness comes from The short answer is "The birth control pill."

Before the birth control pill, sex was the glue of society. W exploited our
most powerful, non-coercive, interpersonal force for the maxi mum happi ness of
all.

Now i nstead of being the glue of society, sex is what drives us to be
isolated individuals. Sex is the isolated individual's nost fiercely guarded
private possession. Sex is what drives us into being isolated individuals.

Feb. 8, 95

Human |ife comes from an act of |ove between persons. The meani ng, the val ue,
of human life is that of the commtted |ove of one person for another, from
which life comes. That is why illegitimte children have always been (unfairly)
scorned. The meaning of their com ng into existence was not the value of a
person as worthy of conmitted | ove.

P&CG

Since there are no rights without God, fromthe point of view of society's
interest in protecting and preserving human rights, all religions are not equal
i.e., secular humanismis not of equal social value to theism

Mar. 14, 95
Because sexuality is our person-making ability, the context in which we use it

can either affirmthe ethically absolute value of the person as such or deny it.
Do we have the right to tell someone el se: I consensually give you perm ssion



to use my person-making ability in a way that prevents the absolute value of the
person from being affirmed?

Mar. 24, 95

Why is extra-marital sex "dirty" or degrading? What does it degrade? It
degrades the value of human life.

The pinup model who did not want to pose nude because she did not want her
future children to see the pictures. Wy worry if a child sees her nother nude?
To be nude is to expose and give away her ability to be a mother. For her
ability to be a nother is her ability to stinulate the male. And the male's
ability to be a father requires his being stinmulated by the female.

Human life is the product of an act of animal passion. What then is the val ue
of human life?

Human life is the product of commtted | ove between persons. What then is the
val ue of human life?

May. 30, 95

There is an alternative to making sex an affirmation of the value of human life
by making it a vehicle for commtted |ove between persons. That alternative is

deat h. If we do not tie sex to the value of human |ife, human life |loses it's
value to the point where we justify killing. MWhy? You mght think I amtalking
about abortion. But first consider euthanasi a. Birth control prevents their

bei ng enough people in the younger generation to economcally take care of the
ol der generation. The solution? Encourage the older generation to conmt
sui ci de and even take their life fromthem without their consent, if we judge
that their life is not worth continuing. This is actually happening.

Book nmentioned on "The Abundant Life" on EWN: Saving Your Marriage Before It
Starts.

See "Journal Graphics" transcript of Frontline's "The Vanishing Father."
McLanahan shows that the effect of the absent father is indepedent of econom cs
and class. Whitehead has a good statement about the liberal's (false) dilemm
of choosing between parental happiness and the child's welfare.

Bi g

If we separate our life-giving faculty fromcommtted | ove, we are separating
the life we give, human life, from being deserving of commtted | ove. W can
choose the spousal -parental relation. W can't choose the child-parent rel a-
tion. If the latter is not by essence, by nature, a relation of commtted |ove,
our existence of the offspring, is not that of a being worthy of committed | ove
by being what she is, as opposed to receiving commtted |ove by the gratuitous
choi ce of someone else to love us, if they want to, as the spousal -parenta

relation is, i.e., the spousal relation is the a chosen relation of commtted
love for someone else. The child-parent relation is ontol ogical, our being,
what we are, is included in it. Is what we are worthy of committed | ove?

So in seeking freedom from the connecti on between sex and comm tted | ove
for the sake of pleasure, we are deval uing our own existence. W are "choosing"
to live like animals (who cannot choose it; they have to live that way). That



is why extra-marital sex is "dirty", because of what it does to the value of
human |ife.

Possible title: "Sexual Alienation," i.e., alienation from our neaning as
persons.

In choosing a mate, is sex |like other activities we would want to observe the
potential mate perform beforehand? |If so, we are treating sex like a task, a
function to be performed -- not as the instantiation of a personal relationship
We are not view ng our partner an an object of committed |ove but as providing a
service, and we are measuring their value as a provider of services, not as a
person.

We say that we are teaching people to do anything they want with their sexuality
as long as they do it responsibly, i.e., without hurting or coercing someone
else. (Notice the addition of "or coercing.” What if someone said that it is
all right to coerece as |long as you don't hurt?) But does it really work out
that way. Are we not really telling pedophiles and other deviants to pursue
their own pleasure, as long as they can get away with it. Why? Because we are
really telling the rest to pursue their own pleasure as long as they can get
away with it. Most cannot pursue their own gratification without in fact
behaving in a way others would call "responsible," because they need the others
for their gratification

In other words, the motivation for "Do anyting you want as long as it does
not hurt others" can be selfishness: you need the help of others, but you won't
get it if you hurt them or, at |east, you are much less likely to get it. But
there is more to it than the possibility that the notivation will be selfish-
ness. If there is no more to morality than "Do anything you want, as long as it
does not hurt others,” then there is no basis for having any notive other than
sel fishness. Equality is not enough; morality must be based on the dignity of
persons.

And so, when we apply "Do anything you want to sexual behavior, we
can expect that people, including pedophiles and abusers, will do what they
percei ve they can get away with. Because everyone el se does. Do | have any
proof for this other than "logical" argument? Not directly. But there is

i ndependent enpirical evidence that "Do anything you want " is applied
selfishly in other matters. So the burden of proof must be on them who believe
it will not be applied selfishly in sexual matters.

What does that independent enpirical evidence consist in? 1In the absence
of prior investigation of what the effects will be on children, as for exanmple,
in Sweden or, in America, the effects of divorce

Per manent Comm t ments, Jun. 3, 95 BIG

Whil e we are not under i mmedi ate pressure to break-up our own marri ages, we pass
I aws, binding on ourselves and others, making it very difficult to back away

fromour marriage commtment. Why? Because we are doing ourselves a favor by
passing those laws. W know how easy it is to succumb to the temptation to
sacrifice something that will nore likely lead to the |ong-range happi ness of

most people for the sake of short-range happiness. Or, we know how difficult it
is not to succunb to that tempation. So we pass |laws making it very undesirable
to succumb to that tenptation



Pew, Oct. 25, 94

Possi bl e recommenders: Ashl ey, Veatch, Crosson, Mlnerny, Dougherty, G
Mat t hews. MUST have a social scientist. Ask Dan O Connell. Have a socia
scientist, a philosopher, and a theol ogi an: Ashley? Peter Berger? Ask Kevin
Ranaghan for a theol ogi an who can back up ny interpretation of the prayer for
unity. Finnis, Grisez.

Possenti . Burrell. Stanley Hauerwas. Nicholas Capaldi. Rescher. Ral ph
Nel son (as a "social scientist"?).

For the sake of the philosophical reviewers, refer to the influence of 19th-
century thinkers on our century and their lack of attention to the place of
personal relationships (but not in the sense of G E. Moore!). \hat will the
next century take from us? Hopefully, the need for and need to support commt-
ted personal relationships of the sexually-based kind.

Al so explain why the proposal belongs in philosophy. The empirica
evidence has existed for some time. MWhat is needed is a philosophical frame-
wor k, including conceptual clarification, etc.

In the proposal or the cover letter, call attention to the fact that unlike
al most all University Press Books, this was awarded a grant in support of
publication fromthe ACPA.

Why phil osophy and not just social science? Phil insight needed to form a
cl ear argument out of facts that have been there all al ong.

Why Christian? The value of the person and personal relations have been
|l ost even to sacranmental Church's, which tend to become providers of services.

Pew, Dec. 2, 94

Concept of personal versus functional value comes froma Christian phil osopher,
Gabriel Marcel

May. 30, 95

Read and respond to The Way We Never Were.

Many ot her books on this topic, perhaps. But most present it in terms of the

di chot omy between the parent's happiness and the child's. The way to overcone
the dichotomy is to prevent or m nim ze beforehand the need for the parent to
seek happiness el sewhere, i.e., to mnimze beforehand the occurrence of unhappy
marri ages.

Not opposed to affirmative action as long as it doesn't benefit women at the
expense of black males, as long as it does not seek diversity at the expense of
correcting past and present discrimnation, as long as it does not define
diversity selectively, to the exclusion, for exanmple, of orthodox Jews and
Christians, as long as it does not include chosen behavior anmong the criteria
for diversity.

For evidence that women's liberation has hurt affirmative action for black
mal es, see the G obe, 5-21-95, p. 30, and the next 4 days. Al so, see the
article you clipped out of the Herald a nonth or 2 before.

What university presses have chosen sim | ar books?



Endorsers: Veatch, ask Maclntyre for a protestant nane, ask Deal Hudson for a
Prot est ant name, ask Rasmussen and Peterson how Veatch is, ask Rasnussen for a
pr ot est ant name.

Must answer the objection that the sexual revolution is not an attack on the
fam |y, because it does not prevent people from chosing the famly. The
response has severl el enents. First, there is sociological evidence that it
prevents | arge nunbers from chosing the famly successfully. But Second, why
should we be concerned if it prevents them from chosing the famly successfully.
For exanple, equality of opportunity does not require equality in results. \Why
are we justified in taking steps to ensure nore successful results here. One
reason is that we need the famly for the sake of children. And there is
soci ol ogi cal evidence here. But also we need the famly as the |ocus for the
recognition of an inplenmentation of the value of the person

Christian inspiration: 2 places. First, the value of the person depends on
theism And without the value of the person, cannot have anything other than an
arbitrary ethic anyway. There will be a tendency to justify things |ike

eut hanasia in terns of the good of the whole human species. But there really
wont't be any reason to prefer the good of the species. So when it suits our
purposes not to prefer the good of the species, we won't.

Second, change at the nmedia |level can only result from a deep change in
convictions on the part of the large majority of people. Such a change can only
be religious. But for such a change to occur, both the sacranmental and evangel -
ical churhes have to stop making the same m stake, i.e., the effectiveness of
both of their ministries requires Christian brotherhood at the |ocal |evel
People interpret the prayer for unity in terms of ecunenicism | do not deny
t hat di mensi on. But an equally important, though ignored, dinmension is the need
for local Christian groups to be brother/sisterhoods. This fits in with the Pew
fellowship's reference to analysing the m ssion of the Church as a valid topic.

For the text, but not for the proposal

This position is not opposed to |liberalism I amnot a liberal in the sense of
believing that all values are relative. | amin favor of a government activism
because | believe values are objective. But relativismis supposed to encourage
openness to new ideas, non-dogmatism Too often, liberals are not open to new

i deas, the opposite of the effect advertised for relativism (and this is an
argument against relativism.

What could be more rational than M Il (though he was not the first): do whatever
you want as long as it does not hurt soneone else. But again, the effect is
often the opposite of always seeking the greater good instead of your own good
(which is what MII intended). The proof is that we ask about the consequences
for children |ast.

But it is a false dichotonmy to see a conflict between the parents
happi ness and the children's needs.



Li beral /conservative, saving liberalismfromthe liberals, Dec. 2, 94

Li beralismis the center, the mean between conservativism and socialism But L
must not |et ideology get in the way of caring for those in most need of our
support, our children.

By condoni ng abortion, liberals are supporting a form of selfishness as great or
greater than that of the robber barrons or arbitragers.

| am not for noderate |liberalism but nore |iberalism-- nore true to its
principles and consistent in their application. E.g., capital punishment and
freedom of expression. The alternative is pushing good ideas to illogica
extremes. In some cases, the effect will be noderation, but that is not the
poi nt . In other cases, the effect will be far from noderation

Many |iberals do not realize that they were taught a religion in college.
For exanple, the belief that communi smin benign, just another political system
and that Russia was well intentioned.

Dec. 6, 94
The most radical forms of feminismare the |latest form of male manipul ati on of

wonmen. The proof is that more men than women have consistently favored the
radi cal fem nist agenda, e.g., on abortion. This is not a case of calling for

less liberalismbut calling for more. Abortion violates the |liberal principle
of defending the defenseless, and it does so in the name of a selfishness nore
uni versal that capitalist selfishness. Not everyone can relate to the selfish-

ness of the entrepeneur, but everyone can understand sexual selfishness
Jan. 18, 95

The only way to save opposition to the death penalty is to save it from those
who go beyond that opposition all the way to giving killers furloughs and
parol es.

That we don't study the effects on children first show that it's not really
justice that we want. It's really: I'll give you freedom because | don't want
my freedominterfered with. So we |ook for ways our freedomis potentially
interfered with. And being adults, we overl ook the ways the interests of

children are interfered with. It's not justice; it's "enlightened" self-
interest. Our goal is not to help others but to achieve self-gratification, not
as an effect of the object aimed at, but as the object aimed at. | help others
to the extent that | see it help nme.

This started to become clear in the |abor novement's refusal to give
bl acks jobs. They wanted justice - so long as they benefitted fromit.

May. 30, 95
Do not ask: what is the primary function of government. Ask: what has govern-

ment actually accomplished for good or for bad. Then ask, on the basis of past
experience, what can we expect government to accomplish in the future.



Et hics, RA, Dec. 2, 94

The relation of what things are to what we are as chosers of ends and of means
to ends is such that some choices cannot avoid evaluating things as if they were
not what they are. E.g., to treat another person as a means eval uates them as
if they were not masters of their ends as we are.

Is there such a thing as desiring that something was not was it is?
Certainly, in sin, we desire that God was not what He is.

Feb. 28, 95

In eval uating another to be equal to us as capable of the future achi evement of
human ends, or as an end-in-itself, we nust evaluate what they are at the most
fundamental |evel beyond which they no | onger are beings with the capacity for
that future achievement. That level is the cellular |evel

What is the cash value of saying that we evaluate things to be what they are?
One answer could be that we voliitionally direct actions by causing intell ectua
assent to true or false practical judgments. Another answer could be that our
actions treat people as if they were not ends-in-thenselves and that we do this
knowi ngly. Another answer could be in terms of the comparative places their
relations to ends and our relations to ends have in our evaluations. And all

t hese answers could be equival ent.

My anal ysis does justify "Love your neighbor as yourself" as a moral principle.
But it can also recognize that this principle is not enough; it does not supply
enough direction. What consititutes hurting your neighbor and what does not.
The same thing answers that question that grounds nmy moral theory: what nmny

nei ghbor is, her nature.

May. 30, 95
Personal i st/ communal i st versus individualism A person as such, i.e., as
opposed to an individual, is a being who, through reason, can recogni ze the

val ue of the other as an end-in-itself and of the comon good, etc., and who, as
a person, has the end of evaluating things to be what they are as known by
reason.

Bl G

We pl ace values on what things are. That may sound |ike a pleonasm what else
is there to place values on? But it has inmportant inmplications if we are able
to evaluate things as if they were not what they are. If so, we m seval uate
them and our evaluations are defective.

How is it possible to evaluate something as if if were other than it is?
To evaluate something is to nmake it an end or a neans to an end. So the
question is: how can we evaluate something as if it were not what it is in the
act of making it an end or a means to an end?

When we worship, for exanmple, a statue, we do that.

When we compl ai n about unfair treatnment, we inmply that we are in some
rel evant sense equal to the wrong-doer. That means that what we are is in some
rel evant sense equal. So the wrong-doer is not treating us as if we are what we
are. What we are in reality is not what we are in her eval uations.

What is the relevant sense? W are capable of pursuing human ends as she



is. But | am not capable of writing a synphony. No, but that is not the
morally rel evant sense.

What could possibly be wrong with an act that produced the greatest good for the
greatest nunmber? Answer: |If chosing that act forced us to value an end as if it
were a means or vice versa, to value a being that is an end as if it were a
means or vice versa

Jun. 19, 95

As an example of an intrinsically evil act, start with worshipping an idol
That would be a defective decision even for an athiest or agnostic.

RA: My answer to the question how do decisions "conformto" reason's know edge
or "accord with" reason's knowl edge may | ook extremely abstract, subtle, and
remot e. But why should we expect it to be otherwi se. Consider the sane
gquestion in the context of the correspondence theory of truth: what does it mean
for reason to conformto or accord with reality; what does the relation of
correspondence consiste it, and what are the ternms of the relation? Should we
expect the answer to that question to be anything |less than abstract and subtle?
In fact, the answers to both questions are the same.

RA, belief has intrinsic end, Jul. 4, 95

It's not: well if you want your beliefs to be true, then you want themto
conformto reality; or, if your want your beliefs to have the goal of truth or
the goal of conformng to reality, then your beliefs are defective if they do
not. Simlarly, a blind eye is defective, but only if you want the goal of

si ght. No, you mi ght not want sight, but you cannot have a belief without being
oriented to the goal of truth or conformty to reality. Having a belief is the
same as being in a certain relation to that goal, namely, having a belief is
being in the state of certitude that a certain goal has been reached. Having a
belief is being in a state consciously related to that goal such that, if that
goal is not in fact attained, the conscious state is a failure by the standard
of a goal it cannot avoid having

M ke Pakal uk says that the belief is not a failure by all goals. For
exampl e, it has achieved the goal of being a full-fledged psychol ogi cal state of
bel i ef. Per haps. But there is at |east one other goal intrinsically involved,

if that psychol ogical state exists.



Ashl ey, anal ogy, being as first known, being not a genus, metaphysics and
immateriality, Dec. 2, 94

Who says being is not analogical to begin with? To grasp the argunment that
being is not a genus, do | need to know the existence of inmaterial beings?
Where does the assunmption of immaterial existence appear in the prem ses of that
argument? And woul d being be generic if all beings were material? No



Sel f-evidence, analytic truth, Dec. 2, 94

In Metaphysics 4, 4, 1006a @1, the translator of the Oxford edition uses "self-
evi dence".



LTA, analytic truth, necessary truth, Dec. 2, 94 BIG

The difference between "Bachel ors are unmarried nen" and "Tully is Cicero." |In
the second, there is only the contingent, |exicological relation differentiating
obj ect s. In the first, in addition to the |exicological relations, there is the

fact that each of the |exicological parts is associated with a word-function
that has a logical relation to the word-function of "bachelor,"” a logica
relation making the identity necessary. So knowi ng that bachelors are unmarried
men is not |ike knowing that Tully is Cicero.

Bot h "man" and "unmarried" are logically included in the word-function of

"bachel or."



Et hi cs, double effect, moral value determ ned by nature of acts, Dec. 2, 94

What does it mean for moral value to be determ ned by the nature of acts? For

acts, try substituting causality. E.g., the Crisis masturbation example versus
W I liam Buckley's ectopic pregnancy exanpl e. In masturbation for the purpose of
getting sperm masturbation is not a side-effect of directly intending to cause
some ot her effect. I have directly intended to cause masturbation in this
example. "Directly" does not refer to the primary end for which | undertake
this action, i.e., the ultimate end in this sequence. It means | have to chose
to cause the act of masturbation to get to that end. |In the ectopic pregnancy

exampl e, the death of the embryo is an unintended side-effect of directly
intending to cause the renmoving of the uterus. So replace the intended "
with intended "causality."

Any and every act has effects far beyond those intended. And even when
some such effects are pre-known, they are not necessarily intended. But coul d
it be said that the process of masturbation is not a direct conscious effect of
my volitional causality but is a side-effect of some other causal process? No,
to get to the chosen end, | have to choose to cause the process of masturbation
There is no other way to cause ny chosen end to exist other than as an effect of
mast ur bati on.

act



Logic, math, metal ogic, formal systems, principle of non-contradiction, Trinity
Nov. 24, 94 BIG

In what sense are multi-valued |ogics governed (Causal Realism p. 199), the
same common principles that govern our discourse about extral ogical things? For
one thing, our know edge of the truth (or validity or whatever) of statements
wi thin (or about or whatever) multivalued | ogics, presupposes the principle of
non-contradiction as the term of a reductio ad absurdum And our know edge so
presuppposes that because those statements could not be true (or valid or
what ever eval uative concept we use) if they did not conformto the PNC

Formal systems do not capture the centrality of the PNC, as my critique of
the argument that everything follows from contradiction shows. Quote Russel
about formal systens showi ng that the PNC is just another principle. MW
argument shows that many and perhaps nost of those other principles do not work
wi t hout the PNC

Jan. 20, 95

One person can have exactly the same representative content in two different
experiences and yet know, through what is represented by "This is a unique,

unr epeat abl e, individual,"” that what she knows through each of those experiences
is a unique, and hence distinct, individual. What makes this possible is the
fact that "unique, unrepeatable, individual" is a universal concept, or rather a

combi nati on of three universal concepts.

As the above paragraph illustrates, logic is |like metaphysics in that its
concepts apply, or can be applied, to any object. Preci sely because they can be
applied to any object, their intelligibility does not depend on the content of
this object or that, the features interior to this object or that. So we can

under stand these | ogical concepts without understanding the interior features of
any specific object to which they apply. And since we can so understand them
we can represent them express them as relations to terms, which terms have no
content other than being terms of these relations.

In this logical relations are like the objects of mathematics, where we can
represent the ternms of relations as unknown quantities. But in math, the goa
is to make the val ues represented by those variables known. That is not the
goal in |ogic.

Still the objects of math and |l ogic are alike in another respect. W not only
can represent the terns of |ogical relations as pure terns, represented as
not hi ng nore than ternms of those relations. But also, in both math and | ogic,

the relations "correspond"” to operations, operations leading to results. And
getting to those results by such operations is the business of these disci-
plines.

Ot her relations, e.g., simlarity, can be understood wi thout understanding the
specific features of their terns other than as such terms. Thus we can say,

"Assume that Ais simlar to B." But we cannot make progress concerning
simlarity by defining operations "corresponding” to this relation and then
perform ng those operations. But that is what we do in math.

The operations, of course, and the roles of these operations in math and | ogic,
are different. In math the relations are i mgi ned causal operations. These



i mgi ned operations are used to objectify different quantities. W do not
objectify two as the number of eyes a normal human has but as the result of
addi ng one to one. It is this method of objectifying quantities, ie., as the
result of these inmagi ned causal operations, which operations are defined solely
by their relation to quantitative values that abstract fromall other features,
that defines math and makes the truths of math all necessary truths.

In logic the operations lead to the production of formulas, strings of marks,
that "correspond"” to truths about |ogical relations. They only "correspond" to
trut hs about | ogical relations, because formulas play a different role in logic
than they do in mathematics. The formulas of math are a tool in physics, but
they are not a tool in mathematics. Rat her, they and the know edge of their
truth is what constitutes mat hematics. The fornulas of formal systems and their
derivation do not constitute logic. They are a tool of logic the way the
formul as of math and mat hent ai cal derivations are a tool in physics.

But can we abstract fromthe use of formal systems in |logic, consider the
construction of formal systems for their own sake, and conpare that activity of
construction and the knowl edge associated with it to the know edge of

mat het mati cal fornul as. Yes, and that is inportant, but we must keep in m nd
that this study does not directly informus about the nature of |ogic anynore
than the study of math directly informs us about the nature of physics

In formal systems, we define operations that result in combinations of marks.

In math, we define operations that result in certain quantitative val ues. In
the resulting formulas of formal systems, variables are not replaced by con-
stants. The purpose is not to replace a variable with a constant. I f that were

the purpose, formals systems would no | onger be useful for modelling and
representing logical relations. They can represent logical relations precisely
because | ogical relations abstract fromthe specific content of their ternms and
t hus apply or can be applied to all objects.

In math, the goal of the operation is to replace variables with constants. Mat h
al so uses fornmulas abstracting from specific contents, quantitative contents.

But math does so in order to arrive at fornulas containing specific quantitative
contents. The quantity still abstracts from any association with non-quantita-
tive characteristics, and so is formal relative to the characteristics studied
by physics. But in math, the formulas express causal operations leading to
results whose nature are not thenselves causal. Because their nature is not
themsel ves causal, ie., because they abstract from all causal characteristics
except for these imaginary ones, the truths are necessary. No other causa
factors are present to change the results. That which they abstract from and

t hat which physics studies are precisely causal conditions produci ng changes
that are irrelevant to mat hemati cal causal relations, changes which therefore
are not changes affecting math truths. So math truths are not subject to
change.

Unli ke the formulas of math, the formulas of formal systems do not express
causal opertions (just as quantitative values are not causal relations). The
rules of the system express causal operations resulting in formulas.

3x3 = 9. This is necessary while "The nunber of the planets is 9" is not
necessary. Why? In the first case, the diverse objectification comes fromthe
hypot hesis of the carrying out of an imaginary causal operation, a causa



operation whose positing does not require any physical causes whose existence is
contingent, a causal operation that knowably cannot not yield one definite

resutl (even before we know what that result is) because the conmponents used,

the operation of addition and nunmbers defined by the operation of counting, are
knowably such that they nmust always yield the same value, even if we do not know
what that value is. And Gol dbach's hypothesis must al ways be either true or

fal se, because we know in advance that a prime nunber must always be a prime
nunber, and an numbers factorials must always be what they. Once they are X,

t hey nmust al ways be X

Jan. 21, 95

Non-contradiction article. What kind of know edge do we achi eve when we grasp
the truth of my argument? Validity of my argument and the truth of its prem s-
es? Logical know edge, since formal methods are only a tool ok know edge and
not the whole of it.

We think that, as philosophers, we get back to foundations, but the
exampl e of the treatnment of non-contradiction shows that we do not get back to
our own foundations. For Quine, Putnam etc. assume they are saying something,
while Aristotle shows that they are not.

Feb. 14, 95
Trinity, Logic, Formal systens, BIG

Assume nmy discussion of the Trinity works. The discussion is essentially

met aphysi cal and ontol ogical, not |ogical. But our knowl edge, which we are
capapbl e of having, that my argument works shows that we have an inmplicit grasp
of logical principles that permt what would otherwi se be violations of the
transitivity of identity. W need not be able to articulate those principles,
anymore than a person, say a child, who recognizes the validity of a syllogism
(can chimps do this?) need be able to articulate a |aw expressing the validity
of syllogisms of that structure

The next step would be to try to articulate this principle. This would be
entirely conparable to com ng up with concepts |ike supposition and anpilation
to express different causes of the truths, and our know edge of the truths of
apparently simlar sentences, so that invalid inferences are known to be bl ocked
by fallacies of equivocation. These concepts would be enployed in the fornul a-
tion of logical |aws.

A final step would be to try to construct a formal system in which these
laws could be arrived at by rearrangement of symbols according to rules of
formati on and detachment. This would probably be the kind of thing Chuck Kelly
is doing. While this would be a very interesting and even inportant thing to
do, doing it would not be necessary in order for us to possess the kind of
knowl edge described in the previous two paragraphs. And that illustrates the
rel ationship of constructing formal systems to | ogical know edge and ont ol ogi -
cal, metaphysical know edge

PNC, Formal Systems, Mar. 25, 95

The most fundamental form of the PNC for logic is that it is inpossible for sone
obj ect (quod) to be or not be (to have or not have) of some character (sone
characteristic). The inpossibility of a sentence's being both true and false is
just a case of this. A sentence is one kind of object and truth or falsity is



one kind of characteristic. This thought conmes out of reflection on the fact

that a nmulti-valued | ogic or "paraconsistent"” logic only works if a sentence
cannot both have and not have the additional value, M i.e., the value allegedly
in addition to truth.

The opponent will say that the sentential formis more fundanental. Why?
Because |l ogic is supposedly the mpst fundanental. And logic is about the truth

of sentences, since the truth of sentences is the goal of intellectual endeavor.
But the preceding statement only holds if it is talking about sentences, period,
not about sentences in |language L or L1. The opponent's idea would be that the
PNC hol ds for any | anguage for which the formulas of system L hol d. But what
must be the case for any systemL is that the PNC hold for the so-called

"met al anguage, " whether or not the PNC appears as a formula in L.

The PNC rmust hold for any netal anguage because it must hold for any
sentence in any | anguage that can have a truth-value. And it nust hold in any
system not in the sense that the system contains it, but that the assignment of
any value within the sysem cannot be acconpanied within the system by the
simul t aneous non-assignment of that value. The formulas of any formal system
constitute, together, just a model of the logical relationships that hold where
the values of truth or falsity are possible, ie., hold for the sentences of any
| anguage.

It is correct that know edge of the truth of sentences is the final cause.
But it is the final cause because, in sentences, we objectify objects other than
sentences and objectify those objects as having or not having characteristics.
The reason contradictory sentences cannot achieve the goal of truth is that the
objects they objectify cannot both have and not have the same characteristic.

It is not that those objects cannot both have and not have the same characteris-
tic because, if they could, the sentences objectifying them would be both true
or false. That is putting Descartes before the horse.

It is correct that the necessity of the principle arises fromthe use of

the cognition-constituted relation of negation. But there is no reason why
that relation cannot be used in the objectification of objects other than
sentences and so used before it is used for sentences. In fact, that relation

arises (causality other than final causality is the analysis here) as soon as we
are aware of two objects that are in fact not the same: two fingers, two trees,
a finger and a tree, etc.

Check out the truth table for negation signs in multi-valued | ogics. | f
the negation sign has the same neaning, i.e., still means the relation of
negation, than the PNC holds, and the signs for the affirmed and negated val ues
do not nmean what "true" and "fal se" mean.

May. 30, 95

Why is what can correctly be objectified as other than X necessarily non-
identical with what can be objectified as X (or by "X")? |If by "necessarily" we
mean why does it not have to stay objectifiable as other than X, maybe it does
not have to stay objectifiable by "other than X." But it is necessarily the
case that if and when something is indeed objectifiable by "non-X" that it is
not also what can be objectified as X. \Why?

Because if not, the what is objectifiable as non-X would at the same time
not be objectifiable as non-X It would not be identical with itself (so
identity is primary). But that seems to just reduplicate the principle. And
perhaps it does reduplicate the principle. The point is that that is just what
negations do, that is their function, e.g., to negate what is objectified as X
or what is objectifiable by X. As long as that negation holds, the opposite



does not, by hypothesis; for negation ampunts to the hypothesis that the
opposite does not hol d.

To really deny the PNC, a principle would have to allow a proposition to have
val ue M and not have value M

Bl G:

My argunment agai nst contradiction inmplying everything has many inplications.

Thi nk of how Chuck Kelly laid out the arguments as steps in a formal proof.

I npeccabl e. That shows that awareness that the a fornmula resulting from such a
proof is a logically valid formula is not caused by our awareness that each step
in the proof satisfied the rules. For Kelly showed that that argunent satisfied
the rules, and we were both aware that it satisfied the rules. Yet we could
still be aware that the conclusion was not logically valid. Why? because we
were aware that one combination of prem se (contradiction) and rule (disjunctive
syllogism was not logically valid. Rat her, awareness of logical validity is
caused by awareness of the fact that the primary rules are logically valid and
are consistent with the prem ses

Jun. 9, 95

The formal | anguage approach makes models representing |ogical relations, not
propositions true of |logical relations by identity. These nodels are good, but
there value is |imted.

PNC, Jun. 9, 95

The formal system approach does not capture the fundamentality of the PNC. l.e,
the PNC is not just one formula anong others.

Logical truth, logical relations, logical inclusion, alternation, Jun. 27, 95
Bl G

Maybe the necessity of p -> (p V q) does not derive from |l ogical inclusion but
fromthe fat that p V q differs fromp solely by the addition of a CDO "V q".
This way out, though, would have to explain the fact that g may make reference
to a reality other than p does. W would have to say that the reality referred
to enters the differentiation of objects in an incidental, a non-essential, way.
The | ogical relation expressed by "V' makes it incidental what foll ow next.

That is just the nature of what we express by "V'. where "nature" means: that
just is what we happen to express by "V'. That is, alternation happens to be an
open-ended | ogical relation where what comes next does not matter as far as
content goes (assumi ng that the content is a content, and not a contradiction
i.e., assum ng that the content does not violate some other |ogical relation; so
it is non-logical content that is in question, since we are contrasting that to
the |l ogical relation of alternation). "Or" is the exact equivalent for "or
somet hing, " where "something"” this time is a |ogical placeholder for, by

hypot hesi s, any ontol ogi cal content.

Logi c versus ontol ogy

Is "something" a logical variable, or is it an ontol ogical variable? Yes and no
to both questions. Since it belongs in |language it is |logical and grammati cal



But since logical relations termnate in non-logical values, the word-function
of something is equivalent to "any non-1logical value; any value that can
term nate a logical relation, including especially non-1logical values".

Logi cal Relations, Jul. 21, 95 BIG

The theory of logical relations in Causal Realismis meant to do two things.

(A) Imply that if such |logical relations occur, some truths cannot not be true.
(B) Imply that, when we are aware of some objects, we cannot not know the
necessity of those truths. l.e., (A if there are relations with such and such
properties, then truths diversely objectifying things in the follow ng way
cannot not be diversely objectifying the same thing. And (B) we are aware of
certain objects, we cannot not be aware of relations with those properties
hol di ng between them so that we cannot not be aware of the necessary truth of
the identity of those objects.

PNC, formal systems, Aug. 11, 95 BIG

Formal systenms are models that cannot capture the fundanentality and centrality
of the PNC. In the propositional calculus, the PNC is just one proposition
among ot hers

The formal system approach nmakes nodels representing, sybolizing, |ogica
relations; it does not make propositions true of logical relations by identity.
To know the truth of propositions about |ogical relations, we do something nore
t han construct and understand nodels. Those nodels are good things; they have
value, but limted val ue

Oct. 30, 95

Bochenski /O Rourke dissertation: Peter Rutz (Basel Switzerland Opus Dei priest),
Zwei wertige und mehrwertige Logik (Bivalent and Polyvalent Logic), defended July
7, 1970 at University of Friburg ("free-burg"). Many libraries in Switzerl and
will have it. Look for it through the internet.




Saving Liberalismfromthe Liberals, Nov. 15, 94

Because Clinton went too far, we do not have health reform See Sunday Boston
Gl obe, Focus section, p. 3, September or early October, 1994.

I am not counselling "moderation". Often, we need to be nmore |iberal
more consistent with liberal principles. One of those principles is the
obligation for governnent to help those who cannot defend their own rights.

That principle should make us opposed to abortion and gay rights. In those
exampl es, ideol ogies extraneous to justice, to the commn good, to defending the
def ensel ess, have overruled those liberal principles. One of those ideol ogies,
for example, is sexual freedom which really means selfishness of a kind equa

to that of any free markteter who does not want to pay income taxes. For we do
not even ask what effect that sexual freedomwill have on the rights of the
young (the dog did nothing in the night time).

Anot her exampl e of not being consistent with liberal principles, letting
killers off with less than |life sentences. This is a violation of the principle
of justice.

Ot her evidence that we need to save liberalismfromthe |iberals, to save
the country from conservativism conpare the |enient sentences |iberal judges
give to those that conservative judges give.

Anot her exanpl e: taxing businesses is regressive, is a hidden sales tax.



Intell ectual fads, course idea, Nov. 20, 94

Exanpl e: values clarification, |I' Ok-You're OK, Games people play, Co-dependen-
cy, Freudian analysis, cognitive therapy, Marxism biofeedback

Can make opposition to an intellectual fad appealing to students by nmaking
the opposition appear avante-garde, which it is.

Eugeni cs, Marxism Freudi anism Progressive Education, over-population, relativ-
i sm enhances tol erance, deconstruction, existentialism structuralism no

di fferences between men and wonen.

Chesterton says soneplace that England wanted the morals without the faith, or

better, thought they could have the morals without the faith. But next it was:
maybe we don't need those norals. But after that cane a | oss of any standards,
much | ess moral standards. We don't even have educational, intellectual, or
artistic standards. Pai ntings by four-year olds still w n awards. Silly
articles in silly scholarly journals still are considered valuable contributions
t hat count toward tenure, pronotion, and salary increases. Etc., etc.

We no | onger defrock clergyman for sodony.



Abortion article, Nov. 20, 94

I am not commtted to an ethics of "rights.” |In whatever way we want to talk
about the ethics of killing innocent adults, | want my discussion to apply to
killing fetuses. So ny talk of rights can be translated into any vocabul ary

used to describe the killing of innocent adults as wrong, evil, etc.

Jan. 18, 95

We think that the acquisition of mature features bestows some val ue. But what
is value? In judging noral decisions, we assume that our dispositions for
maki ng deci sions so relate us to what other people are that decisions have the
end of treating other people a certain way, that if we do not treat other people
a certain way, we fail of an end our dispositions for decision give us. How can
they so relate us to what other people are. If they are related to what other
people are and if we can fail to achieve this end, our decision does not treat
them (evaluate them as if they are what they are, does not place the value on
what they are that our relation to what they are requires. (MVMhat is that
relation?), does not conformto what they are.

If innocent |life does not impose a restriction on choice, nothing does. I f our
di spositions for choice are not of such a nature that innocent |life inposes a
restriction on what choices fulfill that nature, nothing external to our

di spositions for choice can impose such a restriction

We say we want to do that which increases the over all amount of human good, or
at least that we will seek our own good until it decreases the good of others.
But this human good can be nothing but the acconmplishment of ends for which
humans have the capacity. And zygotes are organisms with the capacity for the
same ends.

Abortion and Ethics, and RA, Jan. 21, 95

When we judge that some mature characteristic bestows value, we are declaring it
a value by measuring it in relation to by ends we are pre-volitionally rel ated
to, ends we did not choose. And the zygote is related to the same ends

Our values either result fromblind, irrational choice or they result from pre-
volitional ends. If they result from pre-volitional ends, they result fromthe
rel ati ons between those ends and what the things we must deal with are. | f
val ues are not inmposed by what things are (given our pre-volitional relations to
what things are), they are purely the result of irrational choice.

But they cannot result from what things are if what human life is does not
i mpose val ues, or restrictions on our val ues.

Jan. 27, 95

We evaluate the other as a cause of actions bringing about human ends. We are
must fundanmentally such a cause, both at the xygote stage and conti nuously
thereafter, at the cellular |evel. That most fundamental |evel is the one that
counts. For if we stop at some other level, we have no criteria for doing so
other than arbitrary criteria. And arbitrary criteria both violate our end of
being rational and ignore the fact that the zygote's acconplishment of its ends
are of equal value to ours.



The nmost fundamental |evel is the one that counts. And it is at that
| evel that we are oriented to human ends because, for instance, we are rationa
because cells

Feb. 7, 95 BIG

Maybe nove to the end the part about arbitrarily making a zygote |l ess than an
end in itself by nmeasuring its value relative to the ends of others than
hersel f.

Feb. 15, 95

On the RA and maybe for the | ast section of the Abortion article: Utilitarians
implicitly recognize the rational appetite. Assume | face a choice of A or B.
A will increase the satisfaction of ny desires, but decrease the sum total of
the desires of other human beings. The |last statement inmposes a restriction on
the value of my choice, according to utilitarians, consequentialists, and or
proportionalists. But that statement imposes such a restriction because and
only because that statenment expresses what things are. It expresses the fact

t hat what | and other human beings are includes our having desires, and it
expresses the fact that what some states of affairs are satisfy those desires
nore than what sone other states of affairs are

To believe that we are obligated to seek the greatest satisfaction of
desires for the greatest number is to believe that our decision-making faculties
orient us to evaluate the greater good to be what it is and the |esser good to
be what it is. It is to believe that making an immoral decision is evaluating a
|l esser fulfillment of human desires as if it were a greater fulfillment. Or at
least this, it is to believe that what things are does inpose |limts on the
val ues of our choices. And so it raises the question how it is possible for our
knowl edge of what things are to imposes limts on the value of our choices.

The answer is that our decision-making dispositions orient us to evaluate
according to our know edge of what things are, insofar as what things are relate
them to ends and means to ends, including relating themto being ends and being
means to ends for other beings with ends. Where "according to" means eval uating
them to be what they are with respect to being entities with ends and with
resepct to being either ends or means to ends for decisions of a rationa
appetite. I say "a" rational appetite because our rational appetite nust
evaluate themas if they were ends relative to the nature of the rationa
appetite, since they have their own rational appetites and through if direct
thenmselves to things that are ends for them because they have chosen those
things to be ends. Therefore, we do not evaluate themto be what they are
unl ess we evaluate themto be ends-in-thenmselves, just as we are
On the question of whether some positive orientation to human ends, not just a
potentiality for human ends, is necessary. Even a mature human being depends on
the action received from external agents for the future achievement of ends to
whi ch she is oriented, and for the future actions which she causes to achi eve

those ends. So how can we draw the |line? There is no hope for the pro-abor-
tionist to find any dispostions to future action which are entirely internal in
the sense that they would not depend on the contribution of external causes. On

the other hand, the pro-lifer does have a clear-cut criterion

Consi der a race horse. There is absolutely nothing in its make up that is
naturally, or other than accidentally, related to the wi nning of the Kentucky
Derby. There is much in the horse's makeup that is naturally and specifically



related to such things as speed and endurance. W can |ook at the horse's
makeup and read those things there. But if the horse were given all the
envi ronment al contributions it would need to develop all its natural, internal
di spositions to the fullest, when they were so devel oped, there would be no
features in the horse relating it specifically to winning the Kentucky Derby.
W nning that race is entirely adventitious to, accidental to, external to, what
the horse is, its makeup, its nature.

The zygote's nature, on the other hand, includes features directly,
specifically, and necessarily relating it to the eventual achievement of human

ends. In fact, the zygote's human control genes have everything to do with the
eventual achievenment of those ends. "Everything" does not mean that no externa

causes are necessary, but that is true of every cause, as Causal Realism shows.
But human achi evements result fromthe fact that external causes switch on genes
internal to the fetus's cells which switched on genes make those cells producers
of the kinds of protein and tissue necesary and sufficient for human achieve-
ment s. But those control genes were by nature directly and specifically rel ated
to those achievements before being switched on. Just as eyes are a readiness
for seeing, before our eyelids open in the morning. The production of human
ends is not accidental to what those genes are. The relation to human ends is
"naturally necessary"” in the sense that those genes will be switched on and
human tissue result, unless something interferes with those natural processes.

We cannot rationally ask for a stronger criterion than this, since all
causes require the cooperation of external causes.

The zygote is not like just any cell. Not any cell is a conplete human
organi smoriented to the eventual achievement of human ends. But a zygote | acks
not hi ng of what a human organism naturally is at that stage of its devel opment.

Feb. 14, 95 BIG

The feature relating a zygote to human ends is not just any kind of feature, and
the feature does not just give the zygote any kind of relation, even any kind of
specific or direct relation, to the eventual achievement of human ends. The
feature gives the zygote a specific causal relation to human ends. In fact,
human control genes, are the cause of the eventual production of human ends. We
do not have to know how those control genes get switched on to know that. We
know that only the human genome | eads to the eventual production of human ends.
And we know that almpst all zygotes with that genome will, if given a normal
environment, lead to that production. But just knowi ng that the human genome is
a necessary condition is enough, as long as we know that the organi sm devel ops
itself, with the help of the environment, by the division of cells, the result
of which division is directed by the genes contained

Human genes are the directive causes of human devel opment. (Architectonic
causes; formative or form ng causes; designing, shaping, structuring, aimng
causes.)

At end, any further conclusions about the morality of abortion would
depend on further devel opment of one's ethics, beyond the introduction laid out
here. Still, there is one nore thing that can be said about the further
devel opment of one's ethic, if it is consistent with its foundations. VWher e
there is a doubt about whether the choice of abortion would take the life of a
bei ng whose nature gives it the potentiality for human ends, an ethic nust give
the benefit of the doubt to that being, rather than to the being making the
choi ce of an abortion. Wthout the existence of a being with such a capactiy,
choice itself would be inpossible. Mor eover, the choice only derives its value
fromthe pre-existing capacity for human achi evements. So where there is the



possibility of taken the life of such an innocent human organism a consistent
ethic must declare the act of taking such a life to be unethical

This is just another way of saying that life is more inmportant than
choice, or that if the existence of a conmplete human organi sm does not place any
restrictions on the value of our choices, than nothing can place any such
restrictions. For the only thing that can place restrictions on the val ue of
choices is the pre-existing potentiality for the future achi evement of human
ends. So a consistent ethic must place a higher value on the existence of a
bei ng whose nature, if not its development, gives it an orientation to human
ends than on the fulfillment of an end aimed at by any particul ar choice

Feb. 14, 95 BIG

Mer eol ogi cal sum of the sperm and ovum (see one of the respondants to Marquis's
article): The zygote is a unit whole human causal system Each of the words
"unit" and "whol e" have a job to do. Previous to conception, a causal system
consi sting of the sperm ovum the nmother's organs, or even the entire universe,
exists. The zygote also can be considered just a part of that causal system
which is the entire universe. But when we consider the zygote as a part, we are
considering it as a unit, a unit causal system As a unit causal system the
zygote has the followi ng characteristic: it is a whole human causal system a
compl ete human causal system That unit is conpletely equipped to now have

what ever it needs to have to be an organismwith the potential for the future
causi ng of human achi evenents. It has everything an organi sm needs to have, at
that stage of its developnment, to be an organismwith the capacity for the
eventual production of human ends.

The zygote is not |ike other human cells, which we may one day |earn how to turn
into clones of a zygote. \When we develop the technology to clone a zygote, the
clone will be the sanme kind of causal system the zygote now is, with one
possi bl e caveat to be nentioned in a moment. But even now, the zygote is not
like its two successor cells in crucial respects. The two successor cells
reside within the same nenbrane as the original cell. The successor cells do

not share their own membranes with their successors, but share the same origina
menbrane with their successors. Also, their appears to be differentiation

bet ween the successor cells at a very early stage. That differentiation would
crucially distinguish the cells fromthe zygote. For it would nmake those
successors different stages necessary in the devel opment of one organism with
the zygote being the necessary first stage.

And don't forget, an organism including an adult aim ng at future achi evements,
is nothing but a process of development, that is, a process of change.

A possible caveat on a clone cell being a conmplete human causal system the way a
zygote is: perhaps to be such a system the clone would have to exist, for at

| east one instant, in whatever kind of environnent is necessary for the zygote
to develop itself, normally, into a mature human organism It only needs an
instant, since action is simultaneous with passion. But if there is a need for
such an environment on the part of the zygote, and if the clone could come into
exi stence without being in such an environment, there m ght be reason for saying
that the clone was never able to begin the kind of causal process |eading to

nor mal human devel opment. And so the clone would never have been put in the
state of act making it an actual, conplete human causal system



Feb. 19, 95

The real conclusion you want to get at in the article: I f the beginning of
human life is a matter of choice, then all moral values are a matter of persona
preference. Unl ess sone objectively observable state of affairs inmposes
restrictions on the value of my choices, all noral values are a matter of

subj ective preference. And if human |life does not provide such an observable
state of affairs, nothing does.

Moral val ues have a specifying, formal object, the interests of others. I f we
can choose who the others are, even though they are potential future achievers
of the same ends we are potential future achievers of by our choices, then our
choi ce dom nates over everything, over any conceivable canditate for val ue.

If we can kill other innocent adults, on the basis of our chosen val ues, al
values are a matter of our preference. For without life, the other whom we kil
cannot achieive any further val ue

If we can choose who the others are, and so can kill on the basis of our choice,
t he other is not an absol ute value, an end-in-itself. Nor is the other's life
an absol ute val ue.

Rat her, the value we put on life is the value we put on our sexuality. Just
when our know edge of the genetic code taught us about human life, the sexua
revol ution occurred. The latter determ ned the value we put on life. That
value is what we evaluate human |life to be, that is, we evaluate it to be the
exi stence of some mature characteristics. But in so doing, we are evaluating
those characteristics relative to our ends, not the ends the being with those
characteristics has the future potential for.

Feb. 20, 95

When we compl ain about unfair treatment, we inmply that we are in sonme rel evant
sense equal to the wrong-doer. And that means that what we are is in some

rel evant sense equal. And that means the wrong-doer is not treating us as if we
are what we are; what we are in reality is not what we are in her eval uations.
But what is the "relevant" sense? Our being capable of human ends as she is. |
am not capable of writing a symphony, but that is not the norally rel evant

sense.

RA, Feb. 20, 95 BIG

In the New Oxford Review for Jan-Feb., 1995, p. 27, the reviewer of Janet E
Smith's new book says that in her earlier book she crushingly critiqued the

moral view that "eval uates choices rather than acts." First, this |looks like a
false dichotomy. W evaluate the act as capable or not capable of being morally
chosen. The morality is still in the choice, but it occurs in the choice

because of the nature of the act chosen

But are there possibly two evaluations here, whose confusion may be inportant
for the theoretical problems about the nature of ethics. A decision is an

eval uation of sonmething other than itself. But the decision may itself be

eval uated as a good or bad evaluation. Who does the second evaluating? Not the



will, short of circularity, but the intellect. So there is an eval uation of
conscience prior to the decision that says that a certain kind of evaluation on
the part of the will is to be evaluated, by the intellect, as good or bad

Feb. 28, 95

If it is a mtter of choice when human life begins to acquire moral value, or
when human |life begins, or a matter of choice when to kill, or when there m ght
be a human life, then reality imposes no limts on our choices. |If reality
imposes no limts, there are no limts

Mar. 14, 95

Out si de causes: The real questions are: 1) does an outside cause have a
specific relation to the ultimte effect we are tal king about, or is it a
general cause (Aquinas's generic causes, like the sun) related to a variety of
different effects, as a necessary background condition, in addition to the
effect in question; and 2) is the interior cause or causes that depend on these
out si de background conditions actively related to the ultimte effects we are

t al ki ng about.

In fact, everything that will be specifically human about us comes about
as a direct result of the human control genes that are already present in the
zygote. The control genes already present will be the cause of everything
specifically human.

But maybe even if the fetus were passive with respect to receiving, e.g.
intelligence fromthe nother, that m ght b enough. The fetus's genes would give
it this passive potentiality, as proven by the near-universal occurrence of
intelligence in human children of all cultures. By its genes, it would be
designed to receive intellgence fromthe nother, and by her genes, she would be
designed to give it.

May. 30, 95

In the case of the zygote, we know that the features that are specifically

related to human ends are so related as the features that will make the organi sm
t he cause of the achi evenent of such ends, are so related as the cause of our
ability to achieve those ends. So | do not have to formulate a general descrip-
tion that will serve as a criterion for deciding other cases. I don't have to

generali ze.

One way to put the concl usion: If who is a human being is a "religious”
gquestion in the sense of "arbitrary" or not decidable by reason, then everything
el se is al so.

What is all this ontological stuff doing in a work on ethics? |f standard
assumptions are true, what things are shouldn't count in ethics. But obviously
they do count; so the standard assumptions must be fal se. In fact, ethics must
be based on what things are. And the fact that guilt depends on know edge shows
that ethics must be based on reason's know edge of what things are. How can
this be? Answer: We hold, people, including ourselves, to the end of behaving
in accord with reason.

What ever else a conpletely devel oped ethics will do, we can know at this
introductory stage that ethics will require decisions to conformwith reason's
knowl edge of what things are. That happens to be an end we are capabl e of



achi evi ng. If we do not achieve it, we are i moral.

Why be moral? |If in addition to being capable of that end we are actively
and positively oriented to it, we need to be noral to achieve our ends. W
cannot achieve all the ends we are oriented to, so we nust choose between them
But all such choices use the RA, and so we cannot avoid having to achieve the
end of the RA, if we are to be happy.

Are we positively oriented to that end? There is enmpirical evidence that
we are: the existence of conscience, of guilt, of holding others to be wrong,
etc. The fact that we consider "Why be moral ?" to be a horrible question. Etc.
At one level, the positive orientation to that end consists of the existence of
consci ence, etc.

I am not saying that the reason it is wong to kill is that it prevents some-
thing from having a future |like ours. I am tal king about the introduction to

et hics, where the nature established for ethical value determ nes the extension
of ethical value. Preventing a future like ours is just one kind of value under
t he general heading of ethical value (is at most one kind of value under . . .).
The full devel opment of ethics may well assign specific reasons under the
general heading of the nature of ethical value, may well assign a different

reason why it is wong to kill human beings. But if it is wong to kill people,
we know in advance that it is wong to kill the fetus. W know that in advance
of any specific reason we assign for not killing.

Two possible defenses of abortion: A zygote is a human being and it is ok to

kill human beings; it is not ok to kill human beings but a zygote is not a human
being. These views really amount to the sanme things, because they both say that
human |ife as something worth saving, as something it is wong to kill, devel ops
later; human life as something inmposing a noral obligation comes later. Also,

these views are the same because the second judges the value of features
devel oped |l ater relative to our ends, not the other organism s ends.

But what kind of obligation is it, absolute or relative. If human life inposes
only a relative obligation, we can morally take the life of an innocent adult.
And can it impose an absolute obligation, if we decide by reference to our ends,
not its? But my argument seens to presuppose that every decision gets its val ue
fromone of our own ends. Yes, but that end may be the end of evaluating things
to be what they are.

According to Curtis H., the first person to argue that what is wong with
killing is that it prevents a future |like ours was to co-author of his ethics
book, Randy Feisel (sp?) in The Southern Journal of Philosophy (or the South-
west ern?)

We evaluate the other as a cause of actions that will achieve human ends. We
are most fundamentally such a cause -- both at conception and now, continuously
-- at the cellular level. And that nost fundamental |evel is the one that
counts.

Jun. 3, 95

If we are choosing when human |ife begins, what standard beyond and outsi de of
our choices are is our choice going to conformto? |If the choice is "religious"
because there is no rational standard, there can't be any rational standard for
anyt hi ng.



The opponent replies with a chall enge: then what standard is there? The
question really answers itself. The choice will achieve some human end. So any
organi sm capabl e of future human achi evements must be included.



Twi ning - BIG

The question is does the organism s capabilities for future achi evement already
include causal factors specifically related to different sets of human achieve-
ments, or to sets of human achievements to be achieved by more than one organ-
ism If yes, then there are two human causal systems already present, fromthe
purposes of norality. If not, then there is only one already present, but one
with the potentiality, but no specific causal relation, to yield two norally
human causal systens.

Jun. 9, 95

What if someoene figured out a way to upgrade a chinp's DNA to make it a
potential rmusician. Not doing so would not be a m sfortune for the chinmp, since
it is not an organi sm whose nature now gives it that capacity. (But it would
have the capacity to have that capacity. Yes, but one is an active potency, the
ot her a passive potency - and an obediential potency, a potency for that which
or nature does not call for or deserve.)

Jun. 12, 95

Is my argunent pro-life? Actually, my conclusion intends to make both the anti-
abortion rights and pro-abortion rights positions more logically stated, and it
will do so in a way that will not please many in both canps.

My brief statement of an ethical position solves the problem of "equality"
by assum ng that man has free choice. A distinghuished position in ethics,
going all the way back to Plato's "virtue is know edge," holds that free choice
is not necessary for ethics. It is perfectly logical for those who hold that
man is not free, that there are no objective values, etc., to arbitrarily choose
to let adults kill infants; for human beings have no special value, for nothing
has any special moral val ue. Enl i ght ened sel fi shness then supports giving women
the choice, since fetuses will never get back at us in this life. O at | east,
enlightened sel fishness supports giving themthe choice until there is a
sufficient reason for the majority or the power establishment to want to rid us
of rights or even of life.

Simlarly, defining ethical value in terns of the greatest good of the

greatest nunber, instead of in terms of the person being an end-in-itself,
reduces the value of the individual to our contribution to the whole. So each
of us is totally expendable. Those who hold utilitarianismneed to state this

implication explicitly and clearly, to make this implication clearly explicit.
Ot herwi se, people think they are defending wonman's choi ce because of sone
intrinsic dignity she posseses as a person with "rights."

Conversely, pro-lifers don't realize that their position requires that
there be something inmportant about being a human being. And pro-choicers don't
realize that their position requires the opposite. But the pro-life position
does not require themto answer the question about what is species-specific to a
human bei ng

Do | support pro-life? |In fact, my arguments put a stronger burden of
proof on them and a weaker burden of proof on the abortion rights position.
show t hat abortion is just as unfair to the fetus as is killing an innocent
adul t. But what of it? Being fair isn't something absolute or objective. It's
a matter of enlightened selfishness.

Even before we can answer certain moral questions, it is often possible to judge



whi ch question is nmore inmportant. For example, it is nore inmportant to know
whet her nucl ear war can be justified than to know whether it is justified to go
through a red light, when there are no other cars at tne intersection. That
havi ng been said, which of these questions is nmore inportant: Does this action
risk taking an innocent human life; does this action risk depriving a woman of a
choi ce over her own body?

My reason for mentioning this is that someone will argue that | have
di scussed the norality of abortion in terms of the mature features of the fetus,
but not by whether the fetus is yet independent of its mother's body.



SSR, Nov. 20, 94

In criticizing the condoning of extramarital sex for making successful marriage
more difficult, am|l illegitimately going beyond the right to opportunity to the
right to certain results? False dichotomy. The opportunity we need is an
opportunity for a successful marriage, not just the opportunity to try to have a
successful marriage. It is an injustice to dimnish the opportunity for a
successful marriage. Li kewi se, it would be wrong to say "You have the opportu-
nity to try to succeeed economcally," when we are depriving someone of the
conditions necessary for the attenmpt to succeed. So not guaranteeing success,
but guaranteeing conditions needed (normally) for the attenpt to succeed
(ceteris paribus). Not guar anteedi ng sufficient conditions, but necessary

condi tions.

Jan. 18, 95

It's easy to be a parent, so easy that one person can do it as well as two.



Et hics, RA, Nov. 20, 94

How get to the fact that we evaluate things to be what they are in a perspicuous
way? Start with the fact that we can treat things as if they were not what they
are. And we do this consciously. This is a fact of experience. Establish that
fact before moving to the rational appetite.

Anot her approach: Can we formulate an argument this way: |f we are not
oriented to the end of valuing things to be or not be such and such, then
That is, can we draw a necessarily false consequence fromthat contrart to fact
assunption?

Anot her approach: We can no more prove that the existence of the rational
appetite with the end of valuing things to be this or that than we can prove the
exi stence of the state we call "belief" with its end of identity with what
exi sts.

The acts of the rational appetite must treat things as if they were this
or that in relation to other human ends, or in relation to our ends. And t hose
acts can do this incorrectly.

Jan. 18, 95

The RA nmust conformto what things are just as the intellect does. I n what ever
way the intellect fails of its end if it does not conformto what things are,
the RA fails of its end, if it does not conformin the same way the intellect
does.



Thi ng-obj ect, material and formal objects, Nov. 20, 94

Maritain wants to argue that the object is a feature, an aspect, of sonething
more than an object, of something that is nore than an object. But that it is a
feature is given. He argues that by this feature something nore than an object
is given or is reached. So at least it is a feature of sonething that poten-
tially has more features, because it, that which is so objectified, is a
possi bl e possesser, exercizer, of an exitence that is more than being an object,
and hence nmore than what is objectified in this way, and hence potentially has
nore features.

May. 31, 95

Maritain introduces the thing/object distinction inmrediately following his

di scussi on of the nature of truth. Now he is tal king about whether we can know
the truth. In effect, he is saying: |If (hypothetical) we can know truths about
things, we certainly can't do it if we have to know things conpletely; for we
can't know things conpletely. So if we can know any truths about things, our
obj ects nmust be objectified as, knowable as, aspects of possible things. The
question of actuality does not arise yet. All we have to know at first is that
this object is presented as an aspect of a possible thing. Hence our formal
objects are presented as aspects of possible material objects.

Jan. 18, 95

What does Maritain mean by saying that being is our "analytically" first object?
What ever may have been temporally first, something red, something hot, etc., it
was necessarily something. Our temporally first object necessarily included

bei ng, because being is the goal at which all our concepts aim all our causally
pri mary concepts. Even now, being is analytically first in any new primry
concepts we form (where "primary" means referring to public objects).



Et hics, animal suffering, Nov. 20, 94

After reading Marquis on abortion. Wanton infliction of pain on animls

eval uates pain not be a m sfortune. But pain is a misfortune. So the wanton
infliction of pain evaluates pain not to be what it is. True, the pain of
animals is not a misfortune for us. But pain can be justly inflicted on us to
acquire a good greater than the m sfortune constituted by the pain. Li kewi se,
we can inflict pain on animals, if we acquire a good greater than the pain. For
exampl e, we cannot justly inflict pain on animals for sport. But ot herwi se,
pain is an ontological m sfortune to a being that is what it is independently of
our thoughts and desires. W would be evaluating the being not to be what it
is, if we evaluated wanton pain not to be an evil independent of our wi shes.

Jan. 24, 95
We are capable of feeling sympathy for suffering animals. |If we permtted

unnecessary suffering, our feeling of sympathy would be dulled, and we m ght not
have sufficient sympathy for suffering humans.



Et hics, SSR, quality of life, birth control, Nov. 20, 94

What consititutes the "quality of life" should be neasured by noral val ues,
e.g., courage. I nstead, noral decisions are now made in terns of a concept of
the "quality of life" defined by non-moral features.

Feb. 8, 95

Human |ife comes from an act of |ove between persons. The meani ng, the val ue,
of human life is that of the commtted |ove of one person for another, from
which life comes. That is why illegitimte children have always been (unfairly)
scorned. The meaning of their com ng into existence was not the value of a
person as worthy of conmmitted | ove.

When | enmploy sex in a way that intends to avoid procreation, | am placing
a value on nmy partner, even my imagined partner if the sex is autoerotic. I am
usi ng her person-nmaking features. But | am not only putting a value other than
person- maki ng on those features and hence on her, | amtrying to suppress those
f eatures. E.g., what she is in my values is a source of pleasure for me, not a
person- maker . If so, what is a person in my evaluations? A person is no |onger
an absol ute value, by which all other values nust be measured

The opponent says | commit a fallacy by tal king about a non-existent
person, an abstract or nmerely potential person, i.e., the person who will not
result fromthis sex. But no; there is an actual person involved here, nmy sex
partner. If | value her person-making ability to be sonmething |less than that,
to the point of trying to exclude the making of a person, can | consistently
eval uate her to be an end-in-herself, an ethical absolute? NO. If a person
she, deserves to be valued as an end-in-herself just because she is a person
then our person-making features nust have the status, in our evaluations, of
per son- maki ng features.

In marriage, human life comes from one person's conplete giving of
hi nY herself to another person. The meaning of that comi ng into existence is one
person's believe that another is worthy of his/her conplete giving of
hi nY herself. Anything less than that, and we are not evaluating another to be
wort hy of complete giving of ourselves. W are not evaluating the other to be
that, but are we denying it? When | enter into an ordinary business or socia
exchange, am | denying that the other is worthy of commtted | ove just because
the act in question is not an act of complete giving of myself?

No, but in such acts, | am not using, and placing a value on, the other's
person- maki ng ability.

Al'so, in certain contexts, the act that brings a human person into
exi stence is an act of commtted |ove and conplete self-giving. |If froma nora
poi nt of view, that act, sex, can legitimately take place in a context where it
is not an act of committed self-giving, then is the value of the offsprings of
such acts the value of something worthy of committed | ove? They do not come
fromcommtted |ove, and morally need not come fromcommtted | ove, so how can
the meaning of their existence be the fact that persons are worthy of committed
love for their own sake? So the unfortunate scorn of bastards is a recognition
of the fact that if sex is not used in the context of committed |ove, persons
are not worthy of committed | ove. For to use sex outside of the context of
commtted love is to use our person-making ability outside of the context of
commtted | ove. It is to actuate the source of persons, to inplement the source
of persons, to exercise the power that makes persons outside of the context of
commtted |ove for a person, where outside has a privative, not just negative,
meaning: it is to exercise the power to nake persons in a context where commt-



ted love is deliberately excluded. And so that which is made by this power is
not sonet hi ng whose exi stence bespeaks the person as worthy of committed | ove,
where, again, the "not" is privative, not just negative.

Jun. 12, 95

Society requires that sex be confined to relationships of conmmtted |ove. That
means that the meaning of sex is giving love to another being, sharing life with
anot her being, who is worthy of commtted |ove for their own sake, i.e., a
person. And since sex is also the way we share existence itself with beings
worthy of commtted |love for their own sake, we cannot frustrate the latter
function of sex without contradicting its meaning of being a relation to a being
wort hy of |love for her or his own sake.

Artificial insem nation, in vitro insem nation, surrogate notherhood, Jul. 4, 95

If we are responsible for the existence of a being worthy of commtted | ove, we
are responsible for giving it commtted |ove. Who else would be responsible if
we are not? To assign that responsiblity to someone else is to confuse persona
value with functional val ue. For replacability is the ethic of functiona

val ue.



Et hics, Universality of |aws, Nov. 20, 94

Is there any hope in making a |aw universal by formulating it this way, for
exampl e: It is wong to lie except for a reason that is not selfish or biased
or prejudicially preferential, etc.



Et hi cs, Double Effect, Nov. 15, 94

Do | really need the principle of double effect? It happens to be the case that
some combi nati ons of features make an act inmmral, and some do not. | f an act
is immral by the principle of double effect, the decision to do it is just as
immral, just as contrary to the end of the RA, as an act described universally
as i mor al . In fact, we can describe the double effect case universally as an
intrinsically inmoral decision.



Abortion article, Oct. 23, 94

Studying the DNA of fossils, we |learn was the dead organi sm was capabl e of. | f
we recreated an extinct organism we would have an organi sm capabl e of capable
of what the extinct organi sm was capabl e of.

Our genes code for us to have the active capacity to be nmusicians. The

chimp's genes do not. It has the capacity to passively receive genes that nmake
it a musician. In addition to our genes, we have to passively receive exterior
influences. But our genes now code for us to become active nusicians as a

result of those exterior influences. The chinp's genes do not now code for
t hat .



SSR, Ethics, Oct. 23, 94

In something | read recently, Gore Vidal was quoted as saying that nmaking

anot her person into a (sexual) object was joy, and as long as it was consensua
on the part of the other person, it was all right. But one can hardly call
marri age make another person into an object. In marriage, one gives one's body
to the other permanently, conpletely. That is hardly making an object out of

t he ot her. Nor is it giving the other perm ssion to make an object out of you

Sex is too essentially and uniquely connected with human life for sex not
to be part of a permanent sharing of life with another. If we use sex outside
of such a permanent sharing, we are dimnishing the value of human life, because
human life is so essentially connected with sex.

Nat ure has chosen that human |ife would cone into existence as a result of
the physical desire of one person for the pleasure that another person's body
can give. If so, how can the value of human life not be nerely that of an
acci dental product of a purely physical desire? Human life can have the dignity
it deserves and needs only if the use of sexual desire is made part of a
relation of committed | ove and comm tted self-giving of each other's bodies
bet ween t hose who will create human |life through their desire

Jan. 24, 95
We cannot use our sexuality, even auto-erotically, without comng into an

evaluative relation with other persons, even persons represented in or inmagina-
tion.



SSR, Ethics, Equality not enough, Sweden, rights of children, more responsibili-
ty to children, G and L, Oct. 23, 94

How does such and such a devel opment affect children? Why do we ask this

question last. not first? E.g., in Sweden, where there appear to have been few
"studi es" on the questions | want answered. What does that tell us about our
val ues? It says that "Do anything as long as it does not hurt another" really

means "Get away with as much as you can and don't go out of your way | ooking for
others you might actually be hurting. Our principle is not "Aimat the greater
good" but "Aim at your own good until someone conplains; that is, aimat your
own good without | ooking for the good of others.

Jan. 18, 95

Mast ers and Johnson have a very small sanple. Feldman and McCul | ouch have a
very short follow up period

Jun. 12, 95

Studi es show t hat many honosexual s can adapt sufficiently to have a satisfying
het erosexual life in marriage. But studies also show that premarital sex in
youth is a predictor for considerably |l ess chance for success in marriage. One
m ght expect, therefore, that premarital sex would make success in marri age even

more difficult for honpsexual s. In fact, many clinicians, who practice those
t herapeutic techni ques that al nost everyone would find acceptable
(unubj ecti onabl e on noral or aesthetic grounds -- see what terms the Sexua

Brain guy uses), report that the difficult of heterosexual adaptation increases
with the amount of prior hompsexual activity. (Note that "who practice those
" excludes both Masters and Johnson and Fel dman and McCul | ouch.)

The above paragraph would be a good strategy for a short piece, e.g., an
op-ed piece. For a book, do the followi ng. After presenting all those who
testify to "the longer in, the harder out," make the statement that there are a
variety of methods, not all of them acceptable to everyone. Then, describe
Master's and Johnson's method and explain why it would not be acceptable. Only
then say that they make the claimthat their method works as well for the | onger
in as for the shorter in. Even if this were true, it would not help nost
homosexual s. But it is far fromcertain that it is true.

Then move on to Fel dman and McCul | ouch, first quoting the Sexual Brain
guy. Quoting himfirst will set up F and M perfectly. The most that they could
show woul d be that their method works as well for both, but their method is
ubj ecti onabl e and does not work for exclusive homosexual s.




Et hics, RA, Double effect, Oct. 23, 94

Et hi cal standards come from the natures of things (acts, events, etc.) and from
the nature of our decisions. Conscious decisions take things to be of certain
natures. To take something to be X while knowing that it is not X is a defec-
tive desire.

How is it possible that a choice of ends or means takes something or some
things to be other than it is? Can | take a rock to be other than it is? If |
worship it, yes. This is possible because | evaluate something that by nature
is an end to be a means, or vice versa. A rock is "by nature" a means because
of the relation between its nature and ours, i.e., ours is that of an end-in-se
and its nature is not.

Approach double effect this way. Do not start off enunciating a big
uni versal principle. Take a concrete exanple of intending an evil act as a
means to some good and show how doing such an act knowi ngly amounts to the
will's evaluating something to be other than what it is.



Ordinati, UPS, PUL, Sep. 18, 94

The problemisn't the tendency to rely on the liturgy per se, rather that
tendency is a symptom of deeper problems: A failure to understand (1) pastora
ends, (2) the necessary means to those ends, (3) the contingent circumnmstances
the prevent obstacles to attaining those ends by those means.

Epi scopoi, episcopon?

We tend to rely on the Eucharist to do things it is not intended to do.

Why is Orthodox Catholocismfailing to evangelize? Reasoning from effect
to cause tells us that our pastoral |eaders have not |earned how to evangeli ze.
The fact that the Eucharist is our main pastoral tools shows that we think
celebrating the Eucharist properly will evangelize and create community. The
Eucharist is Jesus; so bringing people to the Eucharist is bringing themto
Jesus. But the history of the catechumenate shows that the Eucharist is not a
means of evangelization, and it is baptism and confirmation that create communi -
ty. Concerning baptism though, Paul said.

The Eucharistic celebrant acts in persona Christi. But the Eucharist was
not Jesus's main pastoral tool. The sole time he offered the Eucharist before
His resurrection, Jesus did it for those who already had a relationship, not to
Hi s sacranental presence in the Eucharist, but to the person who was to be

present.
As further evidence of our not knowi ng how to evangelize and create
communtity, | point to the experience of movenments. They could have done this

had their | eaders used them for that purposes and known how to achieve that
pur pose.

Jan. 18, 95
Take out "worl d-wi de".

The mnistry of |eadership and unity is not as essential to the sacramenta
character of the priesthood as is the sacramental mnistry. But the former

m nisty is needed for the effectivenss of the sacraments. Creating environments
requires | eadership. Someone with the necessary authority has to also have the
vision to allow God to use himto create environments

Musi ci ans used their gifts to the point of interfering with others use of their
gifts, point of preventing others from having the freedomto use their gifts.
Musi ci ans used their gifts so over-eagerly that

Jan. 21, 95

Take out the lines offensive to evangelicals, to save space. Also it gives you
roomto add sonmet hi ng about the Church not having influence on the world when it
cannot influence its own. Leave in the sentences "Look at the third-world
countries . . . . There we "

It is not enough to have the correct pastoral vision. W nmust be aware of the
obstacles to the vision and know how to deal with them W can have a good
vision and be blind to the obstacles to it.

There are many more inportant things to do, in given circumstances, than
celebrate the liturgy. Saving someone's life is more inmportant, for exanple.



Ashl ey, Metaphysics and I mmateriality, Analogy, Paralogues, Sep. 18, 94 BIG

Ashely's reply, in conversation, to nmy argument in "Metaphysics and I mmateriali -
ty" is that "being" changes neani ng and becomes anal ogical when it is applied,
even hypothetically, to immterial beings

Who says, a la Ashely, that "being" is not analogical to begin with or
only becomes anal ogi cal when we know that inmaterial beings exist? Do | need to
know the existence of inmmaterial beings to understand the argument that being is
not a genus? Where does that argument include the premi se that an inmmateria
bei ng exists? And would "being" be a genus if all beings were material? Why?
What argument shows that?

The being that is first known is anal ogical. | arrive at focussing on
that being in its full (potential) anmplitude by stripping away notes |ike
materiality. But stripping away notes does not add any notes, so the result of

stripping away must be to be left with something that was there all along. So
the being that is analogical and is predicable of immterial beings must have
been there all al ong.

Feb. 19, 95

To some, a paradifference will seemjust |ike another specific difference. I's
there a distinction between them or is there not? The answer is yes and no. In
ot her words, "logical difference" is itself a paralogue fully affirmable of the

specific difference relative to its genus, while affirmable and deniable of a
di fference dividing paral ogates from one anot her.

The opponent says: You have not succeeded in distinguishing a paral ogue
froma genus, because the difference of two paral ogages is just another specific
di fference. You have not distinguished the difference between two paral ogates
froma specific difference. I answer with an unequivocal yes and no. The
di fference between two paral ogates functions as a specific difference, and it
does not function as a specific difference



Necessary truth, self-evidence, LTA, logical and lingusitic relations, short
book, Sep. 18, 94 BIG, Big

The difference between "Tully is Cicero" and "Every bachelor is an adult,

unmarried, male.” In "T is C'" the diverse objectification consists solely of
contingent |exicological relations; so the identity of objects is necessary but
not knowably necessary, i.e., not self-evident. In "Every B is an a, u, nt
there are diverse contingent, |exicological relations. But each of the |exico-
logical units has a word-function with |ogical relations to the word-function of
bachel or (a logical relation other than identity itself, as in "T is C'. Such
identity is not sufficient for self-evidence, the question is how is the
necessary identity known?). Each of the |exicological units has a | ogica

relation to the word-function of bachelor such that famliarity with each of the
wor d-functions makes it impossible not to know that the identity of the things
objectified by the word-functions is necessary by virtue of those |ogica
relations.



SSR, Abortion, Ethics, Value of human life, Sep. 16, 94

In one of these notes files, in the last few months, | refer to Julian Huxley's
statement that they, scientist's, accepted Darwi nism before it was proven
because Darwi ni sm was perceived to get rid of God, and God was a great bother to
their sex lives. As simlar thing happened in the case of the value of human

life. In the late forties through early sixties, one can find any nunber of
statements in scientific literature stating that human |ife begins at concep-
tion. And one can find no, or al most no, denials. Now sonme scientists are

denying that human |ife begins at conception. Wy the change? The sexua

revol ution intervended, and the belief that human |ife begins at conception, or
at |l east that innocent human life should not be taken, became a great bother to
our sex lives.

But notice the connection between these two changes. If there is no God,
then is the belief that human |ife begins at conception really a great bother to
our sex lives? On the other hand, if there is a God, then the belief that human
life begins at conception really should be a bother to our sex lives. Because,
if there is a God, a human life is the life of an i mge of God.



UPS, PUL teaching, Sep. 16, 94 BI G AA

The Church urges us to go to weekday masses as often as our circumstances all ow.

But millions of people did not go to mass today. They went to work instead. I's
work nmore important than mass? Yes! We are not tal king about the Sunday
liturgy, we are tal king about optional liturgies. After work, they went home to
their famlies. Again, that is nore important. The purpose of the Sunday
liturgy is to enable us to be Christians at work, to make our homes a Christian
envi ronment . If we | et weekday liturgies interfere with our obligations at work
or home, WE WOULD BE DEFEATI NG THE PURPOSE OF THE | | TURGY.

I did not go to mass | ast Monday, | came to the Monday night prayer

meeting of the community instead. Was it nore inmportant to spend that time at a
prayer meeting, when it could have been spent at a mass done the street? YES
it was more inportant! The purpose of the Sunday liturgy, the reason for its
exi stence, is to enable the Church to be a place where we do the kind of things
we do at prayer meetings. The purpose of the Sunday liturgy is to give the
Church the grace to be a place where sisters and brothers build one another up
in the Lord, where sisters and brothers teach and adnmoni sh one another, by word
and by exanple. \Where sisters and brothers encourage and correct one another,
by word and by exanple. Where sisters and brothers speak the words of the Lord
to one another, where they rouse each other to | ove an good works, where they
m nister to one another.

Letting the Church be that kind of place takes TIME. |If spending tinme at
optional liturgies interfered with helping the Church be a place where we do the
kind of things we do at prayer meetings, we would be DEFEATI NG THE PURPOSE OF
THE LI TURGY. We would be defeating the purpose of the liturgy just as we would
if we |let attendance at optional liturgies interfere with our work or hone. In
ot her words, nore inportant than attending optional weekday liturgies is hel ping
the Church be a famly where sisters and brothers build one another up in the
Lord.

My reason for sharing this is that | think that for some and perhaps many
people in this community the liturgy on Thursday night is nore inmportant than
the prayer meeting. For these people, the inmportant reason for com ng on

Thursday night is not to make us a place where brothers and sisters build each
other up in the Lord but to have an uplifting experience at the liturgy. For
them the main reason for comng is NOT to do the kind of things we do at prayer
meet i ngs.

(I am not worried about attendance at evagelical nights per se, | am
worried about the life of the community, period. If committed nenmbers do not

under st and what our job is, can we rely expect to do that job?)



Li beral / Conservative, Saving Liberalismfromthe Liberals, P&CG SSR, Empiri-
cism Predicament, C&D, Sep. 16, 94

Nei t her side is addressing the underlying issues. The number on welfare grew
under both (or is it the number under the poverty line?) The rich/poor wage gap
grew under both. The necessity of both parents to work to maintain the "sanme"
standard of |iving. Now stress on the job is epidem c and reaching crisis
proportions.

Neit her side is serving us; they are serving their ideologies. Cs make it
a government or else issue. They define it as "The purpose of government is not
to solve such issues; so we have to let things take their course."” Contrary to
the way Cs perceive Ls, Ls don't wake up thinking "How can | expand the power of
government today?" Any expansion of government (and a smaller percentage works
for government than in the 1950s according to Kuttner in the Gl obe this week) is
an unitended, not directly intended, side-effect. I nstead of thinking as the Cs
say they do, Ls ask, "WII this plan help this problem?" Cs should, but can't,
argue that this specific plan is bad, not that government cannot help. Ls, on
t he other hand, should appreciate the need for subordinate entities, the famly
and business, to contribute and that governnment cannot replace them cannot

compensate for their | oss. Ls should al so appreciate the importance of support-
ing and promoting such subordi nate and i ndependent entities in indirect ways
(indirect to presever their independence from government). For exanmple, it is

encumbent on governnent officials not to undermne the famly by com ng out of
the cl oset when they habitually practice extramarital sex.

In the absence of a religion meeting m nimal rational standards (one God;
a transcendent God, rather than a mother-God) L itself beconmes a religion to

fill the vacuum The Humani sts and the People for the American Way denonstrate
this. Once it becomes a religion, a good idea, L, gets pushed to illogica
extremes, in the absence of any higher principles to restrain it. For examnpl e,

the judge who refused to let the library kick out the noisy, stinking, homel ess
person. The judge said get rid of the condition of homel essness, not the

person. But contrary to his "religion," we cannot end all such conditions, only
ameliorate them Ut opi an Sweden shows that there are limts to what we can do.
That judge and Ls like himare bad for L, because they are sitting ducks for C's

criticism Because they give L a bad name. And both they and Cs make sone
stai ght-jacket, false-dichotony, either-or assunptions. They say to blame it on
society's failure to do something it could do. They say that government cannot
do such things (conpletely elimnate such problenms), so don't |et governnent do
anything to such people but punish them The truth is, that after our best
efforts to elim nate honel essness and other such conditions, there are al ways
going to be sonme people who need to be kicked out of libraries, in the name of
the common good, for noisiness, stinking, etc.

The problemis bad metaphysics. Some are In love with the idea that
soci ety causes the problem as if the idea that we are not responsible did not
demean us. (Yet they unconsciously pride thenselves on having and acting on
such enlightened ideas, as if they could take credit for being responsible for
acting in this enlightended way.) C's are in |love with deducing "order" from
eternal principles. W are victims of bad metaphysics because we can no | onger
draw on the interest from Judeao-Christian values, since we have spent the
capital

Enpiricismdid not get rid of metaphysics. It just replaced it with a
di sgui sed, and therefore a bad, metaphysics. But by disguising it, enpiricism
made us incapabl e of defending good metaphysics against the bad.



Enpiricism metaphysics, C&D, U-turn, Jun. 2, 95

Enpiricismdid not get rid of metaphysics. It just replaced it with a dis-
gui sed, and therefore a bad, metaphysics. But by disguising it, enmpiricism made
us incapabl e of defending good metaphysics agai nst the bad



Et hi cs, Abortion, RA, Sep. 14, 94

If there are standards for our choices, they can only come from one possible
source: what things are, i.e., what we, other things, acts, events, situations,
and the features of all of the above, are. For there is no other place for
standards to come from And note that while some phil osophers may rul e out
standards a priori, a la Hunme, nost intelligent |ay people who do not believe in
standards do so for want of finding them That is, they have tried to | ook for
them assum ng, contrary to these phil osophers, that |ooking for such standards
is a reasonable thing to do. (e.g., Jane Poll ock)

But | am speaking to philosophers. So |I nmust answer the question how can
it be that what things are provide standards for our choices, standards which
pre-exi st those choices. I will first state the answer in a way that wil
sound, abstract, ad hoc, and artifical at first. Then | will show that not hing
could be more comonnpl ace

I'n maki ng decisions, we give things the value of being what they are or of
not being what they are. In our decisions, things acquire a value which is that
of being what they are or not being what they are, a value which is identica
wi th what things are or is not identical with what things are. Why is it that
we can say this of our decisions?

(1) We are not obligated if we are incul pably ignorant, and we are
cul pably ignorant only if we previously possessed the relevant rational knowl -
edge. So (2) noral decisions are based on the possession of the rel evant
rational know edge of what things are. (3) Decisions based on rational aware-
ness can either knowi ngly conformto what things are know to be or not. (4) The
reason why decisions based on rational awareness knowi ngly conformto what
things are or not is that decisions give things a status in our val ues that
conforms or does not conformto what things are. (5) Conformty here means
identity between what things are and what things are in our decisions.

(6) Not that our decisions conformor do not conform with what just any
t hi ngs are. But in choosing ends and means, certain things are so related to
what we are as choosers of human ends, and so related to what human ends are,

t hat we cannot avoid either giving them a value that conforms to what they are
or not. Given the circunstanances that we live in and the options that are open
to us for choice, we cannot avoid either valuing the other human beings affected
by our choices to be what they are or not. And we cannot avoid either val uing
God to be what He is or not. So we need not |ook for what it is to value a
pencil eraser, say, to be other than what it is. That possibility is not open
to us (unless we worship them as idols!), but the possibility of m sevaul ating
ot her persons, human or divine, certainly is.

(7) I'f we consciously give them a value contrary to what we know themto
be, our decision is necessarily defective. Wy? (8) W have the end of valuing
things to be what reason knows themto be, because decisions cannot avoid being
based on rational know edge. Deci si ons cannot avoid treating things as if they
wer e what our decisions value themto be, cannot avoid relating to things as if
what they are in our decisions is . . ., or as if the nature we evaluate themto
have is the nature we know themto be. (9) W are then defective as we are
defective in false belief, which is a relation to things as if

The fact that value comes from ends to which we are oriented prior to
choice creates a problem for the is-ought theorist, the problem of creating such
a thing as the is-ought dilemma for himto theorize about. Whatever they
associate with "ought", it is a value or has a value only as one of the ends to
which we are already oriented, only as a subset of our ends. So their "ought"



or "value" has to be based on what is already, namely, our orientation to ends.
And why is there a dilemma about going fromis to ought, but not about going

fromis to what is human, or tall, or red, or nmoving. "Ought" means is due, is
owed, is obligatory, is the right thing, is the only right thing, is the only
alternative to the wrong thing. Compare: is fair, is pleasing, is helpful, is
just, is hurtful, is what is fair, owed, etc. I's appropriate for

End of abortion article: If there is an orientation to an end, then
relative to that orientation, the failure to achieve that end is a defect, is
defective. So all we have to do is identity the orientation to an end that is
what "ought" is associated with. That is, which of our ends is it that is

associ ated with noral value? To find the answer to that question, go back to
the instinct to say "Do whatever you want, as long as it does not hurt someone
else." The person who instinctively says that is not just thinking in terns of
equality. Dogs eat dogs. He is thinking of equality in a certain respect, the
respect of being equal in a certain way, being equal with respect to our being
what we are in a certain way, our being equal with respect to one of the things
t hat constitutes our being what we are, namely, our being pursuers of human
accompli shments, free pursuers of human acconplishments.

Abortion: We value a human fetus nore than a canine fetus because of what
the fetus is capable of becomi ng, where "capable of" means what potentialities
are in the human fetus but not in the canine fetus. These are active potential-
ities, potentialities for actions it initiates

Et hics, RA, Sep. 13, 94 BIG

When we choose ends and means rationally consci ous of what we are doing, we

pl ace val ues on things; we give them val ues. In so doing, we are in a conscious
state, a conscious relation to what things are, which state or relation calls
for, by its nature, by being what it is, being measured by its conformty to
what things are -- just as belief is a conscious state that is so related to
what things are that what belief is calls for its being measured by its confor-
mty to what things are.



Saving Liberalismfromthe liberals, Sep. 11, 94

Exanpl e: Anti-nucl ear groups expelling pro-lifers. And health care by commttee
is not good, but where were the conservatives before the liberals proposed
health reformlegislation? Clinton's "weed out" statenent (quoted by Hentoff)
is a liberal outrage, but where were the conservatives before?

When they were liberals, the founders of neo-Conservativism were pro-

Communi st (see the letter about the Yom Ki ppur war in Crisis). Then they flip-
flopped completely. MWMhere is liberal flexibility versus conservative rigidity?

The neo-conservatives showed that they had al ways been as rigid as the conserva-
tives have always been. Thus, the neo-conservative phenomenon shows why we need
to save liberalismfromthe |iberals. Many so-called liberals are just as rigid
as any conservative, so much so that they can switch and become conservative at
any time, as the neo-conservatives did. The next time, the cause of the switch

will be something else. E.g., when enough liberals realize that defending the
defensel ess nmeans pronoting the famly for the sake of children and stopping
abortion, many current "liberals" will junmp on the old conservative "free

choi ce" bandwagon.

Compassi on presupposes justice. This does not necessarily mean that
justice is nore inportant than compassion, only that it is a necessary condition
for conpassion, a condition that prevents a good idea (compassion) from being
carried to illogical extremes. You can't give the shirt off your back, if it is
someone else's shirt. Today's liberalism seeks conpassion without | ooking for
gui dance from justice. A good exanple of this is paroling nurderers, or letting
t hem have furloughs. The only just thing to do to a nmurderer is to lock himup
and throw away the key. And second-degree nurderers get out of jail ridicul ous-
ly soon. We do this in the name of compassion. But it is not being compassion-
ate to the rest of society not to affirmthe value of human life by giving
murder a just punishment.



Rat i onal appetite, RA, Ethics, Freedom Sep. 11, 94

Anot her way to describe the "non-consideration of the rule" in non-technica

terms: bringing knowl edge to bear on deciding whether to . . ., bringing a
pi ece of know edge to bear on what | will do in a situation

My discovery, as opposed to verification, of the RA was partially a
priori. Among other things, | asked "What can a decision's conform ng to what
things are mean?" Well, what nust "conform ng" mean in the case of truth?

And: A priori, things exist intentionally in desires. So as in cognition

what exists intentionally is either identical or not identical with what exists
entitatively.



Logic, Logical relations, Sep. 11, 94

Gewirth, p. 279 ff., refers to "specification" as a logical relation distinct
from deduction for relating the truth value of propositions. He offers no
expl anation, as if he expects his readers to be famliar with the concept.



Gewi rth, ethics, Nozick, use of unequal abilities, duties to self, Sep. 11, 94

Gewirth, in effect, makes ethical evil into a form of contradictoriness. But
can't we be contradictory in the same way toward ourselves?

On pp. 331,2, 378 he tal ks about the issue of our deserving our unequa
abilities and refers to a critique of Nozick's against Rawls on this point.



Short book, U-turn, Sep. 11, 94

Our ways of doing philosophy all have the authority of other disciplines (e.g.
Newt oni an physics, in Kant). Yet we think of ourselves as rejecting authority
in the name of reason. At the same time, we demean and criticize reason, and
the only defender of the legitimcy of reason is the authority we hate (yes,
that is the word) the nmost: the Catholic church



Abortion, gene switching, Sep. 11, 94 BIG

Bot h human embryo and the chimp embryo will have control genes switched on by
essentially the same chem cal fromthe mother (or at |east by some chemical from
t he nmot her). But the human control genes give this embryo the potential to
become, say, a nuclear physicist; the chinmp's control genese do not give it that
potential. So it is not the mother's chemical that give the human enbryo a

potential lacking in the chimp. Start: the human embryo has a potential | acking
in the chinp.



Abortion, ethics, value of life, quality of life, euthanasia, Sep. 11, 94

Measuring the value of life by the quality of life relativizes the val ue of
life, i.e., human life is no |l onger the highese, the absolute, value. And if it
is not such a value, nothing can be. So nothing is an absolute value. Do not

hurt the other? But who is the other, and what standards tell us what hurts
her ?



| mmanent action, Simon, |E, Sep. 11, 94

Why is thought an action, and not sonmething passively received? First, we are
aware of our own existence only because we are aware of conscious states as
emanating fromus, i.e., as actions. Second, their nature requires that they be
actions. MWhat is passively recieved, constitutes a formmatter union with the
receiver. A form/matter union cannot account for what is unique to

consci ouness. I ntentional existence begins where what is expl ainable by

form matter unions ends. So consciousness as intentional existence cannot be
merely passively received



P&CG, Sweden, SSR, pluralism social engineering, Sep. 11, 94

The recent history of Sweden (as told by Popenoe) shows that shows that socia
engi neers allowed thenselves to be led by contradictory goals within a genera-

tion (tossed to and fro by every wind of doctrine). This is inportant because,
whil e Burke is certainly wrong and sone orders need to be overthrown because
they are evil, the question remains how to measure when an order is so evil that
overthrowing it is worth the very real risk of throwi ng out many goods al ong
with the evil order. The answer depends on our value systems, and history shows
that they can change with every new intellectual fad. W need permanent
principles by which to judge things. But we do not need permanent principles

t hat become identified, in our consciousness, with an existing order, so that it
appears that overthrowi ng the order will overthrow the principles. The Catholic

church has made that m stake many times. The principles nust guide us in
modi f yi ng existing orders.



Short Book, Aug. 31, 94

Begi nning of first chapter: 20th-century philosophy was the heir of rationalism

empiricism and Kantianism We devel oped great skills of analysis, |inguistic
and phenonmenol ogi cal analysis. (I will talk about phenomenol ogy in |ater
chapters.) But those skills did not: end controversy and paradox in philosophy.
We need an approach that will not reduce philosophy to being an extension of
anot her met hod, nor will claimphilosophy is invalid on the basis of a claim
about the sufficiency of some other method. Enpirical methods create | ong-

st andi ng agreement. Phi | osophies claimng that all know edge is empirical do no

better than the non-enpirical philosophies they claimto be superior to. (Don't
be negative on enpiricismto early!)

At end of chapter, after the introductory discussion of causality, can
bring in the causal definition of know edge and rational belief.



M nd/ body, Putnam |E, Brentano, Chisholm Aug. 31, 94

Aside fromthe distinction between intell ectual and sensory mental states,
moder ns want to know what distinguishes a mental state, of either kind, froma
physical state. Aristotelians have an answer. But the answer is not a criteri-
on for distinguishing the mental fromthe physical. It is a contrasting causa
analysis. Specifically, a physical thing is analysed as a matter/form conpos-
ite. But an intentional relation to an object is not a possession of the
qualities making up the object as a forminhering in a matter, i.e., you. Your
relation to the object does not result in the existence of a third thing, as a
uni on of form and matter does. There is a third thing, when you go from not
knowi ng to knowi ng sonet hi ng. But the relation of knowing itself is a relation
to a set of qualities, which relation does not result in the existence of a
third thing



G and L, Aug. 31, 94 AA

More recent devel opments: Gol dwater not a "social" conservative, at |east not
on this issue. Genetic infidelity (Time article and book The Moral Ani mal by
W ight) contra my paragraph about sexuality chosen for monogamy. Poll claimng
to show that gays are economically underprivileged. The cable show arguing for
a pre-natal rather than genetic cause of honoseuxality. The Channel 2 show
about treatments for honosexuality. The Focus on the Family ad about encourag-
ing the spread of disease among our youth, which makes it |ook as if | am
borrowi ng fromthem




SSR, Ethics, P&CG, Abortion, Aug. 31, 94

If our use of the life faculty is not based on commtted | ove, then human life
is not (cannot be) the object of commtted |ove, be something worthy of commit-
ted love for its own sake

An op-ed piece in the Gl obe has a title about the need to "restore
values." Is it even conceivable that we can restore val ues when the val ue of
human life itself is relative to our choices, depends on our choices. Then what
val ue does not depend on our choices? |If human |life does not provide a standard
our choices must conformto, what is there for our choices to conformto? |Is
the standard of "As long as you do not hurt sonmeoene el se" enough? But our
choi ces decide who is someone else, and what it is to hurt them



Li fe, abortion, Simon, Aug. 31, 94 BIG

Simon's definition of life as the non-fortuitous coincidence of mover and thing
moved. There is |life when agent and patient are not incidental parts of the
same system Part A is the agent; part B is the patient. But A could not be

what it is before it acts and in order to so act, were it not already part of a
systemwith B. And vice versa for B. A battery can be what it is without being
part of the system making up a car. Heart and | ungs cannot be what they are
wi t hout being part of the same system Or at |least, the heart and the blood it
pumps coul d not be what they are were they not part of the same causal system
The heart needs bl ood, not only as the object of its action, but also as what
brings oxygen and glucose to the cells making up the heart.

So maybe we can save Sinon's definition of |life wi thout making use of the
notion of substance

Maybe it is sufficient, not that A and B depend on one another for being
what they are, but that they depend on one another for being part of this causa
system  Thus, the parts of a cell can be what they are when separated fromthe
cell. But their existence as part of that causal system depends on their
interactions.



Pena, Aug. 31, 94

his postion: Gewi rth, Reason and Morality, p. 197

Good exanmpl e to use agai nst
he does not counte-

The dictator uses contradiction for his own purposes. But
nance contradiction at the |level of his own purposes



Et hics, RA, rational appetite, Aug. 31, 94

The value things have in ny volitions must be identical with what things are.
Opponent: No, their value is that of being an end or a means. Yes, we nmake

t hi ngs ends and means to ends by choosi ng. But the result of so choosing is
that the value things have is that of being what they are or is not that of
bei ng what they are. The result of so choosing is that things have the val ue of
bei ng what they are or do not have that value. The value a thing has is what
they thing is or is not what the thing is.

Why nmust this be the case? Because our decisions make use of and are
based on rational know edge, which makes us aware of what things are. So our
deci sions are based on awareness of what things are, and cannot avoid being so
based. But in making decsions, we can ignore parts of our know edge that would
be necessary in the context of the decision for the value of things to be
identical with what they are. \Why would those parts of our know edge be so
necessary? Because in the context, the decision knowingly treats something in a
way contrary to its nature's relation to the ends of the decision. For exampl e,
in choosing to put creamin my coffee, | do not have to nake use of nmy know edge
t hat what you are as a rational decider is equal to what I am But in choosing
to use cheating on an exam as ny means to achieving the end of getting a job,
ignoring my know edge that you are equal to nme results in your not having the
value in my decision of being what you truly are. This result just happens to

be unavoi dable in that context. That is the nature of the context and of the
t hi ngs, you, |, the exam etc., making up the context. That context does not
have to exist. But once it does, | cannot avoid m sevaluating you, if | do not

use my knowl edge of our equality as that which guides me to my end
But why nmust the failure of my decision to give you the value of being
what you are necessarily be a defect, necessarily be contrary to the end of nmny

deci si on maki ng power. That power has to use some of my rational know edge, but
not all of it. Yes, but | still remain aware of the truth, at the specul atively
practical |evel. I am making a decision that | know to be invalid.

We cannot use reason and fail to have the end, anong other ends, of
identity between what we believe and what exists. The question is, if we use
reason in making decisions, can we fail to have the end that the value we give
things is that of being what they are, that the value things have in our
volitions is what they are. (And is the alternative to the value being that of
their being what they are that of their being something other than what they
are?) |If false judgenents, commtments to false judgments being true(as opposed
to playing with them pretending, using themto wite fiction, etc.) is involved
in decsions, we cannot fail to have that end. Can we know that x is an F and
consciously trea x as if it were not F without being defective, defective by the
standard of an end we cannot avoid having?




Gewi rth, abortion, principle of proportionality, dialectically necessary nmethod,
Aug. 31, 94

G does not show that it would be contradictory to violate the principle of
proportionality.




Aqui nas, Ethics, C and D, Scandal of Thom sm Laziness of Thomi sts (LOT), Aug.
31, 94

Title: Non-Thom stic essays. W have created a nonster. Does Deal's I|ist
mention Deely, Adler, Veatch, Peterson, Causal Realism does he mention even his
own Maritain books? The point is, if you do philosophy right, you get ignored
by the Thomi sts, because you are not doing "Thomsm" You do not get considered
by them If you make it explicitly Thomi stic, you do not get considered by the
rest of our contenporaries because they rightly see you as doing textua

anal ysi s, not philsophy. To get considered by Thom sts, you have to write in a

way that will not be considered by anyone else, and rightly so. This title is
one more attenpt to get Thom sts to see the point. Adler said it along tinme
ago.

For the article "What Aquinas did not tell us about his ethics": Aqui-

nas's ethics and ethical theory are not anywhere near as well devel oped as are
hi s met haphysi cs and epi stenol ogy, because ethis were not under dispute at his
time. This is another exanple showi ng that we need to do Thom sm phil osoph-
ically in order to do it the way it should be done. Specifically, we need the
hel p of error as an occasion to discover the truth. But we have had plenty of
error about ethics. Why have we not discovered more truth? Because we are
reading the texts of Aquinas for the answer, but not approaching them phil osoph-
ically.

Feb. 4, 95

Title of book "Non-Thomi stic Essays." Exanmples in introduction: Knasas saying
"But Aquinas didn't use that formula." Dewan and others attacking me for daring
to add something to Aquinas's solution to whether God changed in deciding to
create. What | added was perfectly consistent with what Aqui nas says, still

they did not want me to add anything. And Aquinas says God decided from all
eternity, so he didn't undergo change. But what if he hadn't decided? Wuld he
have been different? No, because not deciding would have been a non-act.

(Check out the exact wording Aqui nas uses before citing this exanple.)



Saving Liberalismfromthe Liberals, Liberal/Conservative, Aug. 31, 94

Check out that letter to Crisis on the origins of neo-Conservativismin the Yom
Ki ppur war. Li beralism for many meant synpathy for Communi sm  Anot her reason
to save Liberalismfromthe Liberals. For that view forced themto adopt
Conservativism whent they |lost their synpathy for communism No sympat hy for
Communi sm no Liberalism And Conservatives gave anti-Conmmuni sm a bad nanme by
def endi ng Senat or McCart hy.

Why oppose Conservativism? Conservatives make you think that to defend
the fam |y you have to oppose welfare, hate-crime |aws, that you have to use
censorship stupidly, have to use law to inmpose religion, e.g., prayer in the
school s, etc.



I E, Chisholm Brentano, Aug. 31, 94

Concerning the Gasendi objection as cited by Chisholmin the Encycl opedi a of

Phi | osophy. The uphol der of intentional existence is not denying that, the
theory of intentional existence is not saying that, the being we are concerned
with is the being that exists entitatively. Rat her, the uphol der of the IE
theory is giving a causal account of how it cones about that we are consciously
related to entitative existence in the way(s) that we are.




SSR, P&CG, G and L, Hentoff, Rights, Free Speech, Censorship, Aug. 21, 94

Contra Hentoff (in the Eagle Tribune this week): \When expression is a socially
harnful act and when the means of opposing it do not take away free will in the
sense of voluntariness, or inflict violence, or are not imoral in thensel ves
(because of the harm they would do even in other contexts), then we are obligat-
ed to oppose that use form of expression, obligated to, for exanple, used
boycotts to end that form of expression

The alternative would be that we are obligated to permt that socially
har mf ul behavi or.




Et hics, Equality, Use of Equal Abilities, Rawl s, Nozick, Gewirth, Aug. 21, 94

Rawl s is right that Putman, for example, did nothing to deserve greater intelli-

gence than m ne. But it is equally true that | do not deserve to have intelli-

gence equal to his. Not hing I did or will ever do can make ne deserve that.
And there cannot be multiplicity without inequality. Even in sheer

"numerical" multiplicity, there is inequality. It may seem that, for exanmple,

the peas in a pod or sands on a shore are just diversified by different posi-
tions in space, and that nmere diversity of spatial position does not inmpose any
inequality. But to be at point Ain space is to be closer to point B than to
point K, that is, the things at point A and K have an unequal distance to B.



Et hi cs, Rational Appetite, Ethical principles, Aug. 21, 94

Is "Act in a way that treats your recipients as if they are what they are" or
"Act in a way that evaluates themto be what they are" too general to be a
principle of action? Yes, that is precisely why moral principles do not take

that form For that form | eaves out the nost important issue of all, what
t hi ngs are. For principles, we don't argue fromthe nature of the rational
appetite; we argue fromthe nature of things. E.g., because God is what He is,

He deserves all our love. W argue from what human beings are that we shoul d
| ove them as oursel ves, etc.



Maritain, truth, thing-object, formal objects and material objects, Aug. 21, 94

Maritain seenms to i mmediately identify the thing-object distinction with the

mat eri al object/formal object distinction and to take the latter for granted.

As | point out in "The Problem of Thing and Object in Maritain," what he is
really doing, when he introduces the concepts of material and formal objects is
to begin an argument(s) that concluded to the identity of formal objects with
mat eri al objects. Taking a cue fromthat footnote in The Material Logic of John

of St. Thomas, that | quote in TPTO M maybe the argument goes this way:
First, truth requires that objects be identical with things that are more

t han obj ects. But that nmeans that objects are not, or need not be, the whole of
t hi ngs. In fact, in human know edge, our objects could not be the whole of
t hi ngs. If an object were the whole of a thing, we could not identify it with

anot her object, which is what humans nmust do in order to know the truth. So
human knowl edge of truth requires what the Schol astics expressed by the doctrine
of formal and material objects. The formal object rmust never be alone; it is

al ways known as an aspect of something more than an object and so something (at

| east potentially) nore that the way it is objectified by the formal object.



Modernity, P&CG, Ethics, SSR, Aug. 21, 94

It is conventional wi sdomthat one of the main results of mobdernity was do

di sl odge man from being the center of the universe in his own perceptions. This
happened in two ways: Astronomy showed that we are not the center of the

uni verse and indeed are just a speck in the universe. Animal psychol ogy

al l egedly shows that we cannot find anything, e.g., |anguage, that definitively
di stingui shes us from | ower animals.

While in an important sense, it is true that that man no | onger views
hi msel f as the center of reality, in a nmuch more inmportant and profound sense
the result of mpdernity is the opposite. The result of modernity is that we
think we are the center, where before we would not have thought that. Bef ore we
consi dered ourselves subordinate to a suprene being. W considered that our
jugments had to be measured by his purposes for things, including ourselves,
pur poses expressed by the natures we found in things. W were not the measure
of all things. Our jugenments had to be measured by something greater than
oursel ves.

The result of mpdernity is well expressed by the title of a philosophy
book, which title answered a question of Plato to the Sophists: Man |Is the
Measure. Judgments, e.g., of value, merely express our contingent and subjec-
tive interests. Even scientific judgments just express conceptual frames
t hrough which we interpret otherwi se unintelligible and chaotic experience.
Humans are in effect the supreme arbiter of right and wrong, good and evil
Humans are behol den to no one, answerable to no one.

And does modernity exalt reason? Perhaps earlier it did. But now it
tells us reason is not an instrunment for knowi ng what is. Only Cathol ocism
def ends reason. Modernity has fulfilled Maritain's prophecy, as quoted by
Frankel , that without something above reason, reason itself would fall prey to
forces below it.



P&CG, SSR, DEnocracy, Aug. 21, 94

Can we really keep our religious values (e.g., secular humanistic values) out of
our public decisions. In that sense, can we really make religion something
"private"? | doubt it. Secular humani sts make deci sions based on their secul ar

humani sm all the time.



Abortion, Aug. 21, 94

How do we choose between the existence of a potential for achieving human ends
and the existence of an actual orientation toward human ends, when we are
consi dering whether to treat the zygote as a human being? Maybe that is the
question | have to face

Every potency is an actuality |ooked at from anot her point of view
What ever end | achieve by preventing a zygote from achi eving that kind of end,
the zygote's achi evement of it would be of equal value to my achievement of it.
What ever value there is in my achieving it, the zygote's achievenment of it would
be of equal val ue

Per haps the key is to contrast the zygote, not to its own |later stages,
but to non-human zygotes that are not potential achievers of human ends. Even
t hough not all of a zygote's specifically human genes are yet switched on, human
zygotes have those genes, not by accident, but because they contributed to the
survival of past human zygotes. The original comi ng into existence of such a
set of genese was an acci dent. But given their existence, their survival in
their normal environment was not an accident, and so the presence of these genes
in the new zygote is not an accident. They are there because they serve a
purpose. To serve that purpose, they need the nmother's help to be switched on
But so what? The actualization of all potentialities needs outside help. The
zygote has actual specifically-human characteristics that already orient it
toward human ends. They actually orient it toward human ends, because they are
present their only because they serve, in normal environenents, to achieve those
ends, only because they are suited in this environment to achieve those ends.



Li beral / Conservative, Saving Liberalismfrom the Liberals, Aug. 16, 94

We need to save liberalismfromthe liberals in order to save America fromthe
conservatives.

What is liberalism this thing | want to save? It used to be defined by a
concern for justice over order. Now it is defined by compassion, which is
really just a different kind of order. Ls need to know that compassi on presup-

poses justice. The concern for compassion nore than justice is much |ike opting
for relativismfor the motive of encouraging tol erance. But if there are no
absol ute val ues, why be for tolerance? WelIl tolerance mnimzes conflicts and
vi ol ence. But why be against conflicts and viol ence

This may seem sel f-evident. But in fact, without principles to guide us,
today's tol erance becomes tonorrow s intolerance. That is not just rhetoric. A
good exanmple is those whose interpretation of religion being a "private" matter
no | onger defines privacy against governnent interference, but would use

goverment to prevent what until now all "reasonabl e" people would have consid-
ered freedom of speech, as well as freedom of religion.
W t hout principles, even apparently "liberal" |aws become what Marx said,

instruments for the ruling ideology of the day.

But then why save L? One reason is that it is the only alternative to
conservativism But why be agai nst conservativism? For many reasons. They do
prefer order to justice. And they prefer tradition to justice. They are
| ai ssez-faire. They cannot see the great anount of good that, for exanple, the
ACLU does. They are not concerned with defendants rights. They do not want to
use the mlitary for humanitarian purposes. They cannot see the many good
t hi ngs about, for exanple, Swedish society.

Anot her exampl e of why save liberalism W may be about to get a very bad
heal t h pl an. But where were the conservatives on this issues until the liberals
actually proposed legislation to deal with it. Now the conservatives present a
plan, as if they had al ways been concerned with health care, but they weren't.

Anot her reason: they do not want to use government to hel p people.



SSR, P and CG, Ethics, G and L, Aug. 16, 94

At the FilmlInstitute's tribute to James Stewart, Dustin Hoffmn asked what
happend to the America portrayed in It's a Wonderful Life. That America was
based on | ove. For a society to be based on |ove, we have to train people,
especially the young, to love. W can't do that without telling the young that
chastity will be expected of them W thout chastity, our nost inmportant and
basic (fundamental, ie., others depend on them |ove relationships won't work:
t he spousal and parental relationships.

Anot her point: the value we place on human life is the value we place on
sex. Note that in this fornula, the value of human life comes first. So if we
put an absolute value on human life, it follows that we have the attitude that
sex is a vehicle for commtted | ove. And therefore, if we do not view sex as a
vehicle for commtted |ove, we cannot put an absolute value on human life.



UPS, PUL, Feb. 3, 94

The effects of the sacraments are supposed to be, not just in the |life of
individuals and famlies, but in the |ife of the Church, in fact, their full
effect in the lives of individuals and families depends on their effects in the
life of the Church.



SSR, P&CG, Feb. 3, 94

Why so much wife beating and child abuse? W need to teach children that they

will be expected to |ove. But we can't teach them successfully, to love and
fail to teach them that their sexuality is supposed to be used as an instrument
of commtted |ove, a vehicle and support for commtted | ove. If we let them
think their sexuality is a means to private gratification, and that marriage is
just one kind of "set up," "arrangement" in which their desires for self-
gratification can be fulfilled, they will not successfully achieve a |ove

relationship in marriage



P&CG, Conformty, Individuality, SSR, Jan. 28, 94

James Bourke, on Connections, asks what's becone of our individuality? W've
heard that worry for at |east a century. The result? W haven't paid a bit of
attention to the breakdown of community and, in particular, of personal rela-
tionships. Consequently, we now have a popul ation of isolated, |onely, "sort-
of - a- good- partner" individuals, and individuals who conformto what the nedia
tells themto conformto, which is the | east conmmon denom nat or



Meani ng, Putnam Linguistic theory of the analytic, Jan. 28, 94

P's discussion of meaning presupposes the |inguistic/and or psychol ogica

account of analytic truth. [ And he sometimes seens to confuse the "necessary,"
in the sense of necessary conditions for being aware of what a word is used for,
with the necessary in the sense of necessary conditions for being X (where X is

that which a word is used for).] But to be aware that "Red is a color" is

necessarily true, | need an awareness (a psychol ogical state) of what red is and
what col or is. But | do not need any other awareness of what these are than the
awareness | need to be aware, e.g., that "the color of blood is red" is true, or

even just means what it means. And | sometinmes have such awareness of what red
and col or are, because that awareness is a necessary condition of the awareness,
which | sometimes have, of the meaning of, or the truth of, "The col or of blood

But "necessary" in the |ast sentence does not refer to analyticity; it
refers to a causal condition for awareness of either necessary or contingent
truth. There seems to be a confusion in P of where the adjective "necessary”
enters the discussion, is to be placed in the discussion

And the whol e discussion of necessary and analytic truth is after-the-fact
in philosopy. P refers to philosophers who still try to nmake something of
analytic truth, to do something with it. But that is, in the first instance,
irrel evant. I do not have to first prove or justify their existence, and then
use them In fact, | could not do that first, and it would be irrelevant, if |
coul d. I first show that the opposite of some proposition is contradictory.
Only later can | be interested in how the kind of know edge described in the
| ast sentence comes about.

Jan. 18, 95

It is precisely by means of what is represented by his concepts that Putnam

hi msel f can know that his twin means sonething else by "This" when both say
"This is an individual unique in the univers.” Here "by means of" (quo) is not
the quo of psychol ogical concepts being quo's not quod's, but an objective quo,
a phenonmenol ogi cal quo. By means of one object (a quod), another is presented,
as by means of color, extension is presented.

The schol astic doctrine that corresponds to Putnamis the formal object/materia
obj ect distinction.

One person can have exactly the same representative content in two different
experiences and yet know, through what is represented by "This is a unique,

unr epeat abl e, individual,"” that what she knows through each of those experiences
is a unique, and hence distinct, individual. What makes this possible is the
fact that "unique, unrepeatable, individual" is a universal concept, or rather a

combi nati on of three universal concepts.



SSR, G and L, Jan. 28, 94

Pronoting the avoi dance of self-control (and calling the |lack of self-control
the inability to control oneself, to control one's desires, "freedom " rather
than "compul sion.")

Choosing not to nmake marriage the norm anounts to choosi ng agai nst
marriage, not being neutral. Marriage can performits necessary functions only
if it is taken seriously as the norm



Sweden, SSR, P&CG, Jan. 28, 94

Questions to ask: how long to extra-marital relationships last, i.e., how nuch
stability do they provide people, how often must people |ook for another "sort
of a good" partner? How |lonely are older wonmen? MWhat is the rate of venera

di sease? How is it that are comm tting suicide and why? How often are infants
killed outside the wonb? (See that Eagle-Tribune op-ed piece, or rather the
Regi ster op-ed piece.



Abortion, Jan. 26, 94

Is it the nother's chem cal that gives us an orientation to human ends, by
causing the switching on of the genes for brains? All prinmte nmothres, and

probably all manmal nothers, probably secrete the same chemi cal. There is
not hi ng specifically human about the chem cal. There is not even anything
specfically neurol ogi cal about the chem cal. Because a certain amount, a

certain quantity of the same chem cal reaches one part of the enbryo, brain
genes switch on, because another amount reaches another part, digestive genes
switch on. If the enbryo got turned the wrong way, what woul d happen?



P&CG, Ethics, SSR, Jan. 25, 94

The connection between the functional approach to value and reducing the person
to the individual: If each of us is just an individual, we are each tiny specks
in the mass of humanity, and our claimto rights cannot stand up agai nst the
claims of the mass. Then, what becomes of our value? Our value is our contri-
bution to the mass, other than the contribution we make just by being what we
are (persons); in other words, our value is our function, the function by which
we contribute to the nmass.



Abortion, Jan. 25, 94

A 5-nonth old human agency is supposedly nmore valuable than a 5-day old one; but
by what standard are they nmore and | ess val uabl e?

By many standards, perhaps; e.g., the 5-nonth old one can do nore things.
But in addition to valuing by function rather than as a person, this val ues her
by our ends, not hers.



P&CG, Ethics, Harvard speech, SSR, Jan. 25, 94

How foreign it is to think about, e.g., whether human |life means what sex means,

etc., when nothing matters as |long as you don't hurt someone el se. Not hi ng
intrinsically matters to you, as long as you don't hurt soneone el se; nothing

has a claimon you, as long as ... If everything is pure personal preference,
as long as you don't hurt someone else, life really doesn't nmean anything, no
end is worth living for, is worth seeking for its own sake

Is there such a thing as seeking an end for its own sake, as opposed to
seeking it because it satisfies a desire we have? But what if our desire is to
have the kind of relation to something that appreciates it for what it is?



C and D, another nock speech, Jan. 4, 94

Wite the speech about C and D in philosophy ironically fromthe opponent's
perspecti ve. E.g. "They accuse us of having just as much di sagreement and
confusi on. But our confusion and di sagreenment is the right kind, the good kind,
because it derives fromthe tools of Frege. Wy are those tools good? Because
t hey produce clarity, precision, and agreenment."

"Simplicity is an unclear notion. Double effect is a quagmre. Of
course, our concepts are concepts of quagmires, but they are good quagnires



Causal necessity, Jan. 4, 94

Forward | ooking: A situation arises where it is necessary that A and B share
somet hi ng, some mode of being, e.g., the same surface, the sanme fact of being in

moti on. If they do not share it, then at |east one of themis and is not what
it is. But for themto share it, at |east one of them nmust cease being what it
is.

Is it demonstrable that if B |l oses a characteristic, it nust be caused to
lose it by another (i.e., not just acquire a new characteristic but |ose an old

one) ?



Formal systems, Jan. 4, 94

A sentence, e.g., the principle of noncontradiction, conveys sone
extralinguistic value, some meaningT. Are the formulas of a formal systemto be
interpreted as conveying an extralinguistic value or not? |If not, they are
phil osophically irrelevant, except as objects of study, just as any object can
be rel evant for philosophy to study. If so, it is irrelevant whether the
formula is in the metal anguage, the | anguage, or in sone other |anguage. It is
what the | anguage conveys that counts. And the logical p of NC conveys that
contradi ctory sentences of any |anguage cannot both be true, ie., that what
contradi ctory sentences convey cannot both be true, where true is a value that
is not confined to this |anguage, its metal anguage, or any other |anguage. True
is logically fundanental, as Putnam says sonewhere in "The Meani ng of Meaning"
or in one of the other essays in that volunme that | glanced at this Christmas.
Remember true "in |anguage L" is not part of Tarski's definition of truth
for | anguage L.




Anal yticity, meaning, convention, Ashley, Phil of Nature, Jan. 4, 94

Anal yticity and necessity have little, if anything, do with convention, with
stipulation, with invention and opposed to discovery. A proof is that the rules
of a game, e.g., chess or monopoly, unlike the |laws of logic and math, are not
necessary and do not generate necessity. The laws of |ogic generate necessary
consequences fromthe rules of games, but the rules of ganmes thenselves do not
have, nor do they generate, necessity. So stipulation, as in making rules, is
not what analyticity is all about.

Al so, Ashley cites Harvey's syllogismas an exanple of demonstration in
sci ence. But the first prem se, "Whatever fluid ...... circul ates" is not a
necessary or self-evident truth; it is just a verbal defintion of the word
"circul ates. "



NEA, National Education Association, speech, Jan. 4, 94

The officers invited me to give you a quick update, since we have discovered
that so much of what you were taught and have been teaching reflects only the
intell ectual fads of the time; not scientific truth.

Civics: the meaning of the right to free speech is not to discourage
"sel f-censorship.” |If so, the spirit of the constitution would be that publish-
ers and exhibitors were required to present things, rather than free not to
present them

Sex education: we now know that there is only one socially responsible use
of sex, marriage. And there is no such thing as value-neutral sex education
Marriage can performits necessary social function only if it is taken seriously

as the norm for sexual behavior. So choosing not to make it the norm anounts to
choosi ng agai nst marriage, not being neutral to it.
Diversity: It does not mean all values are equal; if so, why val ue

di versity.

Relativism if all values are relative, Naziismis as good as any other
system

Non-conform ty: It is usually conformty to the subtle "authority" of the
medi a, or the intellectual establishment, etc.

Religion: In the absence of explicit religion (an absolute value with the
credentials to be such) something else without the credentials will, inconsis-
tently, become our absolute value (e.g., free speech in the case of Sal nmon
Rushdi e who was not rebuked for being guilty of blaspheny). W can avoid this
only by concluding through ruthless logic that nothing, not even, e.g., free
speech or individual rights, should be absolute for us.

Al so, without God, the rights of the individual cannot be inalienable.
The individual is only a speck in the cosmps, and her interests will not way,
ultimately, against the perceived interest of the majority.

Abortion: the real issue isn't a woman's control over her own body.
We all agree on that. But t housands of women die each day who will never have
choice over their own bodies. So the prior question is whether they are human
bei ngs, and whether we can kill them when there is a good chance that they are.

Eut hanasi a: When respect for life is gone, the floodgates are open. W
know, because it happened in two of our mpst advanced societies, Wemar gernmany
and Demar k.



Meani ng, Putnam Jan. 4, 94

"Meaning is what, is that which, is preserved through translation." Assunme all
I know about quasars is that they are that which scientists objectify by the
instrumentality of the English word "quasar." | am capable of discovering that
what Chi nese scientists objectify by the use of the word "xxx" is the same as
that which is objectified by the use of the English word "quasar." [Is the
meani ng of "quasar" (circularly): that which is objectified by "quasar"? |Is
that my meaning for "quasar". No, | never believe the proposition "The meaning
of 'quasar' is: that which is objectified by 'quasar."” 1l.e., | never believe or
assert that that which is objectified by "quasar” is the fact that something is
objectified by "quasar." Meaning is a social thing. M belief about the
meani ng of quasar is the social belief that scientists do you "quasar" for
somet hi ng, even though | do not know what that something is. \Whatever they use
it for is the meaning and "xxx" may have the same meaning in Chinese.

Li kewi se, | believe biologists use "elm' and "beeches" for more conpl ex
combi nati ons of notes than | have so far used them Those combi nations are the
meani ngs of "elm' and "beech<" and those nmeani ngs go beyond that for which
have used, beyond what | have meant, by these words, for |I meant the same things

by these words.

So the meani ng of "quasar" does not include, circularly, a reference to
the word "quasar." And | can know that | am ignorant of the neaning of quasar.
Later | can know that | have |earned part of the meaning of "quasar," e.g., |
learn (know from evidence) it it refers to a celestial, extraterrestria
phenomenon, then learn that it refers to a type of star, etc. So | can know
part of the word-function, and know that | know part, while still knowi ng that I
need to know nore to have a word-function with the same extension that "quasar"
has in the use of scientists.

Same with "elnt" and "beech.” \When | learn that my word-fuction for "elnt
includes both elns and beeches in its extension and |earn that these words do
not have the same extension in the |anguage, then "elni' does not cone to
circularly include in its meaning: that for which | use "elm" Rather, | have
|l earned that | do not possess a word-function rich enough to give "elm' the
extension it has anong tree experts, while knowi ng, from causal reasoning from
dictionaries, etc., that there is a richer word-function (maybe nmore than one)

that is a meaningT that will give "elm' the extension it has in English

I's meaning something that is preserved in translation? |If | successfully
transl ate "quasar" by "xxx" while remaining ignorant of the meaning of either
word, | have still "preserved meaning"” in the sense that | have transl ated

"Quasar" by a word which has, and which | know to have, the same meaning, even
t hough | do not know what that neaning is.

Concerning "The Meani ng of Meaning," p. 224. In 1750, "water" need not
have 'referred' to different things on the to planets. Forget twin earth
Let's say we discover Putnams' xyz on sone island surrounded by water. The
natives of the island refer to both by "aaa" We translate "aaa" by "water".
Later the natives and we both learn that xyz is not water. W can now say one
of (at least) two things, both of which are consistent with our (not the
natives') original word-function for water. That word-function in 1750 could
have been: a thing with any underlying causal structure that produces this set
of observable properties (..., the set possessed both by water and by xyz). Or,
secondly, that word-function could have been: a thing with the underlying causa
structure that gives the thing we call water this set of properties. In both

cases, the meaning is a thing with a certain set of properties (by which the
thing becomes an object). That need not inmply "indexicality."” \Whether we judge



that theer are two kinds of water or judge that "water" equivocally referred to
di fferent things depends on the relative inmportance we judge the properties to

have vis-a-vis the specific underlying structure that causes the properties in

each instance.

"Fish" or "manmals." Let's say the native's religion allows themto eat
"fish," meaning creatures that live in water, but not other animals. To them
it would be inportant to keep living-in-the-water as the intention of "fish" and
not to switch to the scientific intention.

The real question is whether our psychol ogical state determ nes our
awareness of the truth of sentences (Putnam postpones discussion of the meaning
of sentences at the beginning.) and what our awareness of "meaning" contributes

to it. To be aware of truth, | nust understand the words of the sentence
Since | can someti mes achi eve awareness of truth, | can someti mes achi eve

awar eness of the neaning of sentences. I's meaning as extension sufficient?
Supposition is what determ nes truth. l.e., when | say, "water has density X"
(something twin earth's xyz m ght not have), | intend "water"” to "suppose" for
(stand for, do duty for, substitute for, be a vicar for) the liquid | know on
earth, even if the extension of "water" includes things on other planets,

because of the word-function that gives "water"” meaning, things on other planets
that may not have the property | attribute to water

"There is a pen on the table behind you." | do not know whether that
statement is true, because | do not see behind ne. "There is an elmtree behind
you." How much do | have to understand to be able to judge the truth? |If | can
judge the truth (e.g., learn that it is an elm not a beech, a pen, not a
pencil), | have a sufficiently detailed understanding of what it is to be an elm
or a pen (or a sufficiently detailed understanding of other things that |ead me
to causally deduce that what | now see is what they call an "elnl or a "pen")
I's this just "extension"? | can know that X falls into the extension of "beech"
or "quasar" without knowi ng the meaning of either word

I can understand the sentence "There is an . . . behind you" before
knowing its truth. When | understand its words, do | just understand them
extensionally? But how can | understand them extensionally, if | do not yet
know, am not yet aware, of the existence of this pen, this table, this elm
i.e., not yet aware of that extension which is relevant to the truth of this
sentence, and to the "meaning" of this sentence, if meaning is extension?

Ot her earthly and actual exanmples, to replace twin earth fictions. Are
pengui ns birds? Whales mammal s? (Notice that at stake in these exanples are
bel i efs about the realities objectified by these words, not just about the

meani ngs of the words.) Washoe's "water-bird". Why not "Flying fish"? \Why not
ducks? \What about extraterrestrial "Life"? how can we talk about it, if life
differs in "meaning” or "reference" the way "water" is supposed to on twin

earth? Wn't ET life take a different formfromours, just as TE water is
different from ours underneath? Same with extraterrestrial intelligence. Wy
do we say "intelligence" continues to mean the same thing, while "water" does
not. Only because we take, judge, certain notes associated with intelligence to
be more i nmportant than others, and we judge the phenomenal simlarities of water
and xyz to be less inportant than their chem cal structure. But if our religion
were different .

Ot her earthly exanples, West "lIndians," "prairie dogs,

" "water-horse
(hi ppopotanus). ("Flying ants"???) Extra-sensory "perception"; why call it
"perception"?
Actually, in addition to exanmples on earth, can have exanpl es using the

same person, the same representative content, and the know ede that the unique
thing objectified by that content now differs fromthe unique thing that was



objectified by it before.



Truth, Putnam Jan. 4, 94

After listening to Don Asselin at the Nov., '93 Maritain meeting: Put man has a
"picture", not a theory. But the picture is made up of propositions; that's the
only way it conveys any content. And are those propositions true or false?



Abortion, Jan. 4, 94

Conmpare a zygote to an anoeba. Both are, in some sense, causal systems |eading
to the eventual production of intelligent acts, and in both cases their being
such causal systems depends on the contribution of outside factors. Bot h begin
causal sequences leading to intelligent acts, if outside factors cooperate. But
it is purely accidental to the nature of the anoeba that it should lead to such
acts. Its leading to such acts is not what selected it for reproduction, but
the zygote's leading to such acts in the context of just these external factors
is what selected it for reproduction.

I nstead of causal system say "causal sequence". This expresses the fact
that the systemis always in a state of change. The anmpeba is is a causa
sequence such that the eventual production of intelligence is not only acciden-
tal to what it is; that eventual production is not an act of an agency perduring
t hrough the sequence. The zygote is a causal sequence such that perduring
t hrough the sequence is an essential orientation to the existence of intelligent

acts as acts of the sequence unified by that orientation. |In the case of the
ampeba, it is the entire universe that is the causal system |l eading to intelli-
gent acts. But that just means that the universe |leads to the production of a

human zygote which is a causal sequence that has intelligent acts as its own,
even though it depends on help fromthe rest of the universe
The child who is a potential nusician needs air, food, sunlight, warnth

etc., to develop its potential. But she is still the active cause of her

devel opment such that the eventual production of music is her active acconplish-
ment. Sanme with the zygote. In both cases, they were selected because, given
an enviroment of air food, ...., (mother's prenatal chemical), etc., they would

be the active causes of certain acconmplishments. They had the potential to be
the active causes of certain kinds of acconplishnents. The active causes of
devel opment which achi eves human ends as their ends (contrary to the sperm
etc., which does not have such ends as its ends). It is because the zygote is
an active cause that is is a causal sequence with the potential for human ends.

If the same sperm had united with a different egg, you would not be you
and | would not be I.

Al so, say the mother does not give enough chemical to "trigger" the zygote
to develop a brain. Is it the case that the zygote was never "oriented" to the
end of intelligent acts; is it the case that the mother causes it to be so
oriented after it is conceived? |If the mother does not give enough chem cal
you get an anencephalic baby. That baby is a being whose nature, structure,
genetic structure, calls for a brain, is oriented to ends requiring a brain. It
cannot survive, even in adulthood, without the help of others, as it could with
a brain. A clone of that baby could have a brain, so that baby is genetically
oriented to having a brain.

A woman's choice? MWhat principles do we use to nake the choice? Either
reality inmposes principles on us, principles the ignoring of which make our
choice defective, or it does not.

The zygote's future is worth as much as my future. Bob Joyce "Every

l'iving individual being, with the natural potential, as a whole, for . . . is a
person." A sperm does not have a potential, as a whole as a unit, for achieving
human ends. Regardl ess of whether the mother's chem cal gives the embryo its

active orientation toward human ends, the zygote has a potential for achieving
human ends. Joyce, "A person is a whole, individual being that has a natura
potential to " To have such a natural capacity is to have a human nature.
Joyce: "The recognition of a person involves, in part, a noral decision
This point is made effectively by John Noonan, How to Argue about Abortion, p.




10 (New York, 1974)." "Neither a human enbryo nor a rabbit embryo has the
functional capacity to think, will desire, and self-consciously relate to
others. The radical difference, even at the beginning of devel opment, is that
the human embryo actually has the natural capacity to act in these ways, whereas
the rabbit embryo does not have and never will have it." Sperm and ovum "are
parts of the boides of the man and woman, respectively. They are not whol e-body
cells as its the zygote cell. . . They are body-part cells. The zygote is a
single cell that is a whole body in itself. Fromwithin it comes the rest of
the individual, including the strictly inter-uterine functional organs of the

pl acenta, anmi on, and chorion, as well as the rest of the body that is naturally
destined for extra-uterine life."

"The genetic differentiation of a zygote or blastocyst, however, must be
reasonably acknow edged as the natural roots of a personality, not of a
‘dogality' or of a 'rabbitality.’ The human zygote is a menber of a unique
speci es of creature. It is not a genus, to which a species is gradually
attached. Such a process of attachment can occur in the mnd of the observer;
but not it the reality of the observed."

The sperm or ovum was not nme. It could have united with a different
gamete to produce a different human causal sequence.

There is nothing specificially oriented to this or that, to the brain or
rectum in the mother's chem cal. Because a certain anmount of the chem ca
reaches a certain location, a gene specifically related to the brain is switched
on; because a diffferent amount reaches another |ocation, a gene specifically
related to the rectum gets switched on. |If the mother does not give enough
chem cal, the result is not an entity that is not a human being; the result is a
human being that is a brain damaged, or otherwi se "monstrous,"” human being.

Can we place a value on the mature person, if not on the young agent with
a potential for the sanme ends that are the standard of value for the mature
person?

Everyt hing el se that the causal sequence existing in the zygote will
eventual ly acconplish is nothing but the unfolding of potentialities, the
fulfilling of potentialities, belonging to that causal sequence, present in that
causal sequence. Is it the same causal sequence throughout? How do we measure
the sameness of a causal system which, by hypothesis, endures through time?
Since, also by hypothesis, it can undergo change through tinme and remain the
same, there is some sort of material continuity. But the continuity of the
matter is not that of a pure potency. The matter, as the matter for these
changes, is characterized by actual and active characteristics, specifically: to
be an active cause of its own changes, to be an active cause such that what
remains in existence is an active cause (not, for example, that it causes
changes putting itself out of existence), that it is an active cause oriented to
cause the continued existence of a cause essentially oriented to certain ends,
i.e., a cause to which the potentiality for certain ends is essential, not
acci dent al .

I's such a sequential causal systemis not the same sequential causa
system how could any sequential causal system be the same, unless the system

was one that did not undergo change at all, and how could it be causal if it did
not experience change itself?

If I can pick and choose when human |ife begins, | can pick and choose
anyt hi ng. Because reality places no limts on the value of choice. For if
reality does not place limts on the choice of human life, it places Ilimts on
not hi ng el se. But we need limts. Some think "Do anything as long as it

doesn't hurt anyone else" is sufficient guidance. But what tells us what hurts
or does not hurt soneone else? The preferences of the other? Then hel ping



someone by dope for private consunption would not hurt them

The abortionists implies that it is the mother who makes the embryo into
an agent oriented to human ends. |If so, that would be the reason she has the
right to abort before that time.

Is the zygote oriented to human ends, or does she need chem cals fromthe
mot her? As | ong as these ends are in the zygote's potentialities, she is
oriented to human ends, because those asl eep or drugged or in comas are only
ordered to human ends in their potentialities, and because chidlren are poten-

tially great musicians, etc. But nostly because, if these ends are in her
potentialities, then her fulfillment of her potentialities is of equal value to
your fulfillment of your ends.

How do | decide if a zygote is human or not? What ends do | appeal to for
criteria? The sanme ends that are in the potentialities of the zygote.



Mat h, necessary truth, Jan. 4, 94 BIG
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the logical relation of generality. The name for this state of affairs is
manyness. To objectify it as such makes reference to, or at |east uses, the

Il ogical relation of generality and commnality. But that which is objectified
by this means is not the logical relation of commnality, but the extral ogica
cause of that relation, the state of affairs that causes it, e.g., that this is
an apple and that is an apple; that this is an orange and that is an orange.

Jan. 18, 95

Mat h references from Jon Ruby. Jacob Klein, Greek Math and the Origins of Early
Modern Al gebra, Dover Books. Two articles by someone named Nagel in two
journals published by Columbia U in the thirties and forties, Isis and Osiris.
The Devel opment of Scientific Method in the school of Padua (is that an article
or book title?)



Deconstructi onism post modernism Jan. 4, 94

Thoughts after Greg Kerr's talk at the Nov., '93 Maritain meeting. There is
aesthetic deconstructionism (valid, at least to a certain extent) and phil osoph-
ical or metaphysical deconstructionism (invalid, Derrida), as there is for
mechani sm and behaviorism This is another case of U-turning on aesthetic

val ues, as in the appeal of Teilhard, the philosophy of Neitzche, and the
phi |l osophy of Caponigri's man (Gentile?, sonme early 20th century ltalian

phil osopher). They start off applying an aesthetic nmodel, and never get out.

If you start off with a genuine philosophical model, you do not have to be a
reductioni st .



Et hics, phenomenology, G and L, Jan. 4, 94

See Pam Hall's paper at the Nov., '93 Maritain meeting. She wants a phenonenol -
ogy of natural inclinations to be a factor in noral decisions. But a decisive
factor? Phenomenol ogically, hompsexual desire may be the same as heterosexual
But the inclination to heterosexuality is, non-phenonmenol ogically, an inclina-
tion to preserve the species, just as the desire to eat is phenonenologically a
desire to satisfy a craving remove a disconfort, but biologically it is an
inclination to self-preservation. Not all ways of satisfying a baby's, for
instance, desire to eat are good. Poi son can satisfy the desire to eat
phenomenol ogi cal ly.



G and L, Jan. 4, 94

In heterosexual marriage, your spouse is the one who fulfills you by
conmpl ementarity.



Artificial Intelligence, Adler-U, Jan. 4, 94

The true test is not the Turing test, where the machine can lie. Ask it
gquestions it nmust answer truthfully, questions about consciousness as phil osoph-

ically anal ysed. E.g., do you have a relation to the meaning of a word you just
used such that that nmeaning exists within you, is part of what you are, without
maki ng you that kind of thing, without that form being united to you as to a

mat eri al subject? Are you so related to X, about which you just made a true
judgement, that if X were not what it is, you would not be what you are? Are
you so related to X that, if the relation had been the same in all respects
except that it was a relation to Y, you would have been different from what you
were? Are you so related, e.g., to noving-round-cloud, that what it is to be a
movi ng round cloud is part of what you are even though you are a stationery,
rectangul ar solid? Are you capable of that kind of self-awareness that does not
require a second act of awareness whose object is a first act of awareness? Are
you capabl e of acts whose subject is your substantial form alone, not the union
of form and matter?

Jan. 24, 95

The video tape wi ndup machi ne "knows" whether there is a tape in it, because it
does not run its notor unless there is a tape init. And it "knows" when the
tape is rewound, because it stops its motor and opens its door, when the tape is
rewound.



Li beral / Conservative, Jan. 4, 94

Li beral betrayal: |abor unions who turned against civil rights for
African- Americans; sixties radicals who turned against freedom of speech for
their opponents in the eighties.



Sensation, relations, Deely, Jan. 4, 94

Position (something relative) is a common sensible.



SSR, Ethics, Jan. 4, 94

Is taking a mate selecting a vehicle for satisfying your sexual desires? No,

satisfying your sexual desires is a vehicle and support for a relation of self-

giving to your mate, a relation of commtted |ove, a relation of personal union
The val ue of the human species is the value of sex, the source of the

species. The value we place on sex will be the value we place on that mpde of
exi stence of which sex is the source and the essentail source, that node of

exi stence which is nothing but a product of sex; that's all human life is. It
is not an accidental product of sex like, e.g., venereal disease. It is
essentail in the forward | ooking direction (from cause to effect) and in the
backward | ooking direction. Concerning the latter, all human life is an result
of sex. Maybe somewhere in the universe human life is produced in some other
way, but here all is a result of sex. And artificial means would imtate sex,
woul d have to imtate sex (a la Aristotelian art). Even test-tube babies show
that our attitude toward sex is our attitude toward human life. If human life

shoul d not result from an act of giving between two persons, if sex is not the
act of giving from which human life should result, human life is something that
can be mechanically mani pul at ed

We can | ook on sex in two ways: it's a means to this m nd-boggling plea-
sure; it's a means to the happiness that can only come fromthe famly. But we
can't successfully look at it in both ways at once.

Test-tube babies: the giving of existence is not an act of love in which

two people give each other their life-sharing power.

Evol ution sel ected sex as a means of getting you, the parent, into a
lifetime personal relation with your child. Your action causes you to get into
such a rel ation. But nore, your action, your pleasure, causes another person

the other parent, to get into the same kind of relation. By mutually agreeing
to practice birth control, you cannot change the fact that the pleasure you are
experienci ng was designed to do the above, has an essential relation to the
above. I can choose to let the other party use my person-nmaki ng power, but
cannot choose that it cease to be a person-nmaking power, or parent-making power.



Et hics, value of life, abortion, euthanasia, Jan. 4, 94

Equality is not enough. Respect, reverence, etc. for some value, e.g., human
life, is necessary. This is shown by the experience of Weimar Germany and
Denmark with euthanasia: give Drs. the power to take human life in some cases,
and the fl oodgates are open. As soon as reverence for life is gone, the
fl oodgat es are open.

Is respect for choice, rather than life, sufficient? No, choice needs
gui del i nes provided by reality as it exists prior to choice, or choices
including the choice to respect the choices of others, are arbitrary.



Abortion, SSR, P&CG, famly, premarital, sex, Oct. 23, 93

Unl ess we seek sexual gratification in a way that subordinates it to the
goal of supporting commtted |love, we will conceive children in conditions
unjust to them (Renenber that evolution selected human sexuality, in all its
psychol ogi cal di nmensions, as a method of reproduction for offspring who would be
dependent on the care of others for years; and abortion is the only sure neans
of birth control.)

So if we use sex selfishly, we will have to abort babies. So the opponent
says, ok, 1'll abort babies, if that is the price of not subordinating sex to
commtted | ove.

Remenber that evolution selected human sexuality as a method of reproduction for
of fspring who would be dependent on the care of others for years. Reproductive
acts outside of the context where that care was ensured would not be good from
evol ution's perspective, since they would produce offspring with |ess chance of

survival . Furt her, the survival of adults for years after they had procreated
woul d be reproductively significant, since reproductive success is not achieved
until the young are raised. And the survival of adults would depend on coopera-

tion with other adults consisting, not of instinctive behavior as in other

speci es, but of moral behavior |learned in their youth (and the cooperation would
nmost often take place in small groups where unfaithful ness, if commn, could be
di sastrous). \Why, then, should evolution not have selected a reproductive

met hod t hat would function, in all its psychol ogical dinmensions, as a support
and vehicle for a noral relation of self-giving between parents that would
greatly increase the chance of reproductive success? Such a method woul d
compensate for our losing the tremendous reproductive advantage of instinct. | f
so, from an evol utionary perspective, our proficiency at sex acts would not be
l'i ke proficiency at hunting or cooking, qualities we m ght | ook for before
taking a reproductive partner; our sexual ability would be the neans for the
relation of self-giving that human mating "shoul d" consist in. For seeking
sexual gratification in a way that does not subordinate it to the goal of
supporting commtted sel f-giving would be detrinmental to reproductive success
and to | ong range, individual happiness, both because it would produce offspring
in unfavorable conditions and because it would sanction an attitude opposite to
the needed attitude of self-giving

We want to try out someone's cooking before selecting themas a mate. But
trying out their sex changes the neaning of sex in marriage and weakens its
contribution to the success of the marriage. In fact, it changes the meani ng of
marriage itself.



Zygote, Gewrith, Oct. 11, 093

Gewrith verifies ny view on the fundamentality of abortion to ethics. He
di scusses abortion in the PGC chapter, before he discusses the applications of
the PCG. Also, | say the ends of the zygote are the only nonarbitrary ethica

standard. G. has a lot to say on arbitrariness. See his index.



Zygote, Oct. 11, 93

The nmot her's secretion of the chem cal is not independent of the presence of the
embryo; it is caused by that presence. These are interdependent, not indepen-
dent, causal series, sequences.



Ordinati, UPS, PUL, Oct. 11, 93

Our training, the training of both laity and clergy, is all against us. All our
training says use every opportunity to celebrate the sacraments, take every
opportunity as an occasion to celebrate the sacraments, use every occasi on when
Christians gather as an opportunity to celebrate the sacranents. The nost
important thing you can do when Christians gather outside of the Sunday l|ituragy,
the most important thing you can do to further the cause of Christianity, is to
cel ebrate the sacranents.

As a result, when God raises up nmovenents that could create the kind of environ-
ments we need for the sacraments to be effective, we prevent them from doing so
by putting the focus on celebrating the sacranments, rather than on the kind of
environments the sacranments were meant to create and support, the kind of
environnments the sacraments need to bear fruit.



SSR, G and L, Oct. 7, 93

Anot her social cost of not supporting the famly: health care. Those who live
in a famly have many fewer health problems, according to Don Feder in a Herald
colum in the | ast week or two.



Li beral, Conservative, Oct. 1, 93

The liberal social agenda: civil rights, women's rights, gun control, the rights
of victims and the accused, health care, protection of the environment, etc.



SSR. G and L, Sep. 27, 93

It's alnost as if evolution thought it had to provide for the survival of
of fspring that would be totally dependent on the care of others for years.
I magi ne that.



SSR, P&CG, 5-25-93

No one seens to have noticed that the triunph of [enlightenment, intellectual-
ism academi cism the academ cs, the intellectuals] has led to [a new form of

., to the breakdown of human relationships, to the |oss of what is nost
important for human happi ness, to an underm ning of the foundations of soci al
and personal happiness.



Et hics, rational appetite, equality, reason and appetite, 5-19-93

If I know the truth that another being nmakes decisions based on rationa
knowl edge, any further degree of intelligence on my part over his intelligence
woul d not make any difference. And if | know that that retarded person has an

underlying nature orienting her to rational know edge, her | ower degree of
intelligence does not make any difference

My knowl edge that | ead paint puts children in danger inposes obligations on me.
And the fact that | am slow at chemi stry does not nake that know edge inmpose any
|l ess obligation on nme than it does on a Nobel Laureate in chem stry. The

knowl edge that lead is bad for children may cone easier for himthan it does for
me. But once | attain that know edge, | am equally obligated by it.

And to the person who says that reason cannot dictate to appetite: Noti ce that
it is knowl edge that inposes obligations. I ncul pabl e i gnorance excuses from
obligation. So obligation must stem from reason somehow.



G and L, 5-19-93

The objection may be that only a small number of gays want to be parents. In
fact, there may well already be many parents with homosexual orientations, but
who were able to become parents because they did not become habituated to
honosexual activity. And many of them would not have been able to become
parents had honpsexuality been socially acceptable during their adol escence,
since had it been acceptable, they would have become habituated to hompsexua
activity.



Fam |y, SSR, 5-18-93

Make a |list of hidden social costs resulting fromlack of support of the famly:
prisons, security, econom cally uncompetitive children, etc.



Life, unique to earth?, 5-18-93

A television science show says that our sun is below average in x-ray output and
that a tiny variation in the sun's energy could destroy life on earth.



Noncontradi cti on, Quine, Putnam logic, truth, etc.

Belief in the necessary truth of the principle of noncontradiction is not a matter
of making an unwarranted prediction about what future science will or will not
tell wus. It is a matter of our now knowi ng what we are saying when we use

negati ves. If we do not now know that the cat's being on the mat" excludes the
cat's not being on the mat, we do not know what we are saying when now we say that
the cat is not on the mat. Certainly, negative terns can acquire different uses
in the future, but those very differences would prevent them from being revisions
of what we now nmean to say when we assert the principle of noncontradiction. (You
can't know you are saying what you do say now by using negatives.)

If I know what | am saying when | say that the principle of noncontradiction is
not true, | should say that it is not true and true.



Language, 5-18-93

Per haps the purpose of L is not to comrunicate but to objectify. W can objectify
both to ourselves and to others. Communication is that species of objectification
where the objectification is to someone other than the objectifier.



W ttgenstein and Maritain, Intentionality, IE, 5-3-93 AA

On intentionality and the argument that it is superfluous in Gassendi agai nst
Descartes, see "Descartes' Theory of Objective Reality,” The New Schol asticism
XLI X, 3, Summer 1975. By E.J. Asworth.

5-18-93

An image of M. Smith is not enough to connect it to M. Smth; any imge could
represent indefinitely many people. Language i s needed to make the connection
But that does not make L prior to intentional existence (Chisholm, since inten-
tional existence is needed for the concepts needed for | anguage.



Logic, formal systems, Frege, existence, 4-23-93

Supposedly supplying a value for x in Fx, or quantifying over x, gives Fx the
value: true or false. Actually, it only gives "Fx" the value true or false. It
gives Fx (or Fa), without the quotation marks, the value of existing or not

exi sting, or some other value than true. Maybe existence is not the appropriate
way to describe the val ue. But if it is not, that only provides further evidence
for the inappropriateness of the metaphor of considering a proposition a function
of an argument. We cannot even name the value that the function Fx takes. And it
shoul d be Fx, not "Fx" that takes a value, since whatever value "Fx" has will
depend on, as deriving from the value Fx has, ie., what is expressed by "Fx."



Put nam nmeani ng, 4-23-93

"Knowi ng the meaning of 'cube'" can refer to the know edge that the string of

mar ks ' cube' is used for cubes. Or it can refer to the know edge of what it is to
be a cube, without reference to the word "cube," because the description "meaning
of the word 'cube'" is true of what it is to be a cube whether or not we know that

this description is true of what it is to be a cube.

5-18-93

Beeches/ el ns: The distinction between that from which the name is inposed ("the
trees that botanists call 'beeches'") and that to which the name is inmposed. W
don't translate that from which the name is inposed. Every |anguage is different

here. We translate that to which the nane is inmposed.

Al so, we translate that which is objectified, not the node of objectification.



Course idea, 4-14-93

Cont emporary issues in theory of know edge, in analytic phil osophy.



Abortion, ethics, 4-14-93

Obj ection to the claimthat the zygote is oriented to producing a human brain.

Until several days later, every daughter cell of the zygote is able to produce any
human protein, not just brain or nervous system matter. \What makes the difference
is the ampunt of chem cal signal received fromthe nother. No, what makes the

difference is the location of the cell relative to the uterus. The closer cells
receive more of the chem cal "signal" fromthe mother and so create the mesoderm
But it is the nature of the embryo to unite with the uterus and so to have some
cells closer to the uterus than others. And the human genome was sel ected, that
is, the human genone was so successful in reproduction, because some of its genes
were of such a nature as to so react causally to the chem cal signal fromthe
environment in which it was selected, namely, the mother, that they produced a
human brain. So in its natural environment (in the strongest sense of "natural"
possi bl e) the human enbryo is oriented to producing a human brain, because it is
oriented to uniting with the uterus and reacting to that particular environment in
such a way as to successfully reproduce precisely because it is oriented to
produce a human brain in that environment.

5-18-93, AA Big

The zygote is a machine, a factory, aimed at produci ng human ends, designed to
produce human ends.

Our bodi es behave differently in a vacuum than under pressure. Both potentiali-
ties are natural to our bodies in those environments and express and obey natura
| aws.

Those dispositions are normal (natural) to a zygote that are normally necessary
for the agent to reproduce, not for the cell to reproduce, but for an organism an
agent, of a certain kind to reproduce, where the "kind" of agent is defined by
orientations to ends which, when they are achieved, normally permt an agent with
simlar orientations to ends to be reproduced, and when they are not achieved put
reproduction of such an agent at risk. The zygote has orientations to ends of
those kinds, those orientations are its, because organisnms that begin at the
zygote stage reproduce simlar zygotes because the first zyogtes achieve effects
of certain kinds and pass the ability to produce those effects onto the second
set.

We need to know when an agent oriented to human ends first exists. Any criterion
for this other than the scientific (evolution/environment) is arbitrary. (And if
we are obligated to conformwith reason's know edge, we are obligated not to be
arbitrary. "1 will suggest a reason why we are obligated not to be arbitrary.")
It is arbitrary because the whole issue, the whole problem concerns when has an
agent oriented to human ends been reproduced.

What are human ends and when do the dispositions for them exist? Not until a very
| ate age do human chil dren achieve the ends that ensure the reproduction of the
species. "Human ends" should be nmeasured by achi evements normally necessary for
human reproducti on, because human reproducti on has special needs due to the

hel pl essness of the human child. Parents have to use intelligence, |anguage, etc.
to ensure the survival of the child until the child can (1) physically reproduce
and (2) care for its own offspring intelligently. So it is arbitrary, neasured by
the orientation to human ends, not to take the normal reproductive environment of




the zygote into account when asking if the zygote is an agent oriented to human
ends (normal reproductive environnment contra, e.g., a vacuum a wonmb with too much

of a certain chemcal, etc.) That is it would be arbitrary to say a zygote is not

an agent oriented to human ends because it depends on a chem cal fromthe nother
to trigger its production of, say, a human brain.

Is it a loss for the zyogte if the mother does not suppy enough chemi cal for
certain genes to be switched on? Yes, it is a loss for those genes and a | oss as
measured by (1) the ability the zygote has to make protein based on those genes
(2) the ability it has to achieve certain ends, if those genes are turned on. It
al so has the ability to blow up if put in a vacuum But that would not be a | oss
to us; it would not be a loss for us if that ability were not exercised. For it
that ability were exercised, its exercise would prevent the fulfillment of all our
(other?) ends -- just as the mother can prevent the fulfillnment of the zygote's
ends. It is aloss to a plant if . . . The point is it is just as much a loss to

a zyogte as to an adult -- AND FOR THE SAME REASON

And recall Celia WlIf-Devine's remark about the mother's body mobilizing to become
an environment for the embryo. The design of the mother's body survived to
reproduce because it is oriented to so mobilizing

On the personhood of the fetus: See Devine The Ethics of Hom cide. Also, go back
to Grisez and Boyle, Life and Death with Dignity and Justice for what they say
about personhood. Also, check Grisez's book on abortion for personhood.

Since all agents depend on their environments in order to be agents, we have to
take the environments in which they survived to reproduce as natural to them and
natural to their causality and to what the ends of that causality are. For they
reproduced a particular pattern (design, structure) because the causal disposi-
tions of that pattern achieved certain ends, produced certain effects, in that

ki nd of environnment. That is even true of adults, and is just as true of adults.
So for the noral purpose of determ ning the ends that X is oriented to, we have to
include the environnment where X survived to reproduce a being of a simlar design

We say lead paint in a toddler's environment is "bad" because it prevents the
devel opment of a potential for the devel opment of which there is now an active

di sposition. Li kewi se, the "wrong" amount of a chem cal fromthe wall of the
uterus would be "bad" for the embryo, if it prevented the enbryo from exercising
its active disposition to develop a brain. (Same with the wrong kind of food for
a todder, etc.) "Bad for" means we consider the entity as oriented to ends that
measure goodness and badness.

"My refraining fromkilling it is a sufficient condition for the actualization of
the embryo's potential for caring relationships.” Celia WlIf-Devine, "Abortion
and the Femi nine Voice," Public Affairs Quarterly, v. 3, n. 3, July, 1989, p. 93.




Abortion and Ethics, 3-2-93

The issue of an underlying human nature is, in part, this: what do
my of fspring, and what does the zygote and each subsequent stage in human devel op-

ment pass on to the next stage. This is human nature in part because we al so pass
on accidental characteristics, e.g., the degree of intelligence.

pass on to



W ttgenstein and Maritain, 2-22-93

In the published version state explicitly that there is no such thing as the
correct syntactical expression of the inner nature of propositions. Their inner
nature and their syntactical expression are two different things.

Of course, introspectible states really exist; so real existence of objects is
not a sufficient condition for |anguage. The nature of the objects nust be such
t hat, when they exist, they can be publicly accessed. But objects of such a
nature can be imagined. (That is why Descartes made introspectible states his
starting point; he knew they were not merely imagined.) And when such objects are
merely imagined, they are not publicly accessible. Therefore, |anguage requires
really existent public objects.

Jan. 21, 95

Truth = thing/object identity. Skip analysis of logic. Go to p. 21: for judgment
to be an awareness of thing/object identity, things must be objectified as capable
of existing, as values having the capacity for cognition-independent existence.

The private |anguage argunment permts a different interpetation of the existentia
quantifier, i.e., permts an interpretation opposite that of "exist"'s being a

| ogi cal predicate, one meaning that other predicates have referents. (Reference:
what | ogical property must predicates have in order for us to know, before we can
judge the truth or falsity of a proposition, that the proposition asserts some-
thing of an actual or possible extra-cogntional existent, rather than of a
fictional or other cognition-dependent object? What |ogical property must we be
able to recognize predicates as having? Once we name that property the only other
one of any interest is the truth or falsity of the proposition. So what is left

for "reference"? And maybe the property in question is not "logical," at |east

not in any narrow sense of that term but semantical. That is, it is the meaning
of the proposition that counts, ie., our know edge of what the proposition is
saying, is talking about. Maybe all the "does 'F' refer?" discussion results from
defining "exists" in ternms of reference, rather than vice versa.)

Formal and material objects: diverse objects can be identical as things only if
each object is an aspect (formal object) of something more than an object. (Maybe

put in a footnote to Possenti how to justify the |link between thing/object
identity and material objects and formal objects.) So the question at the end of
the first paragraph of the thing/object section, namely, howis it possible for us
to know the identity of thing and object, which is required if we are to know the
truth, links immediately with the material object/formal object analysis.

Knowl edge of thing object identity is not even possible unless objects are what
the scholastics called formal objects and things are what they called materia

obj ect s.

From there Maritain goes onto argue that formal objects do in fact present
mat eri al obj ects and that they are unthinkabl e except as doing so for a variety of
reasons, reasons which differ somewhat for intell ectual and sensory objects.
E.g., nerely contenmplating the truth of a statement requires understandi ng each
obj ect as presenting sonething potentially nore than an what is objectified in
this way, and hence potentially identical with another object.

The private | anguage argunment requires mental states which, unlike pain,
relate us to objects other than thensel ves. But mental states can do that and



still not be sufficient to ground public |anguage. They must have objects, unlike
i mgi nary objects, that really exist and are objectified as such

Feb. 14, 95

W t hout cognition-independent objects, there is no control on our sentences, e.g.,
our calcultion of time. The reason we need cognition-independent objects for
control is that the grasp of such objects is the primary goal of our faculties of
cognition (as opposed to affective faculties like the ability to experience pain).
Because our faculties are designed the way they are, they have that goal, and so
there is no measuring (control on) whether they are successful, whether they

achi eve the goal for which they are designed, wi thout cognition-independent
objects. There can be no evaluating them as successful, as good or bad, except by
reference to cognition-independent objects.

Mar. 8, 95

Compare the reason why we cannot accurately measure time by the length of private
ment al processes alone (in contrast, say, to learning how to interiorly pronounce
sounds whose |length we can check publicly). W need awareness that the |length of
the process used as a nmeasure is what it is independently of our mental states;
ot herwi se, the nmeasurenment could be an appearance caused by our mental states.



Mat h abstraction, logic, formal systems, phil abstraction, 2-20-93 BIG

In math and | ogic, "abstraction" means, among other things perhaps, |eaving aside
the content of a termof a relation and viewing the term solely as term of a
relation, and not as having any other content, i.e., no other content than as term

of relations conceived as pure relations, relations that thenselves do not have a
content beyond that of being ways things other tham themsel ves, things, whose

content is left out, are rel ated. In phil osophy, we recognize that things are
material relations and terns of material relations, but these terns are not
concei ved as pure terns having no other content. And where math and | ogic view

the relations as pure relations, not primarily as entities that are more than

rel ations, the objects of philosophy are precisely viewed as objects that are nmore
than relations, objects with a content making them nore than relations, which
content is precisely not to be abstracted from on pain of intellectual failure.

W ttgenstein and Maritain, 2-15-93

For publication, make the first section into a separate article: Truth and Logic
in Wttgenstein and Maritain, and use the article to do a bottom up definition of
|l ogical relations and, hence, logic according to M Note the alternative to the
"Laws of thought/abstract objects" dichotonmy; note that formal method is an

i ndi spensable tool, like math in physics, but only a tool, like math in physics.



Thi ng/ obj ect, EAP, ldealism 2-15-93

It is not enough to say that objects are first known as "nore than" or "other

t han" objects. MWhat is first known about them nust include
tence. For they cannot be identical as objects; so we nust

a relation to exis-
be able to identify

them as existents. So they nust be objectified as possible existents fromthe
start. And this existence, therefore, nmust be other than being an object.

Jun. 5, 95

What exists when our objects exist is other than what exists when awareness of
objects exists. (To assert that objects exist is other than to assert that
awar eness of them exists). But could the existence of what exists when our

obj ects exist be the sane as awareness, or is the existence
our objects exist other than what exists when our awareness
the existence of those objects is itself one of the objects
ot her than what we know when we know that awareness exists

of what exists when
of them exists? But
ot her than awar eness,

t he



W ttgenstein and Maritain, and Truth, and Formal Systens, 2-15-93

In aRb, a is objectified by "a" and by "Rb," b is objectified by "b" and by "aR,"
and R is objectified by "R" and as a hol ding between a and b.



Truth, Thing/ Object, ldentity theory, 2-10-93

What about truths of the form aRb? Notice first that we do not assent to a mere
compl ex concept like a's Ring b, a dog named biff, joe seeing tom W assent to
claims that a dog is named biff, joe sees tom or a Rs b inreality. W assent
to something that can be put into the formof a question to which we can answer
yes. Does joe see tom? Does Joe's seeing tomexist? 1Is it the case that Joe
sees tom? From the viewpoint of the thing/object identity account of truth we an
analyze them either as identity between what is objectified as joe's seeing tom
and as one of the states of affairs that exists, or as the diverse identification
of an individual as that for which "Joe" is used and as sonething that sees Tom

or as the diverse objectification of an individual as that for which "Tom' is used
and as something that is seen by Joe, or as the diverse objectification of a
relation as sonmet hing of which the meaning of "R" is true and as somet hing hol di ng
bet ween Tom and Joe.

The inmportant thing is that these are equivalent fromthe thing/object point
of view, which is just another way of saying that the identity theory of truth is
i ndpendent of the particular form of syntactical representation used to |linguisti-
cally objectify a truth. Li kewi se, it is independent of any metaphysical projec-
tion of such a syntax. Therefore, the last form of analysis, which may seemto
reify the relation R does not really do so.

The objection will be that "Joe's seeing Tom exists" is not equivalent in
meaning to "Joe sees Tom " because the latter does not contain a word neani ng what
"exists" means. In other words, the first illustrates how "exi sts" conmes into L;

the second doesn't.

In reply, notice first that they are equivalent in truth value; the only
guestion is "intensional" equival ence. (Aside: and notice that the first does not
imply that reality, that which exists, is conposed of states of affairs rather
than things.) The equivalence in truth value shows that the relation to existence
is logically included in all objective concepts which are the word-functions of
t hi ng-descriptions, not object-descriptions. "Exists" does not occur in the
second, but in the first, it does not add anything of extraobjective value that
was not known when "Joes sees Tom' was known, but not because the word-function of
"exist" is not an extraobjective value, rather because that value was |logically
included all along

And notice that "joe sees Tom' would be equivalent in truth value to "Joe's

seeing Tom exists" in ordinary | anguage, before any consideration of putting them
into the artificial |anguages of logic. |In fact, their meanings are equivalent in

ordi nary | anguage
Al so notice that, contrary to the view Geach attributes to Frege in God and

the Soul," "there is" is often equivalent to "exists" in the sense of actuality in
ordi nary | anguage, which should not be the case if Frege's view were correct. For
exampl e, on the radio today, "I didn't know sonething like this existed." She
could have said, "I didn't know there was something like this," or "I"mglad to
know there is something like this, "I'msurprised to find that there is something
like this." Are we to believe that "exists" in the first sentence does not refer
to actuality, because it is equivalent to the "there is" in the other sentences?

Of course, not.
May. 30, 95
Predication attributes a value, e.g., what it is to be red, and set nenbership

results from possessi on of values that are simlar. Need the values be precise?
Even in strict preciseness, the two values are only simlar, not identical



outside the mi nd. But each is identical with the same value in the mnd.

Can each be identical with the same vague value? Does it make sense to say
somet hing identical with a vague value? Why not? Paral ogues show that things can
be identical with the same non-univocal value; so why not with vague val ues?
Vagueness is an epistemol ogi cal concept or, at least, it is a logical property
with the epistenol ogical effect that it is not always easy to decide whether two
things are identical with the same objective val ue.

In the | anguage for our primary objects, there is no distinction between . . . as
in Frege.

Truth, C and D, May. 30, 95

Is truth difficult? Consider: There are |less than 10 billion people in this
room And notice that we don't have to be very precise about "in this room" It
doesn't matter whether we are including the hallway, the vestibule, the kitchen
what is only separated fromthe area we are in by a "room' divider, etc. That

ki nd of precision my be necessary for truth in some cases. It is irrelevant to
truth here.



W ttgenstein and Maritain, Truth, Existence, 2-12-93
The point is that "first order"/"second order," enpirical/logical are not the only
alternatives for explaining the power of, and draw ng conclusions fromthe power
of , existential quantification. Ontological analysis is a third possibility, but
this possibility is a necessity on its own right, apart from whether it does
justice to the quantifier. The private |anguage argunment shows that.

As Putnam said in conversation, Frege is not to blame for making "exists"
| ogi cal . It is subsequent interpreters who did that.

In "John is thinking about a unicorn."” "unicorn" does not designate any
exi stent; nor is there any reason why it should. "John is thinking about a
uni corn" describes a state of affairs that is constituted by a unicorn's having an
intentional existence in John. But the reason for describing that state as an
intentional existence of a unicorn in John is not that the word "unicorn" needs a
referent; it does not need a referent. The reason for describing that state as an
intentional existence is that otherwi se John's state of thinking could not have
for its object a unicorn as opposed to something el se



Time and Private Language, 2-12-93

The correct or incorrect measurenment of time requires awareness of a |ength of
time, which length is what it is independently of my mental states, including the
ment al state of awareness of what the length is. It requires a length that | can
check my states of awareness regarding |length against. Say | huma tune in ny

i magi nati on. My awar eness of that awareness of the tune may make it appear that
t he awareness of the tune lasted for two mnutes. There is absolutely no way to
check that that appearance is correct.

The opponent will respond that the act of inmagining the tune really existed,
so real existence is not the issue. But if | amlistening to a tune instead of
imagining it, the act of listening really exists, and the interior appearance of
how | ong that act of listening existed is no nmore a good measure of its actua
length than is the appearance of how long the act of imagining existed. What
makes the difference is that the act of listening strictly correlates with an

exi stent whose characteristics are independent of existents | become aware of

subj ectively, through concomi tant self-awareness. To use those objects of

awar eness as nmeasures of awareness would be to use awareness to measure itself.
Awar eness must have as its goal, the goal by which it is measured, an object known
as existing independently of itself. Refl ective sel f-awareness does not have an
obj ect that exists independently of itself, even though it has an object that

exi sts, because it is just a development of that self-awareness that is not

i ndependent of, but is concomtant with, that awareness that has the existence of
the nonself as its object.

The self that we are aware of in being aware of our awareness, say, of the
movement of a clock's hands. is a self whose nature it is to be that which is
aware of something existing independently of the self; the awareness that we are
aware of is something whose nature it is to be an awareness of something existing
i ndependently of itself. And the concomitant self awareness is just an extension
of that relation of dependence on the other. That is self awareness is an
extension of that relation which requires measurement by a goal outside of itself.
And the self we are aware of is a self whose nature is to be so related to what is

other than itself that its acts, including acts of self-awareness, need to be
measured by that which is independent of it.

True, | can know that | exist because |I know that my act of awareness exists,
whet her or not | know that its object exists. But | can express that fact in L

only becaue L canme into existence to objectify objects existing indpendently of

me. Sel f-awareness is suitable for measuring time only to the extent that the
awareness | am aware of is suitable for measuring tinme. | say something like this
in "If Wttgenstein Had Read Poinsot." Check it. There is something about acts
that are easily measured because their objects are temporal, as opposed to act of
sel f-awareness of original acts whose objects are not tenporal



Put nam 2-10-93

"That for which '"elns' is used" can be taken in two ways, |exicologically and
nonl exi col ogically. Taken |lexicologically, it cannot constitute part of the
meani ng of "elms" and so does not survive translation and should not survive

translation. Taken nonl exicol ogically, why shouldn't it survive translation. In
knowi ng the intentional object "the intentional for which experts use "eln ," in
t he nonl exi col ogi cal sense, | am precisely aware of the intentional presence, in

the experts, of an object into which the |exicological relation to "elm' does not
enter.



Logic, Formal Systems, Entail ment, 2-9-93

In defining a necessacy causal relation, | use a contrary-to-fact conditional: | f
X exists and Y does not exist, X both is and is not what it is. Does this put me
in the paradoxes of material inplication, i.e., that a conditional is always true
as long as the antecedent is false? No because the conditional would be material -
ly true if the antecedent were false and consequent was false. But | am claimng

that the consequent, that X both is and not is, nust be true when the antecedent
is fal se. Of course, that claimhas to be justified. Even more fundanentally,
can | say what that claim means without getting into material inmplication, since
the claimuses a counterfactual ?

What the claim means is that fromthe prem se that X exists and Y does not
exi st, together with other true prem ses, it follows by the |laws of |ogica that X

both is and is not. For that is what has be shown to defend the claim i.e., that
t he opponent cannot avoid the conclusion that X both is and is not, where "cannot"
refers to prem ses the opponent wi shes to hold true and to the |aws of |ogic. In
order to say this, do | have to be referring to the laws of |ogic other than
material inplication? No, | am specifically referring to the case where the

consequent is shown true, so | mean whatever |aws get the consequence that the
consequent is true, whereas material inplication does not determ ne whether the
consequent is true or false. Certainly, the burden of proof is on the one who
makes such a claim but if he cannot carry that burden, the fault is in his
argument, not in his use of material inmplication per se

But notice that there seemto be those in philosophy who would inmediately
jump on the occurence of the counterfactual to criticize nmy position, for that
reason, as being "scientifically disreputable.” (The reference to science is |ike
Frege saying that arithmetic totters, not that his theory of arithmetic totters;
counterfactuals are disreputable by some theory of science. Science needs
di spositions, tendencies, as Sinmon argues in Prevoir.) This only shows that they
do not take the tinme to think about what their opponent is claimng.

Al so, the "laws of logic" are supposed to be independent of the truth-val ue of
the prem ses; they are supposed to say "If the prem ses are true, this concl usion
is also true." Truth functional |ogic may appear to go against the spirit of
this, but a truth-function, e.g., p V q, only enters logic as a prem se that is
itself assumed to be true, even though no assunmption is nmade with respect to which
its components is true. The same goes for p -> gq. What naekes that fornul a
interesting and useful as a logical tool is that we can assume it to be true,
wi t hout needing to know whether p or q is true. So the usefulness of inplication
defined materially sinply says nothing at all against the fact that |ogic concerns
entailments in which the conclusion nmust be true if the prem ses are true



Put nam 2-5-93

Notice that "called 'elns and "called 'beeches are extrinsic denom nations.
Notice also that we use constructions |like "what English calls "awe'" "what the
Greeks meant by charisma,” (from The Godfather) "what Americans call "bus-i-ness."

Surely, using these constructions does not commt us to including these noises in
their respective meanings, so that we would have to include themin the transl a-
tion of those meanings. No, we are saying "that meaning which the English
associate with 'awe, etc., so that the meaning, not that with which it is
associated in English, would be what gets translated. W are saying "that which
they are aware of when the use 'awe,' etc., the way | am aware of what death is,
when | hear 'Your nother died today'." \What gets translated is what | am aware of
when | hear that noise, not its relation to the noise.

Per haps start this way: Classical realists justifiably pride thenselves on
not making the false assunmptions about concepts that have come down to us fromthe
17th century. (Reference, e.g., Adler, Ten Philosophical M stakes, Deely,
Tractatus de Signis.) But even though Putnamcites the 17th century as a source,
he has offered fresh argunments. Therefore, we need to know whet her the cl assi cal
realist picture can still stand in the face of his arguments. W need to know how
his argunents relate to the classical realist picture.




W ttgenstein and Maritain, 2-5-93

Maybe shorten it for publication this way: At the end of section 2, the inten-
tionality section, say that the function of intentionality is not to justify the
use of existential quantification over objects, |like sets, that cannot really
exist. The function of ie is not to provide an existence existential quantifica-
tion to "refer"” to. Then say that to see why this is true, we need to see another
poi nt of conparison between M and W we need to see as aspect of Ws private
| anguage argunment that has been ignored but which supports Maritain's views on
exi stence. Then go into section 3, but |eave out that |ast part about ontol ogica
analysis and the justification of empirical know edge

And this shortening could take place in an article that |eaves out the whole
first part about identity and truth in Mand W that may be the | east interesting
part for an article in a nonThom stic journal



Par al ogues and I E, 2-3-93

The parageneric affirmati on and negation of the same in IE is not where | thought
it was. I thought it was between "real" as applied to extraobjective existence
and "real" as applied to intraobjective existence, so that | would have to find a
way to make the second sense (real as genuine in opposition to apparent) a
negation of the first (real as existing for itself as opposed to merely for
another). And | couldn't find a way to make the second a combined affirmati on and
negation of the first.

In fact, the parageneric set is between genuine as applied to extraobjective
exi stence and a di m ni shed sense of genuine as applied to intraobjective
Intentionally existence is genuine existence, but not fully genuine in the way
extraobjective is. So the parageneric set is composed of two instances of what |
call the second sense of "real"” in the |ast paragraphy, not of what | call the
first and second senses.

But this was an interesting philosophical m stake. What led me to | ook for
t he parageneric affirmati on and negation in the wong place? The fact that the
primary use of "real" for genuine had another sense of "real" associated with it,
a sense that was not in anyway associated with the second use of "real" for
genui ne. It was the problem of three bodies. That third sense of "real" through
me of f. Maybe this too is a common occurrence in philosophy.



Resurrection, 2-2-93

Resurrection accounts in scripture. There appear to be inconsistencies. But this
can result fromfailure to see the forest for the trees. For example, there is no
di sagreement that Mary Magdal ene was first to find the tonb enmpty, or that she saw
and spoke to angels. So the authors nust have received and believed an account of
the tomb being found enmpty by Mary. So the apostles did had down an account of
Jesus rising fromthe dead, and his body's not being there



G and L, 2-1-93

Soci al conservatives tell us that relative values alone are not enough. But then
t hey expect us to intuit that their version of absolute values, or at |east of the
political inplications of absolute values, is the correct one, (Remenber "In your
heart you know he's right"?)

Gays have no nore right to come out of the closet than those who drink have
the right to drive or those who snoke have the right to make others inhale their
secondary snoke.



Cause, Jun. 11, 96

Sul l'ivan di stinguishes the concepts of "necessary for" and "derives fron' in his

critique of Hunme. But "derives from' inmplies "necessary for" in his well founded
limted sense of being necessary in these circumstances. For the relation of
derivation fromis either a formal or a material relation. It is hard to see how

it could be a formal relation. To say that X derives fromY in this circunmstance
means that what X is is linked to what Y is. Could X be all that it is and
exactly what it now is without being derived fromsomething? |If so, being derived
fromsomething is a formal relation exterior to what X is.

For if it is a formal, exterior, relation, what is the cash value of saying that X
derived from somet hi ng? The cash value of saying that what it is derived from
somet hi ng other than what it is?

Cause, 1-30-93

Certain conditions are necessary for change and the subject of the change alone is
not sufficient to supply those necessary conditions.

A change is a material relation of dependence. But that on which it depends, the

subject, is also a material relation to the change. Not every subject is capable
of every change, so the subject is materially related to the change by being what
it is. But the subject's material relation makes it only potentially that which

term nates the change's relation of dependence. So the change has a materia
rel ation of dependence on a material relation of only being a potency for the
change and hence only potentially that which term nates the change's relation
Is actually term nating the change's relation of dependence something extrin-
sic to what they subject is? On the contrary, to actually be the term of that
relation is, for the subject, to undergo a change, to cease being what it was,
namely, potentially X, and become X. To describe the subject as actually a cause
is to describe it as termof a relation that something else has to it, yes. But
the relation is such that (the nature of the relation is such that -- just as
chapter 2 of Causal Realism shows that some relations include the idea of features
interior to their terns), the subject has to change for that relation to be
term nated. And so not only is its relation of potency for the change not
sufficient for the change, but the change itself brings it about that the change's
rel ation of dependence on the subject is term nated. So the change causes itself.
Is this subtle, yes. But that is why causality has been hard to see

Feb. 4, 95
I mmanent Action, Aquinas on change remaining in the agent,

Aqui nas does not talk about immanent action. He distinguishes change which
remains within the agent from change which does not. What does he mean by this?
He nmust nean, because he can only mean, change which remains within the same
faculty, the same part of the agent, that causes the change. For if he meant
change that exists in another part of the agent, the change would be no different
from change that exists in something other than the agent. So he neans "agent" in
a very strict and formal sense, i.e., he means the substance and the faculty, the
part of the substance, by which the substance acts. And that is the same thing
that the later Thom sts meant by inmanent action.



So when a substance goes from not producing an i mmanent action to producing one,
there are two new forms or states of act in the substance. Since the substance
was not al ways producing this act, it can only do so if an external agent moves it
from potency to act. But when the external agent does this, there are two new
acts in the substance. There is the act received fromthe external agent and the
i manent action the substance can now cause because it has been put in act by the

external agent. The second act is not received, perhaps not even indirectly, from
the external agent. I say not indirectly, because the substance may be ready to
cause the act but form some condition supplied by the external agent, so that the
proper causing of the second act is the substance's, not the external agent's. Or

the external agent may just renove an obstacle to the causing that the substance
is already prepared to do

The second act resides in the faculty by which it was caused. But it does not
reside in it as if it were passively received the way the first act was passively
recei ved by the substance. Hence the second act's "residing in" is not the
actuation of a passive potency.



Put nam 1-29-93

Is existence something logical? That it is not can be seen in the foll ow ng way.
When we use quantification for beings of reason, we do not attribute real exis-
tence to them Yet it would be superfluous to have two different |ogical synbols,

one for real existence and one for ideal. For the logical function played by
using words like "there is a" in these two cases is the sane. In fact, the fact
that the logical function is the same in these two cases is the reason we use
quantification in the case of ideal objects. But while the |ogical function is

the same, the extral ogical value quantification attributes is not the same in
these cases. Therefore, the existence we assign by means of quantification to
real things is not sonething |ogical



Abortion, 1-29-93. AA

Instead of "It has been said that a mature horse is nore rational than a human

infant." say "Animal |iberationist imply that mature animals, a horse, for
exampl e, are of nore value that human infants.



Sci ence, and Rity, and Putnam 1-29-93

How knowl edge by beings of reason can be legitimately (though paragenerically)
call ed knowi ng what things are. The beings of reason of relativity and quantum
mechanics can be said to be the "correct" beings of reason (as required by the
ontol ogi cal principles governing enpirical hypotheses and the requirements of
mat hemati cal idealization) in the sense of being the only possible theories that
will conformto the known facts. Their being the only possible theories will be
an effect of physical causal relations that constitute the natures of things,
especi ally, physical causal relations determ ning what facts are and are not
avail able to our observation (sinmultaneity, absolute motion, absolute position or
vel ocity). So, anmong other things, they make known natures by their effects. In
ot her words, the natures of things determ ne what the only possible being of
reason, the only possible fiction, is.

BORs, quantum mechanics, Jun. 12, 95

Does Maritain's BOR solution to the paradoxes of quantum mechanics invalidly
require that we have a nmeans of know edge about nature other than science? Of
course, Maritain holds that we do have other neans of know edge about nature. But
does the BOR solution really require that belief? MWhy can't it just require the
adm ssion that there can be more to nature than we are capable of knowi ng scien-
tifically?

In fact, in Causal Realism | argue that it is precisely to make up for the
fact that our theories must be sinmpler than reality that we nust use BORs. That
was the question Maritain had not answered: why must we use BORs, when science is
not synbolic by nature, as he says. W use BORs because our postul ated causa
expl anati ons nmust be sinpler than required by reality, because we cannot know the
whol e of reality scientififcally. Science itself shows this, in the case of the
uncertainty principle.

To somehow invent a rule making it invalid to postulate, e.g., that there
m ght be sinmultaneity or both position and speed for particles, is so rem niscent
of the verification principle, which was invented for a simlar purpose. And
notice that Henpel's arguments against the verification principle were the weakest
of them The fact that so many accepted only the weakest arguments shows that
t hose people never got the point of how arbitrary the verification principle was.

Jun. 22, 95

Maybe relativity, and perhaps quantum mechanics, prove that, or at least illus-
trate perfectly why, science cannot give ontol ogical, dianoetic, explanation

i.e., why science cannot know the intrinisic nature of matter. Relativity just
descri bes behavior, as it must, in terms of 4 dinensions as if there were such a
thing as the space-time continuum Then it "explains" the behavior by saying that
in the presence of so much mass, the geometric |aws of the space-time continuum

change in the followi ng way. Ei nstein showed that that is all an enpirica
expl anation of gravity should be. And since that is all it should be, an enpiri-
cal explanation cannot tell us why mass causes such behavior. Once we describe

the empirical facts matehmatically, there is nothing left to do but say that one
quantity varies in the followi ng ways with another quantity. So we do not
describe the relation of mass to its envirnoment as Newton did. We know that the
only way to describe the effect of mass on its environment is in terms of a space-
time continuum because that is the only relavant way to descri be the environnmen-
tal effects of mass.



But can we seriously think that when we get to heaven, we won't know more
about why mass works that way (e.g., inversely to the square of the distance) and
not sonme other way? |It's not sinmply that God decided that it would work that way.
He brought it about that it would work that way and not some other way by the
design he put into the nature of matter.



Et hics, 1-29-93

What makes the difference between right and wrong, good and bad? This could
naturally be expressed by asking what makes the difference between doing right and
wr ong, doing good and doing evil. So it can naturally |look like right and wrong,
good and evil are characteristics of actions deeds. And are not actions what |
choose to do or not to do? And is not choosing what to do or not to do the | ocus
of the question what makes the difference between right and wong? So that the
question would be what makes actions right or wrong; what makes the difference

bet ween right and wrong actions.

But what is an action? |t cannot be the mere physical act, for exanple, the
act of pointing a gun in the direction where an innocent person happens to be. It
has to be the action done knowi ngly, the physical action done in consciousness of
what the things involved in, affected by, the action are. So it must be the
nature of the things involved in the action that makes actions right or wrong;
more specifically, it must be our know edge of what are the things involved in the
action that makes it right or wong for us to do the action, to behave that way.

So in choosing the action, we must be able to choose contrary to what we know
things to be, and that amounts to our being able to choose as if things were not
what we know themto be. "Doing the right or wrong action," "doing good or evil,"
for us means choosing to act in a certain way in consciousness of what we and the
things involved in the action are. The action that is right or wong is not just
t he action external to the choice, it is the unified whole conscious-choice- of -
this-action. And in asking whether something is right or wrong, we are asking
whet her the choice of doing this, given that we know what we are doing, is right
or wrong.

I ncluding the choice in the action opens the way for an answer to the
gquestion what it means to choose contrary to" what we know things to be or "as if"
the things in our actions were not what they were. Just as we have to ask what
constitutes the agreenent between thoughts and what things are in truth, we have
to ask what constitutes the conformty between a decision and what things are
known to be



Put nam 1-13-93

The intentional object associated with "water" on both planets is: something, sone
type of being, whose nature causes it to have these phenomenal properties. I's the
preceding formula "indexical" enough? |.e., if it were anything whose nature
causes it to have these phenomenal properties, then the extension of the inten-
tional object would be both kinds of water. And to save P's view and my own, |
want an intentional object such that what is logically included in it restricts
the extension to the kind of water on the particul ar planet. Do | need: the kind
of being, a thing with the kind of nature, that these sanples of entities with
t hese phenomenal properties have? Wiy not; for then the specific nature of these
entities would be logically included, even if included only with the | ogica
property of vagueness.

What makes it possible for the nature of things in the environment to deter-
m ne reference, and the only thing that nakes it possible, is that logically
included in our concept of, say, water is: a thing of the nature that causes these
phenomenal properties; a thing of the kind of nature that causes these phenomenal
properties; something with the nature that causes the properties X, Y, and Z. | f
that were not logically included in our concept, the nature of what is in our
envi ronment woul d not determ ne reference

Concerning el ms and beeches and identifying the meaning of "elm' as that for
whi ch others are using the word "elm" W are often in a position of starting
only from knowl edge that a word used by others has some neaning, and until we come
to know conpl etely what that neaning is, we rely in part, for our use of the word
or, at least, for our understanding of others when they use the word, on our
knowl edge that others are using "elm' for a meaning. This goes on all the time.
When it does, and it does so even from the begi nnings of |anguage, we are partial -
ly in the same position translators are in, not completely, but significantly.
Al'l | anguage users are partially in that postion at all tinmes.

Compare acquiring the nmeaning of "elm' to acquiring the neaning of "exists."
To acquire the meani ng of exists, we have to be aware of something not included in
or even directly related to that meaning: we have to be aware that some thing of
a particular nature, a tree, a man, etc., has been made object of concept. That
awareness is necessary for our acquiring awareness of the nmeaning of "exists" but
is not part of our awarenss of the meaning of "exists" (otherw se, the meaning of
"exist" would include an essential reference to being known). But that previous
awar eness that sonmething else has been objectified is part of the way in which we
make an object of the meaning of "exists," even though it is not part of that

which is made an object in this way. Li kewi se, the fact that a sound like "elm
objectifies a meaning is part of the way we objectify what that meaning is, even
though it is not part of that neaning. But the fact that awareness that the

noi se "elnm' has a meaning is not part of that meaning, does not contradict the
fact that our awareness that the noise "elm' has a neaning is a necessary and
essential part of our objectification of the neaning of "elm" of the way we
objectify that meaning

Al so, word-functions are both objects and means of objectifying things:
intention and extension.



Cause, 1-6-93

Whil e composing letter to Putnam |f C would not occur without S, C would not
occur at this point rather than that w thout S. But while S satisfies C's

rel ati on of dependence on its subject, S does not satisfy any relation of depend-
ence C m ght have for occurring at this point rather than that. Since whatever
relation S termnate it would term nate at any point. So unless C would al so not
occur without something other than S, C does not have a relation of dependence
with respect to occurring at this point or that. C would not occur without S now
or then. So C s relation to what S is is not a relation that requires sonething
ot her than C without which C would not occur now rather than then. So C does not
requi re somet hing other than itself for occurring this point in S s duration
rather than than. But then C is caused and has no cause. For what S is is not
the cause of C's occurring now rather than then. But C s dependence on S is only
logically distinct fromits dependence on S now. So Creally would not depend on
S

logic is the sane). Cis identical with its relation to S (as in "the disposition
is identical with the ground"). If the relation were |like an Aristotelian
accident of C, it would be a necessary accident, and C would have a necessary
relation to the accident. If this further necessary relation is an accident, we
have an infinite regress. But if S was not al ways undergoing C, S cannot be C's
only cause. What S is is not a cause of C's occurring now and not then. So C s
rel ation of dependence on what S is is not a relation that requires something

ot her than C without which C would not occur at this point in S's duration rather
t han that. But if C does not have a relation of dependence on anything other than
itself for occurring at this point in S's duration and not that, C does not have a
rel ation of dependence on S; for there is only a logical distinction between C s
being a relation of dependence on S, and its being a relation of dependence on S
at this point in S's duration rather than that. Hence, C's relation of woul d-not -
occur-without S is also a relation of woul d-not-occur-without something other than
S (some configuration of things that a prior change brings about at this point in
S's duration) requiring S to cease being what it is by underging change C

But why is an efficient cause is necessary contrary to Hume? A change, C
i nstant aneous or continuous, occurring to sonmething, S, that previously was not
undergoing it is other than S but would not exist without S (a causal relation

but if this is yet to broad to speak of causality, call it something else, the
logic is the sane). Since C has this relation to S necessarily, Cis identica
with this relation (as in "the disposition is identical with the ground"). I f the
relation were like an Aristotelian accident of C, it would be either a contingent
or necessary accident. Contingency would rule out the necessity. If the relation
is a necessary accident, C has a necessary relation to the accidental relation, if
this new necessary relation is an accident, we have an infinite regress. But if C

is identical with its relation of dependence on S and S was not al ways under goi ng
C, S cannot be C s only cause. There would be no cause for C s occurring at this
point in S's duration as opposed to some other point. If C does not have a

rel ati on of dependence on anything other than itself for occurring at this point
in S's duration as opposed to that, C does not have a relation of dependence on S
since there is only a logical distinction between C s relation of dependence on S
and its relation of dependence on its S at this point in S's duration. Hence, C s
rel ati on of dependence on S is a dependence on something other than S, a configu-
ration of things brought about at this point in S's duration by a previous change,
requiring S to undergo C



But why is an efficient cause is necessary contrary to Hume? A change, C
i nstant aneous or continuous, occurring to sonmething, S, that previously was not
undergoing it is other than S but would not exist without S (a causal relation

but if this is yet to broad to speak of causality, call it something else, the
logic is the sane). Cis identical with its relation to S (as in "the disposition
is identical with the ground"). If the relation were |like an Aristotelian
accident of C, it would be a necessary accident, and C would have a necessary
relation to the accident. If this further necessary relation is an accident, we
have an infinite regress. But if Cis identical with its relation of dependence

on S and S was not always undergoing C, S cannot be C s only cause. There would
be no cause for C s occurring at this point in S's duration as opposed to sone
ot her point. If C does not have a relation of dependence on anything other than
itself for occurring at this point in S's duration as opposed to that, C does not
have a relation of dependence on S, since there is only a |ogical distinction
between C's being a relation of dependence on S, and its being relation of depen-
dence on its S at this point in S's duration. Hence, C's relation of dependence
on S is a dependence on something other than S, a configuration of things brought
about at this point in S's duration by a previous change, requiring S to undergo
C
23 PilgrimCircle, #E
Met huen, MA 01844
January 5, 1993
Dear Professor Putnam
The World Congress xeroxes are encl osed; thanks again for your time today.
Since you asked, here is how I handl e quantum physics. (1) Assume for the
sake of argument that particles have both definite position and velocity. Since
physi cal causal relations prevent us from knowi ng both and rationality allows us
to posit only what is observable and what is necessary to cause the observabl e,
our theory nmust posit causal relations that are sinpler than, or at |east do not
correspond one-to-one with, what really exists. So sometinmes metaphysica
regul ative principles require that science use fictions that are "correct” in the
sense that principles governing rationality require us to use them
(2) Others have pointed this out, but has enough attention been paid to the
fact that the conditions of mathematical abstraction are distinct fromthose of
the physical reality we nmust use mathematics to describe? This disproportion

creates anomalies resulting fromthe nature of the tool, not the reality described

by the tool. (Sonme things we see in a painting derive fromthe subject or from



the painter's imagination, some things from properties of the brush.) For
exampl e, force fields decrease infinitely, but the universe is finite. Perhaps
mat hemati cal idealization, together with the "correct fictions" of quantum
physics, can account for anomalies |ike zero particles with a range of energy,
since froma mathematical, but not a physical, point of view zero is a "definite
nunmber" of particles.

Anot her example combining (1) and (2) could be sinultaneity. "The clock is
striking and something is happening on Mars" is true unless Mars is in a state of
rest; therefore the clock's striking is simultaneous with sonmething on Mars,
al t hough physical causal relations prevent us from knowi ng what. The corre-
spondi ng mat hematical fiction sinpler than what exists could be M nkowski's
uniting of space and time by multiplying with an imaginary number. (I am not sure

how this m ght apply to general relativity.)

Still, experience and nmetaphysical regulative principles allow us to know that
it is unreasonable to believe the opposite of many enpirical propositions. But
brains in a vat can know that it is totally unreasonable to believe that we are

brains in a vat, since experience and causal principles are the only possible
ki nds of evidence for what exists. So this realism preserves many of the inpor-
tant insights of internal realism For example, many empirical frameworks are

possi ble; and the correct fiction exanple shows that various ways of "correspond-

ing" with reality are possible. Met aphysi cal truth would provide a standard by

whi ch other ways of corresponding with reality can be eval uated, but these other

ways woul d not aspire to be metaphysical truth. They just are what they are.
But why is an efficient cause necessary contrary to Hume? A change, C

i nstant aneous or continuous, occurring to sonmething, S, that previously was not

undergoing it is other than S but would not exist without S (a causal relation

but if it is too broad to be called causal, call it something else; the logic is



the same). C is identical with its relation to S (as in "the disposition is

identical with the ground"). If the relation is like an Aristotelian accident of
C, it is a necessary accident, and C has a necessary relation to the accident. | f
this further necessary relation is an accident, we have an infinite regress. But

if S was not always undergoing C, S cannot be C s only cause. What S is is not a
cause of C's occurring now and not then. So C s relation of dependence on what S
is is not a relation that requires something other than C without which C would
not occur at this point in S's duration rather than that. But if C does not have
a relation of dependence on anything other than itself for occurring at this point
in S's duration and not that, C does not have a relation of dependence on S; for
there is only a logical distinction between C's being a relation of dependence on
S, and its being a relation of dependence on S at this point in S's duration

rat her than that. Hence, C's relation of woul d-not-occur-without S is also a
relation of woul d-not-occur-without something other than S (some configuration of
things that a prior change brings about at this point in S s duration) requiring S

to undergo C

Efficient causality works this way. Assume two billiard balls now have a
property that prevents them from occupying the same space. |If ball A is put in
motion and hits B, another change nmust occur; if another change does not occur,

somet hing both is and is not what it is. A may just stop; that is a change. A
may enter B's space without B's moving; that is a change in the property just
assumed. For thing 1 to cause a change in thing 2 means that 1's being what it is
requires 2 to cease being what it is, where "requires" means that, if 2 does not
cease being what it is, 1 and/or 2 is and is not what it is.

Thanks for |istening,

Put nam 1-6-93
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On meani ng. Does the environment partially determ ne the referent of "water"?
What if everyone had |learned to use the word "water" the way we learn to use the
word "unicorn, namely, from fiction. Say we learn to use "water"” for a clear,
odorl ess, etc. liquid. So far "water" means the same thing here and on Twin
Earth. Then one day we encounter a liquid of that description and those on Twin
Earth encounter a different liquid but of the same description. Do our meanings
of "water" change? Putnam m ght respond that this is "reference by description,"”

but does that make a difference here?

Li beral / Conservative 12-4-92

The Liberal says: don't say we can't find the noney to do justice; it's the Lord's
money; He will supply if we try to do the just thing. The conservative says: the

envi ronment al i st does not trust God to take care of things

Et hics, 12-4-92 AA

Maritain says acts contribute to our end because they are good, have val ue, they
are not good because they contribute to our end. But, as he hinmself would say,
the transcendental good has the nature of an end, a final cause. The goodness of
an action nmust come froman intrinsic end, an end that is not identical with our
ulti mte end, but the act contributes to our ultimte end, because it attains its
end. The act in question has to be a rational act, not just an act physically
consi der ed. It is not just the act of pulling the trigger, but pulling the
trigger in full know edge of what the target is and of what will happen when we

pull the trigger. So an act must have an intrinsic end as a rational act, and



t hat end must not be the quality of aimng at sonme further end; otherw se, the

val ue of the act would derive from some further end, not its own end. So it is
the act of doing such and such in full awareness, or sufficient awareness, of what
we are doing. And that must mean the act of the rational appetite. Or start, it
must be the act of the rational appetite. Why? Because it nmust be a rationa

act, not just a physical act.

Predi cament, 12-7-92

Phi |l osophers are constantly dealing with apparent contradictions; they are our
stock and trade. Most of the questions classified as "phil osophical" problens
probably arise because of some apparent contradiction. But we do not seem to have
asked Why there are so many apparent contradictions, why they arise so frequently

and easily. Par al ogues provide the answer.

Predi cament - 12-1-92

Centuries of philosophical dispute lead to the shift to the epistenological point
of view as a way of ending those disputes, for exanmple, by setting limts to

meani ng, etc. Today, the epistemol ogical point of viewis expressed by problens
about "reference." For exanple, where today we m ght ask whether to people with
di fferent theories are referring to the same thing by "leaf,"” we would fornmerly
have asked whether and to what extent each of these people has know edge of what a
l eaf is. For exanple, the child has a certain kind of know edge of what a | eaf

is; the high school student has another kind of know edge of what a leaf is; the
Ph.D. in biology has an additional kind of know edge of what a |eaf is. Formerly,

if it had been asked "Are they all referring to the same thing by 'leaf'?" the
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response woul d have been "Huh?", "Say what?" And notice that there is a necessary
causal progression fromthe kind of know edge the child has to the kind of

knowl edge the Ph.D. has. The Ph.D.'s know edge grows out of the child's. Sonme of
the Ph.D.'s know edge may contradict the child's (but only if they mean the sane
thing by some of their words), but the Ph.D. could not acquire the kind of

knowl edge he has except by going through the kind of know edge the child has.

And when we come to philosophical disputes, what do the results of our epistemol o-
gical | abors get us? Line up all the disputed arguments for our against the

exi stence of God or free will or the immateriality of consciousness. Look at
their prem ses. MWhat kind are they? Not epistenological. They are statements
about reality. And at the end of all our second-order epistenol ogical statenents
about them they have to be judged true or false on their own ground and by an
awar eness of the nonepistenol ogi cal meani ngs that make them up. So the epistenol-
ogi cal shift does not help us solve philosophical disputes, especially the shift

inits "reference" form

Causal knowl edge - 12-1-92

What keeps know edge of nature by know edge of causal connections from being
circular? W have noncausal know edge to control and form our causal hypotheses,
i.e., the senses give us number (number is big here), relative size, shape, motion

and rest, as well as existence

G&L 12-1-92



Gs who fail in their attempt to change, or who do not try to change for fear of

failure, are trying to get teenagers to have the same problemthey have

Et hics - Abortion 12-1-92 AA

What enters the zygote through the menbrane is acted on by what is inside the
zygote. Of course, it also acts on what is already inside the zygote, but it does

so after it is inside of, and so is part of, the zygote.

Bel i efs about what is good are not justifiable by the principle that we should
seek the greatest good of the greatest number. This shows the need for a nonutil-
itarian account of val ue. The justification of the belief that, e.g., the
orientation to human ends is the measure of value, is not that this belief

contributes to the greatest amount of good

Unl ess the invidiual has a value not defined by her contribute to the greatest
good of the greatest nunber, the majority has full authority and right to do

anything it wants to the mnority.

The val ue of an individual nust not be relative to any ends other than her own, in

some nonegoi stic sense of her value being relative to her own ends. That is the

kind of value the prolifer, and anyone who wants the m nority protected fromthe

maj ority, needs.

Abortion 12-1-92 AA

Meai ng determ nes reference, as Putnam indicates.
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The argument about abortion is really over the nature of ethical value, not about
when |ife begins, etc. First, does the orientation to human ends constitute the

criterion of value. Second, is value so defined utilitarian (or relative) or not?

When we do not know whether the orientation to human ends exists: is the question

ethics must answer the question of how to bal ance the risk of unjustly taking a

human life versus the risk of unjustly depriving a woman of a choice?

If not mature characteristics, what characteristics do bestow value on an infant?
Bei ng an agent oriented to human ends. The opponent will say an infant does not
have the right to life until it devel opes some "human" feature. But it possesses
a human genome, and hence a set of human causal dispositions, fromthe begi nning.
Why not select that as a human feature? The opponent is using some criterion to
make her sel ection. For exanple, what if the opponent said the infant does not
have a right to life until it performs a specifically human action? Then why are
actions more inportant than other features (causality is her answer) and why isn't
reproducing a specifically human genome a specifically human action, i.e., why are
other features of the action more important? What is the value of using that
criterion as opposed to mne? The value can only come froman end to which the
opponent and infant are equally oriented. Even an as unequivocally human feature
as the ability to nmake a rational choice does not give us the right to kil

infants, since the value of a choice cones froman orientation to future ends.

And many human features are certainly nore of value as means to ends the infant is
already oriented to than as ends thenselves. And the opponent is judging the

val ue of that "human" feature by its relation to her ends, not the infant's, since

all later achievenments are of value to the infant fromthe point of view of her



ends. Furt her, the value of any feature, human or otherwise, is relative to the
concrete individual of which it is a feature. Feat ures have no existence on their
own, they borrow their existence, and hence their value, fromthe concrete entity
of which they are features. That entity is the human causal systemthat exists

fromthe zygote stage on.

Abortion, 11-29-92 AA

A man in a coma versus a dog in a coma. Both have an underlying causal orienta-
tion to keep themsel ves in existence as causal systems of certain kinds. A corpse
is a causal systemthat, by some definitions, is oriented to maintain itself in
exi stence, since its parts will exist forever. But it is not oriented to maintain
itself in existence, where "itself" is defined by a causal orientation to certain
ki nds of ends, as a living dog and man are. Their underlying causal orientations
are that of causal systens oriented to canine and human ends, specifically, to

mai ntain themselves in existence with an orientation to such ends, to keep in

exi stence an agent with that underlying causal orientation

Causality, 11-20-92

I need to generate a contradiction, e.g., X is caused and is cause of itself or X
is caused and has no cause. But possibly many other contradictions could be

generated if X is not caused: X is and is not a being whose existence is distinct
fromits essence; X comes into existence and does not come into existence; X is a

result of change and is not a result of change; X undergoes change and does not
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undergo change; X is and is not composed of potency and act; etc

A contradiction: a change is caused and has no cause, or a change is caused
and is cause of itself. If the subject of the change is the only cause of the
change, then the change is cause of itself, since

t he change makes the subject that which is the cause of the change

t he change makes the subject that which the change has for its cause

A contradiction; something term nates the change's relation of having a cause
and the change has nothing which term nates that relation, or the change term -
nates that relation, since

it is the subject's possession of the change that makes the change have the

subj ect as that which term nates the change's relation of having a cause.

It is the subject's possession of the change that nmakes the change have

somet hing which term nates the change's relation of having a cause
But if there is an efficient cause, the efficient cause is that which makes the

change have sonmething which term nates its relation of having a material cause.

THIS IS IT:

Al so, once it is established that a change has a relation of dependence on its

component cause, the existence of a material relation is established; so it is

legitimate at that point to bring in the idea that a change's necessary relation

of dependence for existence is identical with what the change itself is. So if a
change has a necessary relation of dependence on some cause, the change is totally
dependent on causes for existence; It cannot be dependent in sonme respects and
not in others, or dependent to one degree but not to another degree

A change is a relation of dependence, of need, and what the component cause is



does not satisfy that relation. But what the efficient cause is and what the
component cause is together satisfy the demands of that rel ation. For what the
efficient cause is requires that the component cause cease to be what it is. By
requiring that the conponent cause cease to be what it is, what the efficient
cause is requires that the component cause undergo the change and becone, strictly
speaki ng, that which the change depends on, beconme that which term nates the
change's relation of dependence. As a result, the change can continue to exist in
t he component cause without the efficient cause, because the state of change is
now one of the things that the component cause is, one of the answers to the
question "What is X?", nanmely, "X is something undergoing a change." A change is
not sonething external to the subject of change, as if a change were sonething
wi th which the subject were accidentally juxtaposed. A change exists as a feature
of the subject. That is why a change needs a cause and why what the subject is
wi t hout the change is not sufficient to satisfy the relation of dependence that is
what the change is.

Al so, the fact that the subject can undergo the change makes that which the

subject is without the change a material relation of ability to undergo the

change. But what the subject is without the change is not sufficient to fulfill
that relation of ability to undergo the change, not sufficient to actualize the
subject's relation of potency for undergoing the change. So that relation needs
somet hi ng ot her than what the subject is to fulfill it. Can the change itself be
all that the subject needs for its relation of ability to undergo the change to be
fulfilled? The subject needs something to require it to cease to be what it is in
that respect and become sonet hing other than what it is. I's the change the only
thing that requires the subject to cease to be what it is? |If so the change
either has nothing for its cause or is cause of itself. If so, the subject either

has nothing that fulfills its relation of ability to under go the change or that
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which is not sufficient to fulfill that relation (nanely, what the subject is) is
sufficient to fulfill that relation.

The above can be applied to i nmanent action. A subject capable of an i mmanent
action is not performing it, does not have characteristic G, the immanent action
So the subject nust undergo change caused by an external efficient cause, a change
that puts the subject in the state necessary for the subject to produce the
i manent action. So an external efficient cause gives the subject Characteristic
F, the characteristic necessary for action Gto emanate from the subject.

Simul taneous with the com ng into existence of F, then, G comes into existence in
the subject. Is the comng into existence of G a further change, a distinct
change fromthe com ng into existence of F? The comng into existence of G is not
identical with the com ng into existence of F. But the subject's acquisition of G
is not a further passive reception from an external agent, not the fulfillment of
a potency on the part of the subject to cease to be what it is (to change) because
somet hing other than itself, the efficient cause, is what it is. It is the
fulfill ment of a potency of the subject to acquire a new characteristic because of
what it is. \What the subject is is not a relation to G such that the subject is
not sufficient for the existence of G, that kind of insufficiency only applies
when the subject is what it is and the change bringing G into existence does not
occur. Only then is the relation of the subject to G such that what something
other than the subject is must require the subject to change in order that G may
come into existence. When what the subject is is sufficient for G G exists

simul taneously with the subject's being sufficient for G So there is no contra-
diction to the principle of efficient causality, which only applies when what the
subject is is not sufficient for the existence of X so that, if X is a relation of

dependence, X needs nore than the subject. In the case of i mMmanent action, what



the subject is is not an ability to become something it now is not; what the
subject is is not a relation of ability to acquire something, since the subject
does not exist with such an unfulfilled ability, and cannot exist without it as
long as the subject is F. The reason is that the subject's relation to Gis a
relation of G s emergence fromthe subject, of what the subject is in other
respects making it inpossible for the subject not also to have G where Gis
somet hing in need of a cause (the last clause qualifying the previous clause that

could be read to nmake G the cause of the subject).

Logic, Nov. 20, 1992

In cal cul ational logic, a "proof" is a string of marks such that each subsequent
line . . . . Carnap seenms to have wanted a definition |ike that for |ogica
truth, i.e., a string of marks satisfying a definition that refers solely to
properties of the marks as marks. So you can use the failure of Carnap's defini-

tion of logical truth against the orthographic concept of proof (and vice versa)
and hence against the concept of "logic" that depends on this concept of proof.
We know | ogical truths are true the same way we know proofs are valid proofs, by

awareness of logical relations to terms other than these rel ations.

Thom sm 10-22-92

Maritain is unquestionably the best nodern interpreter of Aquinas. Are his
interpretations historically perfect? Not at all. But! (1) They are nore
correct than any other nodern interpreter and, more inmportantly, (2) the kind of
hi storical m stakes Maritain made do not affect the overall philosophical val ue of

his Maritain's views, nor do they affect in the nost inportant ways the consisten-
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cy of his philosophical views with those of Aquinas.

9-21-92

Life and Abortion

Et hics, 10-12-92

You cannot reply to Hume's dictum that reason cannot dictate to passion in the
abstract, nor do you need to. That is, you need to show specific know edge that
reason possesses and that unethical decisions conflict with. But once you have
done that, you have done all you need to do. In other words, you show a decision
to be immoral by showi ng that sonething reason knows to be true about values is
not true. But having shown that, you have shown the decision to be defective as a
human deci si on.

Li kewi se, you cannot reply to the positivist's attack on metaphysics by
tal ki ng about self-evidently necessary principles in the abstract. You need to
show how some the denial of some netaphysical conclusion would |ead to the denia
of somet hi ng whose opposite was self-evidently necessary. But once you have done

that, you have done all you need to reply to the positivist.

10-7-92

UPS

For the ordination speech: It is not the liturgy that gets in the way of pastora



reform it is our pastoral |eader's belief that reformwill come through the use
of their powers. Rat her than m suse sacramental powers, | have seen priests and
lay people with healing gifts or musical ability overenmphasize their powers to the

detriment of pastoral reform Still, the liturgy is particularly tempting.

10-6-92

Et hi cs and Abortion

Utilitarianismrelies on at |east one other principle, which, by hypothesis, is
nonutilitarian. In fact, the reason why we think that the utilitarian principle
obligates is that, when we know what the greater good for all consists in, if we
choose a | esser good for the sake of satisfying our desires, we are putting our
interests ahead of the interests of other human beings. So we think that a

deci sion based on rational know edge should value the interests of other human
bei ngs equally to our own, and the interests of multiple human bei ngs more than
our own. This principle of equal or greater interest is nmore fundamental than
seek the greatest good of the greatest number. W think there is something wrong
for a decision based on rational know edge to put our interests ahead of those of

anot her even if there is an equal amount of good involved, i.e., even if the tota

ampunt of good will be the same whether | get the advantage or whether she gets
t he advant age.

Contrary to Hume, rational know edge can obligate us, because reason knows
trut hs about values, desires, interests, ends, etc.

On the utilitarian principle, my value is the relation of my being to the good
of the species, just as the value of a bee is its relation to the good of the

hi ve. If the other principle utilitariani sm needs is nonutilitarian, then the
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val ue of an individual is not utilitarian and not, therefore, just the relation of

the individual to the good of the whole.

10-6-92

SSR

Why are these facts not better known through the media? Through a variety of

hi storical accidents, those who oppose this point of view have managed to usurp
the name "liberal" (meaning concerned with justice rather than order and viewi ng
the state's role as the achievenent of the common good, rather than merely the
protection of individual wealth), they have managed to claimthe name "liberal"
for themselves, as if traditional liberals (whether econom c or social), the

adm rers of men |ike Adlai Stevenson, Hubert Humphrey, and Walter Reuther, should
not be concerned about our responsibilities to those |east able to protect their
own rights, our young -- as if their opponents were not concerned about justice

for our young, and the state's responsibility to ensure that justice.

Unfortunately, my point of view is often associated, in the public m nd, with
those who appear to be against government, or to be nore concerned that government
ensure order than justice, or to value individual aggrandi zenent more than the
common good. . . those who confuse a proactive government with socialism who are
more concerned with their freedomto pursue wealth than with freedom of thought
and expression,

10-6-92



Sci ence

In quantum t heory, according to Putnam if you have a definite amount of energy,
you don't have a definite number of particles, and vice versa. But zero is a
definite nunber. So if you have zero particles, you have some energy, and vice
versa. Maritain would say that anomalies like this are the inevitable result of
the m xed character of mathematical physics. Mathematical abstraction differs
from physical abstraction. When we apply the results of mathematical abstraction
to the results of physical abstraction, there is not going to be a perfect fit.
The theory we construct with the use of mathematics wil have featurs it owes to
the tool we use, mathematics, not to physical reality. The preceding statement
does not use "tool" to refer to the whole theory; Maritain's view is not ordinary
instrumentalism But whet her or not the theory is a tool, we use a tool, mathe-
matics, to construct it. Just as a painting owes some of its properties, e.g.,
shapes and colors, to the subject being depicted and the artist's view of the
subject, so it owes some of its properties, e.g., the graininess of the brush
strokes, to the kind of tool the artist used, so physical theory owes some of its
properties to the nature of mathematics, not to the nature of the reality being
under st ood. Anong the properties it owes to mathematics is zero being considered
a definite nunber. Zero is not a number, a quantity; it is the absence of
quantity. To represent zero as a number on a footing, as far as representation is
concerned, with other nunmbers is to use a being of reason, which is perfectly
valid in mathematics. The fact that it is not really a number |ike another
nunbers is shown by the necessity for a rule against nmultiplying by zero, while

there is no rule against adding or subtracting by zero.

10-5-92



January 5, 1993, p. 2
Truth and Reference
Jan. 21, 95

(Reference: what | ogical property must predicates have in order for us to know,
before we can judge the truth or falsity of a proposition, that the proposition
asserts somet hing of an actual or possible extra-cogntional existent, rather than
of a fictional or other cognition-dependent object? (What |ogical property nust
we be able to recognize predicates as having?) Once we name that property the
only other one of any interest is the truth or falsity of the proposition. So
what is left for "reference"? And naybe the property in question is not "logi-

cal , at |l east not in any narrow sense of that term but semantical. That is, it
is the meaning of the proposition that counts, ie., our know edge of what the
proposition is saying, is talking about.)
10-5-92
Putnam in class, says that reference is nore inmportant than sense. The reason
seemed to have been that between two theories, the same termwi |l have different
senses. But to judge truth, or judge between conflicting truth claims, you need
to be able to pick out something that both clains are about. If the senses of
terms differ, they don't allow you to pick out the thing you need to pick out. So
you need to know reference more than sense

| say: to judge any truth, a thing nmust be objectified in more than one way.
So to judge between conflicting clainms, something nmust be once objectified the
same way in the two claim and once objectified positively in one claim and
negatively, in the other claim but positively and negatively relative to the same
sense and, as a result of the sanme sense, positively and negatively relative to

the same reference. I f meani ng changes so that we cannot objectify any reality

the same way in the two theories, the theories cannot be in conflict.



How soneone else is using a word, and hence what he is referrring to by it, is
an empirical matter. We may not have a "direct" way of expressing what he nmeans
in our | anguage, but to the extent that we can construct a |locution that expresses
what he means in our |anguage, there is a locution that means the same thing in to
| anguages, and it is possible to judge whether the statement is true. And if it
is not possible to judge whether it is true, the statement does not conflict with

anything el se we can express in our |anguage.

Does soneone believe that Tully is the nurderer, if he does not know that
Cicero is Tully? The only interesting way of putting this is: does she know that
the sentence "Tully is the nurderer” is true"? Knowing the truth of that sentence
requires knowi ng how "Tully" is used. But she can | ack know edge of how "Tully"

is used, and as long as we know how it is used, we can say "She knows that Tully

is the murderer,"” as long as "knowing that Tully is the murderer” is not used

equi valently to "knowing the truth of the sentence 'Tully is the nmurderer.' For
we can use "She knows that Tully is the murderer"” equivalently to "She knows the
truth of the sentence "The person sitting over there (or the person in the green
shirt, or the person named 'Cicero,' etc.) is the murderer." But nore, when we

say "She knows that the person sitting over there is the muderer,"” we do not inply

that she knows he is sitting over there. So we are not necessarily saying, "She

knows the truth of the sentence, We are saying she knows a state of
affairs objectified by that sentence; a dog can even know such a state of affairs
("Fido knows Tully is sad").

When we use sentences, we are objectifying states of affairs. The only time
when quantifying in is even an issue is when the state of affairs we are object-
ifying is a person's knowl edge of the truth of a particular sentence.

(Again, this analysis shows that the assertive-redundancy theory of truth is

incorrect.)
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9-10-92

Life and Abortion

Whil e a metaphysical analysis of the continuity of the human agent's existence
is not necessary for recognizing that the infant has rights if the adult does,

t hat analysis reinforces the rights of the infant. First, | will explain the sense
in which the same agent continues to exist fromthe zygote stage to the adult;
then, | will explain why we nust affirmthat continuity.

The zygote's causality initiates a series of changes. |In any change there is
somet hing that remains the same, something that is the same because it was entity
A before the change and is entity A after the change. That is what distinguishes
change fromcreation ex nihilo. MWhat is it that remains throughout the changes
initiated by zygote? An agent oriented to the future production of human ends,
what ever they maybe. The zygote and the adult are oriented to those ends by
di fferent sets of causal dispositions. But the nature of the acts by which human
ends are achieved requires that they, and the proxi mate di spositions for them
result froma series of self-transformati ons caused by the agent oriented to them
begi nning at the zygote stage. The zygote is disposed to cause changes resulting
in mtosis; the adult is disposed to cause changes resulting in sensing, under-
standing, willing, etc. But the dispositions by which the agent at the zygote
stage is oriented to the eventual causing of human achi evements are di spositions
to act on itself and modify itself. That is, a change undergone by one part of
t he causal system for exanple, the notion of an organelle, causes a change in
anot her part of the causal system the dividing of a DNA nol ecul e. By such acts,

the agent both causes its own continued existence causes itself to have new



di spositions for future acts. By those future acts, the agent will continue a
series of self-modifications through which it gives itself new dispositions for
self-modifications until it causes itself to have the dispositions for those self-
modi fi cati ons by which human ends are achieved. In other words, the agent that
existed at the tinme of the zygote makes itself into an adult.

Of course, the agent's actions, fromthe zygote stage on, depend on the
cooperation of other causes, but that is true of any agent. Of a toddler, for
example, it may be true to say that this child is capable of creating greater
musi c than Bach. For it may be that what she now is makes her capabl e of devel op-
ing the mature ability to produce great music. |If so, the existence of that nusic
will be an effect of what she now is, since the existence of her |ater abilities
will be an effect of the abilities she now has. Li ke any agents, including
adults, toddlers depend on external conditions and materials in order to act:
at mospheric pressure, tenmperature, oxygen, food, and so on. But such externa
factors are conditions, not for the toddler's passive acquisition of mature
abilities, but for her active development of them We mi ght also say, "Someday,
she will have the capacity to produce greater nusic than Bach." But that would be
true only if the abilities the child now has enable her to produce her |ater
abilities to produce great music. And everything just said about the relation
bet ween the toddler and the mature nusician is true of the relation between the
zygote, the toddler, and the mature musician. Great nusicians exist only because
what exists at the zygote stage is an agent whose abilities enable it to produce
the later ability to create great music by first producing the toddler's ability
to | earn nusic.

But why is it the same instance of an agent that beconmes an adult after being
a zygote, rather than there being a series of distinct agents? Notice first that

to be any physical agent is to have a continuous, tenmporally extended, existence.
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Any causal orientation toward future acts, even acts in the "inmmediate" future, is
an orientation whose existence is temporally extended (even a mature human
orientation like the orientation toward making choices is an orientation toward
future choices).! And agents typically act by thenselves undergoing changes that
have a tenporally extended existence. The cause of your car's wheels turning is
the drive shaft's turning. The cause of the drive shaft's turning is the notion
of the pistons. The cause of a piston's notion is a change undergone by the fuel
Etc., etc. I f causes acted instantaneously, there would be no time; there is time
because the causes of change are other tenporally extended changes. But what ever
is true of other agents, the reason we can call a zygote an agent is that going on
within the zygote are multiple tenporally extended changes by which parts of the
zygote cause changes in other parts. It is the existence of such tenporally
extended changes that nmake the zygote di spose the zygote to cause certain proxi-
mat e effects and so orient the zygote to other eventual effects. Such changes are
goi ng on continuously and overlap one another. \When one ends, another is still
going on; while the latter is still going on, another begins. Therefore, there is
no one nonent at which the preceding tenporally extended agent ends and the
succeeding temporally extended agent begins. Even in one continuous change, we
cannot select a point that is not preceded by some other point. So for every
proxi mate effect by which we try to differentiate a subsequent agent fromits
predecessor, we can find an even earlier proximte effect that previously would
have been consi dered part of predecessor

At the end of the first mtosis, when two fully formed cells exist, does a
di fferent agent exist? W m ght describe that mtosis as the unitary cell that
constitutes the zygote reproducing "itself" or reproducing its kind. But that

cell does not reproduce itself or its kind in the same sense that an anpeba does.



In both cases, the result of the change is the existence of two cells that
resembl e a previously existing single cell and resenmble it precisely in respect to
the caul orientation to divide and produce other cells in the same way that the
first did. The result of the change is also a continuation of what existed before

in the sense that parts of each of the resulting cells previously were parts of

the single cell. The single cell can, therefore, be said to be continuing itself,
where "itself" is defined as a causal system existing within a menbrane. For the
mtosis is caused by parts of the single cell, the original causal system acting

on other parts.

But the result of an ampeba's reproduction is the existence of two distinct
causal systenms oriented to a distinct set of effects. In the zygote's mtosis,
only parts of the original causal system are reproduced. The menmbrane that
surrounds the initial cell (the initial causal system does not divide; the result
of the reproduction exists within the original cell's menbrane. The DNA and ot her
parts of the initial cell are reproduced, and in the process the original DNA
mol ecul es cease to exist. But the original agent does not cease to exist. Since
the result of the change is two cells existing within the menbrane that was
previously the menbrane of one cell, rather than saying the initial cell repro-
duced itself, it is nore exact to say that that which was once one cell in one
menbr ane became a thing with two cells in that membrane. That is, the same thing
t hat was once a one-celled causal systemin that nenmbrane is now a two-celled
causal systemin that nmenmbrane; or the same causal system that was once a one-
celled entity in one nenbrane is now a two-celled entity in that menbrane. W
cannot say there are distinct causal systems, as we must in the case of the
ampeba. I nstead of reproducing itself, the causal system that existed at the time
of the zygote so acted as to cause itself to become, so acted as to make itself

into, a causal systemwith two cells.
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The existence of the zygote's single cell has certainly ceased by the time its
the two succeeding cells exist. But since the existence of a physical agent is
the temporally extended existence of a changing conplex of parts so organized that
their causal dispositions orient them as a unit, toward certain future effects,
the temporal extension of the agent that existed in the zygote has not ceased when
the single cell no | onger exists. And, of course, the same analysis applies to
the agent existing as the result of all succeeding mtoses
Each of the stages succeeding the zygote is causally oriented to the production of
the same eventual achievenments as the zygote. The two-celled causal systemis,
like the zygote, just a stage in an agent's development. And each subsequent
stage in the process is a case of an existing agent so modi fying itself that the
same agent that once existed without the modification now exists with the nodifi-
cation. At the zygote stage, that agent does not possess the proxi mate disposi-
tion to cause mature human acts, but the zygote's proxi mate causal dispositions
make it the first stage in the existence of a particular instance of human agency,
whi ch instance of human agency will, in the normal course of events, cause itself
to acquire the proxi mate dispositions to mature human acts and, as a result, cause
itself to performthose acts.

And there is nore. It may seem pl eonastic to describe a causal sequence by
saying that every stage is oriented to the same eventual effect, since the causa
relation of the parts of a series to an effect is what makes the series a causa
sequence. But contrast the way in which the zygote and all the subsequent stages
of devel opment are related to the achievement of human ends to the way the | oss of
a nail is related to the | oss of a kingdomin "For want of a nail . . . the
ki ngdom was lost." The loss of a nail is the beginning of a sequence of steps

|l eading to a particul ar end. But the connection between the nail and the end



result is accidental to the nail. Not hing in a nail's molecular structure, for
example, relates it to the loss of a kingdom as opposed to any other effect. The
mol ecul ar structure of a zygote, on the contrary, specifically relates it to its
ultimate effects, as well as to the intermediary stages. And the nature of what
exi sts at each internediary stage specifically relates it to its ultimate effects
and the succeeding stages -- as well as to the preceding stages, since it is an
effect of the preceding stages.

In the zygote, there is a causal system essentially, not accidentally,
oriented to acts leading to the eventual production certain ultimte effects,
effects such as acts of sensing, remenmbering, thinking, and deciding. The acts by
whi ch the zygote initiates the process |leading to those effects include acts of
some parts of the zygote on other parts. The proximte result of such acts is a
modi ficati on of some of the matter that nade up the zygote; that is, the stage
i mmedi ately succeeding the zygote is a modification of something that was part of
what existed at the earlier stage. And the proximate result to which the zygote's
causal dispositions are oriented is the existence of a causal systemto which the
description just given equally applies. The agent is no |longer a 1-celled entity.
But it is something non-accidentally oriented to the eventual production of the
same ultimate activities by acting on parts of itself to produce an proximte
result that is a nodification of some of that matter that nmade it up. Finally,
the latter result is the existence of a causal systemto which the descriptions
just given equally apply, that is, an agent non-accidentally oriented to producing
the ultimate effects by so acting on itself that the result is an agent of the
same kind

Consequently, there continues to exist at each stage a causal system essen-
tially oriented to the future production of certain activities by so acting on

parts of itself that those parts continue to be parts of a causal system essen-
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tially oriented to those ultimte activities. |In other words, there is always a
causal system essentially oriented to the eventual production of certain activi-
ties by so acting on parts of itself that the nodification of its parts continue
the existence of a causal system essentially oriented to those eventual activi-
ties. That description is true of the zygote and the adult. The act by which the
zygote continues the existence of that causal orientation is mtosis. The acts by
whi ch an adult continues the existence of that causal orientation include breath-
ing, digesting, and circul ating blood, as well as sensing, reasoning, deciding,
and so on. The adult has proxi mate dispositions for production of those modifi -
cations of its parts that constitute the acts through which human ends, whatever
they maybe, are ultimately achieved, acts of sensing, understanding, etc. Through
those proxi mate di spositions, the adult is, like the zygote and every ot her
earlier stage, essentially oriented to the future production of those acts, even
t hough, in the adult, the future may be the i mediate future

Maki ng the description of what remains in existence general enough to cover
such diverse causal configurations as the zygote and the adult does not make the
unity between the zygote and the adult merely logical. The described unity is
causal, not logical, and essential, not accidental. When the described sequence
of changes occurs, there can be no reason to deny that it is the same agent that
exi sts at each stage of the process. By being oriented to cause the continued
exi stence of a particular causal orientation by modifying itself, that is, by
acting on parts now nmaking it up, the agent is oriented to cause the continued
exi stence of "itself," where "itself" is defined, here, by the temporally extended
exi stence of causal orientation of the kind described. Just as it is the sane
wat er that undergoes the change fromliquid to solid state when it freezes, it is

the same human agent that undergoes the changes from being 1l-celled to 2-celled to



n-cel | ed. It is the same instance of human agency that exists at each stage,
since any instance of human agency is the existence of something temporally
ext ended. ?

The same proxi mate di spositions to activity do not remain in existence. But
the adult's proximate dispositions for human acts are not only the effects of a
past orientation to the production of those causal dispositions, an orientation
that no |l onger exists. The continued existence of those proximte dispositions is
the effect of a causal orientation that exists in the zygote and at every subse-
gquent stage, the orientation to the eventual production of those ultimte acts by
causing the continued the existence an agent oriented to the eventual production
of those ultimte acts. Underl ying, causally, the orientation to future acts that
comes fromthe proximte dispositions for those acts is the orientation to cause
the continued existence of an agent oriented to those future acts. The latter
orientation, the orientation to cause the continued existence of the agent
oriented to those future effects, does not require the existence of the proxi mte
di spositions for those effects, since it exists fromthe zygote stage on. The
proxi mate di spositions for the activities that keep the latter orientation in
exi stence differ at each stage, but each of those stages is an effect of the same
agent's causing itself to develop so that it can continue to be an agent oriented
to causing, not only certain ultimte acts, but its own continued existence as an
agent oriented to those ultimate acts.3® 4 5

The alternative to admtting that it is the same agent that develops itself
t hrough this process would be to deny the existence of any agent that devel ops
itself; for if there is any process that deserves to be described an agent's
devel oping itself, the process initiated by the zygote is surely one. And if
there can be no agent that devel ops itself, no agent has nmore than an instanta-

neous exi stence. Therefore, if the human adult is an agent that remains existence
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through time (even when it |acks the proxi mate dispositions for psychol ogica
acts, as in a com), the human zygote is the same agent that will exist when the
human adult exists.

Finally, if the above arguments were not sufficient to establish the persever-
ance of the same human agent, | could point to the inplications of the fact that
the process initiated by the zygote results in the continuous copying of the
zygote's DNA code. Although, the proxi mate dispositions to activity differ at
each stage, those proximte dispositions are steps in the working out of the same
pl an hard-coded by nature into each stage, a plan that exists first in the zygote.
Notice, first, that the terns "code" and "instructions," is reference to DNA are
ant hr oponmor phic circum ocuti ons for the causal dispositions of a DNA nol ecul e.

But what exists at stage is what it is because it is a step in the working out
of a plan that, unlike the relation of the nail to the |loss of the kingdom is
hard-coded by nature into each stage. What exists at each stage is describable as
an agent with that essential causal orientation only because it is a nodification
of an agent describable as an agent with that same orientation. What exists at
each stage is an agent containing a hard-coded plan that orients the agent to the
eventual achievenment of certain acts by so acting on itself that the result is an
agent that has the same orientation because it contains the same hard-coded pl an.
By hypot hesis, then, each stage fits into the plan differently; otherwi se, they
woul d not be distinct steps in the plan. The presence of the DNA code in the
zygote and in the cells of the adult makes each of them a causal system essenti al -
ly oriented to produce the same eventual activities by, anong other things, acting
on itself to produce to future existence an agent with the same essential causa

orientation.



At the zygote stage and other earlier stages, the proxi mate dispositions for the
adult's activities do not yet exist. But those dispositions are steps in the
wor ki ng out of the same plan for human achi evements, a plan that exists first in
the zygote.

The characteristic making that which remains throughout the process initiated
by zygote the same thing is, at |least, the characteristic of being an agent of the

kind just described

It is always a causal system essentially oriented to the production of certain
ultimate activities, it is always a causal system essentially oriented to that
production by so acting on parts of itself that he immediate result is a nodifica-
tion of its parts that continues existence of a causal system essentially oriented

to those ultimate activities by acts that modify its parts

It is always a causal system essentially oriented to the production of certain
ultimate activities, it is always a causal system essentially oriented to that
production by so acting on parts of itself that those parts continue to be parts
to a causal system essentially oriented to those ultimate activities by acts that

modi fy its parts.

It is always a causal system essentially oriented to the production of certain
ultimate activities by so acting on parts of itself that the i mmediate result is a
modi fication of its parts that continues the existence of a causal system essen-
tially oriented to those ultimte activities by acts that modify its parts. In
other words, it is always a causal system essentially oriented to the production

of certain ultimte activities by so acting on parts of itself that the nodifica-
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tion of its parts that is a causal system of the same kind

Her e:

it is always a causal system essentially oriented to the production of certain
ultimate activities by so acting on parts of itself that those parts continue to
be parts of a causal system essentially oriented to those ultimte activities by
acts that nmodify its parts. In other words, it is always a causal system essen-
tially oriented to the production of certain ultimte activities by so acting on
parts of itself that the modification of its parts that is a causal system of the
same kind. That description is true of the zygote and the adult. The act by
which the zygote continues the existence of that causal orientation is mtosis.
The acts by which an adult continues the existence of that causal orientation
include breathing, digesting, circulating blood, and so on. In addition, the
adult has proxi mate dispositions for production of those nodifications of its
parts that constitute the acts through which human ends, whatever they nmaybe, are
ultimately achieved, acts of sensing, understanding, etc. Through those proxi mate
di spositions, the adult is, like the zygote and every other earlier stage
essentially oriented to the future production of those acts, even though, in the
adult, the future may be the i mmediate future.

Maki ng the description is general enough to cover such diverse activities as
those of the zygote and the adult does not debase the description, because the
connection between the zygote's and all subsequent causal dispositions and the
adult's causal dispositions is essential, not accidental. At the zygote stage and
other earlier stages, the proximte dispositions for the adult's activities do not

yet exist. But the adult's proximate dispositions for human acts are not only the



effects of a past orientation to the production of those causal dispositions, an
orientation that no | onger exists. The continued existence of those proximte

di spositions is the effect of a present causal orientation that existed in the
zygote and at every subsequent stage, the orientation to the eventual causing of
those ultimate acts by causing the continued the existence an agent oriented to
the eventual causing of those ultimte acts. The proxi mate dispositions to
activity by which each stage continues the orientation so described differ at each
st age. But what exists at stage is what it is because it is a step in the working
out of a plan that, unlike the relation of the nail to the |oss of the kingdom is
hard-coded by nature into each stage. What exists at each stage is describable as
an agent with that essential causal orientation only because it is a nodification
of an agent describable as an agent with that same orientation. What exists at
each stage is an agent containing a hard-coded plan that orients the agent to the
eventual achievenment of certain acts by so acting on itself that the result is an
agent that has the same orientation because it contains the same hard-coded pl an.
By hypot hesis, then, each stage fits into the plan differently; otherwi se, they
woul d not be distinct steps in the plan. The presence of the DNA code in the
zygote and in the cells of the adult makes each of them a causal system essenti al -
ly oriented to produce the same eventual activities by, anong other things, acting
on itself to produce to future existence an agent with the same essential causa

orientation.

St op

A zygote is an agent essentially, not accidentally, oriented to the eventua

production certain ultimte activities. The acts by which the zygote initiates
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the process leading to those effects include acts of some parts of the zygote on
other parts. The immediate result of such acts is a modification of sonme of the
matter that made up the zygote. That is, the stage i nmedi ately succeedi ng the
zygote is a modification of sonmething that was part of what existed at the earlier
stage; the immediate result belongs to something that existed as part of the
earlier stage. Furt hernore, the part that received the nmodification is not just
somet hi ng passive. It possesses properties before, during, and after the change
that give it an active relation to the process leading to the ultimte effects.
That is, their presence before, during, and after the change is part of the hard-
coded plan that relates the zygote stage and each subsequent stage to the ultimte
effects.

And the immedi ate result to which the zygote's causal dispositions are
oriented is the existence of an agent to which the description just given equally
applies. The agent is no longer a 1-celled entity. But it is something non-
accidentally oriented to the eventual production of the same ultimate activities
by acting on parts of itself to produce an immediate result belonging to something
t hat was part of what made it up. The modified parts are not just passively
related to the ultimte effects.

Finally, the immediate result, of which those parts are menmbers, is the
exi stence of an agent to which the descriptions just given equally applies, that
is, an agent non-accidentally oriented to producing the ultimte effects by so
acting on itself that the result is an agent of the same kind. At each stage
there is an orientation to so nodify the then existing agent that the agent is
essentially oriented to the eventual production of certain ultimte activities
that will be modifications of the then existing agent. Or, at each stage there is

an orientation to so nodify the then existing agent that the agent is essentially



oriented to causing the continued existence of such an orientation. Although
these statements have a recursive structure, that is not meant to inmply that they
are definitions of anything. They are descriptions of a state of affairs that
happens to occur when zygotes exist.

When this state of affairs holds, there can be no reason to deny that it is

the same agent that exists at each stage of the process. The agent is oriented to

causing the continued existence of such an orientation in itself, that is, in
matter that now makes it up. In other words, the agent is oriented to cause the
continued existence of "itself," where "itself" is defined by the temporally

extended exi stence of causal orientation of the kind just described. The descrip-
tion is deliberately general enough to cover a zygote's causing DNA to divide and
an adult's causing its muscles to contract. What prevents that degree of general-
ity fromslipping into the vacuous is the essential connection between the
structure of the zygote and the com ng into existence of muscles

If there is any doubt that we should count the agent to be the sanme at each
stage, the followi ng consideration should remove it. Although the above descrip-
tions are true of the process initiated by the zygote, they can be m sleading in
one respect. They can unintentionally give the impression that there are fixed
points in the process where we can say "Here the point at which this change
occurs; here is the point at which the i mmediate result of this change exists."
In fact, there are multiple changes, caused by one part of the causal systemin
anot her part, continuously going on at all tines. Even in one continuous change,
we cannot select a point that is not preceded by sone other point. So for every
"immedi ate result” by which we try to draw a distinction between agents, since the
first agent has changed, we can find an even earlier "immediate result,"” which
previously would have been considered part of the first agent. At that rate, the

zygote is never itself, after the first moment of its existence, since there are
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al ways changes going on within it. And if we can't solve the problems associ ated

with the concept of "first moment of existence," the zygote is never itself.

In any change there is something that remains the same, something that is the
same because it was an F before the change and is an F after the change. What
characteristic makes that which remains throughout the change initiated by zygote
the same thing? At |east the characteristic of being an agent of the kind just
described. Just as it is the same water that undergoes the change fromliquid to
solid state when it freezes, it is the same human agent that undergoes the changes
frombeing 1-celled to 2-celled to n-cell ed. It is the same instance of human
agency that exists at each stage, because to be an agent of that kind is to
possess an orientation toward a tenporally extended process. Even our mature
orientation to making choices is an orientation toward future choices, no matter
whet her that future includes the "immediate" future.

Notice that in the first mtosis, the existing unitary cell does not really
reproduce itself, because it includes a menbrane that is not reproduced. Rat her,

t hat which, a thing which, is now one cell in one membrane becomes a thing with
two cells in one membrane. The whol e agent that existed at the time of the zygote
does not reproduce itself.

What al so saves the above from being vacuous, is that the effects to which the
agent is essentially oriented is the continued existence of an effect of the same
ki nd.

Nature is a set of causal dispositions, orientations, existing in a conmplex
whol e. A nature is a union of parts, a system of parts so united that, a union of
parts whose structure gives the union a causal orientation or set of causal
orientations to certain ultimte achievements to be reached by certain means, by

actions of certain kinds. A nature is an organization of parts oriented to



certain ends.

9-25-92

Science and Rity

The scientific realist believes we get closer and closer to the truth about what
exi sts. Does Maritain permt this? Or is he saying we get closer and closer to
achi eving the epistenol ogical type of the m xed, mathematical - physical science?
Maybe both; within the framework of that epistenological type, we get closer and
closer to reality.

Russel |l (according to Putnam says the reason molecules are "fictions" is that
when we anal yse the hidden |ogical form of statements about mpol ecul es, the
quantifiers will only range over immedi ately observable entities. That is not
what Maritain means by the use of beings of reason in science. Maritain means we
"quantify" over beings of reason. Yet, Maritain wants to say such statenents are
still "true." Notice that Ganow s imagi nary nunber exanple shows that beings of
reason can aid us to know reality. MWhy should this be? Because we are intellects
in matter. Angels do not need to enploy beings of reason to know reality better
At an even more fundamental |evel, we use concepts constructed with the use of the
relation of negation to understand reality, but negation is a being of reason

There are many degrees and manners of knowi ng "what things are." Some of
those manners of knowi ng what things are use beings of reason, because human

knowers need to use beings of reason to know what things are.

9-25-92
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Humani stic met hod

Possible title: I's Phenonenol ogy the Only Alternative to Linguistic Analysis

De facto, the answer is yes, because Realists (Thomi sts) have failed to live
up to their responsibility. That responsibility is to make the treasures of the
Real i st tradition accessible to our contenporaries, to so present those treasures
t hat our contemporaries can appreciate their worth. To do that, we must present
those treasures philosophically, not textually or historically. The reason we
have not done that is that we have not trained our grad students to do that. W
have not trained our grad students to do that, because we have trained themto do
what we were trained to do.

First, why do we want an alternative to linguistic analysis? Because of
certain values to which we are comm tted and which we do not feel are served by

l'inguistic anal ysis.

9-17-92
Logic

Exanple of a logical truth: whatever is said of all is said of one; whatever
is true of all is true of one.

Sure, the relations exenplified by the fornmulas of a formal system are not
specifically cognitional, but they are applicable to cognitional relations, just

as mat hematical relations are applicable to physical quantities.



But how far and under what conditions and with what restrictions are they
appl i cabl e?

The fornmulas of formal systems are designed to represent certain |ogical
relations, to nodel certain logical relations, to signify certain |logical rela-
tions or logical structures, i.e., sets of logical relations. But notice that ny
critique of the denonstration that anything follows from contradiction does not

say that one could not have a formal system that had the |aw of disjunctive

syllogism but did not have the | aw of contradiction. It would be interesting,
even important, if a system that denied contradiction could not have disjunctive
syl l ogism But ny criticismis different. Wthout knowi ng in advance what is or
is not true of formal systems, | know that if contradictions are permtted,

di sjunctive syllogismcannot do the logical work it is supposed to do; | know that
di sjunctive syllogism presupposes noncontradiction in the sense that, if contra-

dictions can be true, the |law of disjunctive syllogismis not true

Al so, how did that system of strict inplication that Prior refers to keep
di sjunctive syllogismout? By fiat? Or by deduction, e.g., fromthe denial of
the | aw of noncontradiction?

Not | aws of thought, |aws of objects of thought. But the objects are physica
realities. Yes, but laws pertaining to themin their role of being objects, |aws
of themin their value as being objects. Laws of relations pertaining to themin
their role of being objects.

My expl anation of |ogical relations, ny description of |logical relations, is
meant to show why some truths are necessary and why we cannot not know some
|l ogical relations when we know truths about things, including showing that we do
not and cannot need criteria for identifying singular instances of these relations
to know | ogical truths.

In the Tractatus, Wttgenstein asks a question about there being a 27-termed
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relation. Why would anyone, |ike Poinsot, think relations can only be two termed?
What unexpressed assunmptions are behind these conflicting approaches to relations?
Poi nsot woul d not countenance a 27-termed rel ation because the being of a relation
is causally subordinate to the being of a thing in which it resides and which the
rel ation, because the relation resides in it, links to some other thing. ( But

woul dn't Poi nsot say there could be one simlarity relation to multiple things?)
When we say "aRbcd," however, the relation, designated by R, has a different

status in our objectifications (not necessarily in our affirmations about reali -

ty). In our objectifications, it is not causally subordinate to a, b, c, or d.
It, the relation, is instead our theme; it is formal; it is specifying of our
cogni tional act. Logically, i.e., in our objectifications, what ontologically are

not relations are objectified relationally. Values that do not have the ontol ogi-
cal status of relations inhering in subjects in reality, are objectified by
linking things, like a, b, ¢, and d, relationally. But in doing so, we do not
objectify it as if it were causally subordinate to the subject in which it exists.
That subordination is signfied by explicit affirmati ons about the ontol ogica
status of relations; it is not signified by the |ogical way in which relations are
objectified or in which nonrelations are objectified relationally. Rat her than
logically signifying them as subordi nate, we nake that which we objectify relatio-
nally a something to be discussed and analyzed in its own right; we make it the

"subject"; we do not make it subordinate to some other subject.

Maybe sonme of the problens we consider problems "in" logic are really problens
created by the limtation of a method used in doing logic, a problemwith a tool
not with subject matter to which we apply a tool. For exanpl e, Russell's problems

with sets may be of this kind



9-17-92

Yes a number is a property of a set, and a set is a cognition-constituted object.
It is perfectly Thom stic to say that a nunber is a property of a set. The

di fference between the transcendental one and the one that is the principle of
nunber is that the latter one is one of sonme kind of thing, one apple or one
orange. That means that a number, for Aquinas, is a number of a kind of thing,
two apples or two oranges. MWhatever reality a number may have, to objectify
nunber, we have to predicate a universal concept of things in its extension. So
we objectify number as a property of the extension of a universal concept. And

t hat extension is a set formed by view ng cognition-independent realities fromthe
perspective of a universal concept.

But it does not and cannot follow that a number is a set of sets. Just |ook
at the first set. What nakes all these individuals nembers of that set? Not the
fact that we use the same word for them The question is, why are they members of
the set for which we use the same word? Either because of causal relations
bet ween them or because of a perceived simlarity between them (or both). A
nunber is a respect in which different sets are simlar, that is, a number is a
characteristic possessed by nmore than one set. As such a nunber is a characteris-
tic of a cognition-constituted relation, the relation of being in the extension of
a universal concept, but a characteristic of that relation qua term nating in that

which is not cognition-constituted

9-12-99
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UPS

We have to have the correct pastoral vision, and we have to be practical about how
that vision will be fulfilled. We have to know how to bring that vision about,
givent the circunstances we have to deal with. For exanple, we have to know how

much time we have to work with and how much time outside of sacramental cel ebra-

tion is necessary to bring it about.

9-11-92

Poi nsot - AA

The Mary Baker Eddy Menorial Hospital - for Hypochondriacs

9-9-92

Et hics

Responsibilities to ani mals. In an inportant sense, reason knows that psycho-

|l ogi cal states of animals exist "for the sake of" the animals. For these states

exi st as effects of the animal's causal dispositions, the animal's orientations to
ends. The animals themsel ves produce these states as a result of their, the
animal's orientations to achieve ends, so these states exist for the sake of the

animal's achi evement of its ends.

9-7-92



Et hi cs

Keeping a prom se has a certain value and can have greater or |esser inportance
dependi ng on the value of the content of the prom se. That is, it is good to keep
a prom se, all other things being equal. W do not have to justify keeping a
prom se, unless sone other situation arises where there is a greater val ue. But
the values are there to be conpared; they are not just in the eye of the behol der.
That is, what things are gives a rational appetite the end of keeping prom ses.

But what things are can inmpose higher ends, ends where there is more at stake by

t he standard of what the natures of things orient themto and what is necessary to
achi eve that which the ends of things orient themto. For example, if keeping a
prom se to Joe will result in Joe's death, it is better not to keep the prom se

because the ends Joe is oriented to cannot be achieved, if he is dead.

9-7-92

Freedom

We do not have the kind of awareness of our true |ast end, God, that we have of a
j oke we are | aughing at or a sex object that stimulates us. That is, we do not
have the kind of awareness that necessitates a response of adherenece on the part
of the will the way we cannot not avoid enjoying the joke or being stimulated by
the sex object. Therefore awareness that X is a necessary condition for achieving
our | ast end does not necessitate the choice of X

Aug. 21, 95

There is freedomonly if (necessary condition) the will has an infinite object.

I's there freedomif (sufficient condition) the will has an infinite object? Yes,
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if fromhaving an infinite object, the power of non-acting necessarily follows.
And that is precisely what does follow fromthe infinite gap between our necessary
infinite object and the finite objects we encounter. That is, what follows is the
ability to nihilate, to non-act, toward any finite object. But does the ability
to act, to not non-act, toward any finite object follow? Yes, because of the

goodness in the object.



9-7-92

Poi nsot - AA

Per haps start section 3, the section after the criticismof "whatever is in the

m nd would just be another sign," this way: It is not enough to say that what is
before the mnd is not a sign but that for which a sign is used. That can be
true, but we still have the issues of awareness of the connection between a sign
and that for which the sign is used. Merely having what it is to be a cat before

our m nd does not associate this object with the word "cat." This is where
"seeing-as," i.e., seeing signs as signs, comes in (and if that is not in section
3, these remarks apply to whatever section "seeing-as" is discussed in). And we
don't have to answer all questions about seeing-as. All we have to do is see that
Wttgenstein admts, at least inmplicitly, that in seeing a sign as a sign, you see
the sign as related to its use in the same act, and, therefore, see the use in the
same act, as that for which the sign is used. So he admt that you are aware of

that for which a sign is used, which is Poinsot's point.

But maybe this issue is already discussed at the end of the seeing-as section
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9-3-92

Ent ai | ment and Logic

Title: An Enpirical Discovery Concerning Entailment. | have discovered a case in
which the truth of a prem se or prem ses renders the truth of a concl usion
necessary because of a relation or connection between the prem ses and the

concl usi on. It is no objection that | have not provided a criterion by which

can unfailing determ ne whether this situation holds when confronted with other
cases. The discovery of a case in which there is an exponent for which the

pyt hagorean relation holds in this case, e.g, 22 + 32 = 52, does not require me to
know whet her it ever holds for any other squares, much |less for any other expo-

nents.

Using rules of substitution may justify substituting p and -p, but doing so
violates rules of "logic." | can elimnate the word "Logic" and other apparently
implied knowl edge clainms (for exanple, the apparent claimthat | have a definition
of "logic"). Substituting p and -p violates a |law of truth. It renders the
substitution untrue, but it does nore than that. It takes a way ny reason for
believing the truth of the rules of inference |I would need to draw other concl u-
sions. The reason | believe | can use those rules of inference is that | believe
the assertion that such and such a rule yields a valid conclusion is necessarily
true, that is, | believe its opposite would be contradictory. And contradictions

cannot be true.



As illustrated by what happens when | follow an apparently innocent rule of
substitution here, formal methods are only a method for doing logic. They are the
most powerful, useful, and extensible method yet found, but they are only a

met hod. The reason they are a useful method is that we can perceive some sort of

"“connection," "correlation,” "link," "simlarity," "translation," etc. between the

rules and premi ses of formal systems and the "laws of logic," whatever that m ght

mean. | do not need to know what that means; nor do | need to be able to make
more specific what "correlation,"” etc. nmean here. For all | need to know is that
some sort of link between the rules and something else (which I happen to call

"laws of logic") is broken when | substitute contradiction. Wen | do that,

somet hing that was there all along is no |onger there. I do not have to know
compl etely what that something, a relation to X, is. Rat her, | now have suffi -
cient know edge to notivate me to wonder further what that something is. But | am

not guaranteed, nor need | be, of any success in finding out further what X and

this relation to it are.

We nust not confuse method with content, the content we are interested in when it

comes to questions of truth and valid inference

9-1-92

Life

Can we define what constitutes principal and instrumental causality in life? Yes.

For exanple, certain effects in the devel opment of living things are traceable to

the causality of genes. The production of eyes is not accidental relative to what

certain genes are as the loss of a kingdomis accidental to what a nail is in "For



January 5, 1993, p. 2

want of a nail . . . the kingdom was lost." To produce those effects, the zygote
needs the cooperation of the environment, as all causes do, but the contributions
of the environment are instrumental relative to the causality of the zygote,
because you cannot trace the zygote-specific effects to the environment. What the
zygote's causality contributes is precisely what it is about the effect that nakes
it specific to the zygote. Therefore that which those effects owe to the environ-
ment are instrumental relative to what it is about those effects that makes them

specific to the zygote.

9-1-92

Causality - AA

The Tractatus says facts are not connected with one another. Hume says the sane
t hi ng. But this is at most the |lack of an epistemol ogical connection, and tells
us not hi ng what soever about what is true of facts as things. Need we believe that

events are not causally connected? At mpst, the empiricist could argue that it is
not reasonable, due to sinmplicity, to posit causal connections. But we posit that
t hi ngs have certain natures. Science posits that things have certain natures, as
a result of which they obey universal |laws. W do not just posit universal | aws,

but things of such a nature that they obey those | aws.

And the exampl e does not have to assunme that no two bodies can be in the same
pl ace. It just has to assume that the bodies com ng into contact have surfaces
with certain physical properites, for example, a kind of strength in contrast to

tensile strength.



Causal connections do not violate simplicity, because they add nothing to what the
connected things are. They just express the fact that given what B is and Ais, B

cannot remain what it is.

Scientific and other enpirical beliefs concern things as things, not as objects.

Li kewi se, causal beliefs are beliefs about things as things, or at |east they need
not be beliefs of another kind than beliefs about things as things. Not only that
but causal beliefs about things as things, when we have causal beliefs of that

ki nd, need not violate simplicity by postul ating additional entities that have no
epi st emol ogi cal ground. For beliefs about causal connections are not beliefs

about entities in addition to what things are.

4-17-88

Short Book

I n bibliography: Gurvitch's article "On the Conceptual Consciousness"; the

chapter on abstraction from Goldstein's Psychopathol ogy and Human Nature; that

woman's New Schol asticism article on universals in Aquinas

4-17-88

Thom sm and Short Book

The Scandal of Thomism This could be the thenme of an appendix in the short book

M E., at the 1988 ACPA, says the problens in ethics | am addressing are "not rea

probl ems". Per haps they are not. But if not and if we know it, it is our noral
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obligation to try to explain to all those coll eagues who think they are rea
preci sely why they are not real. M E.'s kind of thinking is why Thom smis in

such bad shape

4-17-88

Sexuality

"Soci al Relationships and Social Cognition in Nonhuman Primates", Science, Dec.
12, 1986, pp. 1361-66, by Dorothy Cheney et al.. They exam ne "the reproductive
benefits of long-term social bonds," whether and how | ong-term soci al bonds

contribute to reproductive success of the actor or its close relatives

In man, the connection between the |ong-term bond between husband and wi fe and
their offspring's chance of reproduction should be obvious. Human children are
hel pl ess at birth and unable to take proper care of thenselves for years. They
need the help of adults who are committed to them In other words, human sexuali -
ty contributes to our reproductive success by supporting a long-termrelationship
bet ween the parents. It supports this relationship in different though rel ated
ways. It provides an ongoing source of inmediate reward for the sacrifices one
makes in marriage. And it gets the marriage started by fostering an enmotiona
relationship which will not last as long as the marriage but which is extrenely
hel pful for the beginning to be the beginning a relation that will outlast the

emption. Also, it provides menories to help sustain the relation

Human sexual ity was sel ected because it performed these functions. For otherwi se,



it would not have fostered the reproductive success of the members of the species.

042488

Short Book

A way of expressing thing-object identity: Identity between what has been

objectified as existing in certain ways and what exists.
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042488

PCG and Sex

We are taught not to expect any nore of ourselves than to be controlled by our
sexual desires, to have them be the organizing factor in our lives, to have them
be in charge of our lives; not to expect any nore of ourselves than to submt our

lives to the service of our sexual desires.

That is the kind of self-inmge we have devel oped -- and that shows what an effect
on our lives our self-imge has.

042488

UPS

We have the power to free hompsexuals and others from their bondage; if we are not

succeeding in doing this, it is because we do not have enough faith.

042488

Sex, Society, and Rights

The PAQ criticism State early: The literature, the discussion, of free expres-

sion has not adequately considered society's need for the famly to function well

nor the effect of pornography on the famly.



State early: Denocracy must recognize the parents' right to bring up their
children. Therefore, a denocracy has no choice but to try to make the famly
wor K. Because a society must also fulfill its obligation to provide children with

Il oving environments.

The real issue is how nmuch | ove we think our children deserve, how nmuch risk we
have the right to take that many children will not get that |ove. Do they only
deserve the kind of |ove we can offer by setting up a cabinet office of children's

af fairs?

042688

Et hi cs Epil ogue

Which is the solution to is-ought, that ethics is practical or that the will is a
rational appetite? What a dilemma for the Thom st, both doctrines are Thomi stic
doctrines, but Aquinas never |linked either doctrine to the is-ought problem So

Thom sts are forced to do sonmet hing unnatural, think for themsel ves.

Contrary to Grisez and Finnis, it is the nature of the will as a rational appetite
t hat both responds to the is-ought problem and shows that specul ative knowl edge

has ethical inmplications even though ethics is practical know edge
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042688

Specul ati ve-practical

No matter how subtle the distinction between these two kinds of know edge and how
difficult it is to accurately articulate their difference, there must be a

di stinction to be drawn. Mat hematics is a perfect exanmple of know edge specul a-
tive in type. Therefore the distinction is clear in some cases even if obscure in

ot hers.

042788

Short Book

Title of Epilogue: Profundity and Precision or Profundity and Ri gor, as opposed

to the title of the Preface: Profundity and Clarity. Sadly rigor and precision

in philosophy do not coincide with clarity, due to the parageneric nature of

phil sophi cal concepts. (not typed on date of entry).

11-20-90

Article on Sinon's discussion of truth in Metaphysics of Know edge

Simon's discussion of truth in Metaphysics of Know edge is untypical of him It

does not have the clarity we expect fromhim and it proceeds froma lofty

met aphysi cal perspective instead of directly from experience. Still, this is the



only discussion of the thing object problem outside of Maritain (and |Ivo Thomas)
so | intend to explain what Sinon is doing there

He begins by explaining logical truth by means of ontol ogical truth. But the
notion of ontological truth itself derives fromlogical truth, so this method of
proceeding is not helpful from a pedagogi cal standpoint. W can express the
i mportant conclusions he comes to without relying on this roundabout procedure.
First, he want to show that the synthesis, the conmposition and division, involved
in the judgment of truth is not just a synthesis of ideas, it is a conposition or
di vi sion of thought with reality. A proposition is not just a matter of conpound-
ing ideas. Adding the concept "rational" to "animal" we get the nmore conpl ex
concept "rational animal" not the proposition "Some animal is rational." A
proposition is a synthesis of ideas that enables us to conpose or divide between
t hought (the proposition) and reality by judging the truth or falsity of the
proposition (enunciation, in Simon's terms). An enunciation does not just conpose
and divide ideas; it conposes and divides relative to things, i.e., thing Sis
thing P, or Sis Pinreality. You judge the conformty between thought and
reality by judging that a thing is such and such, i.e., by assenting to a proposi-
tion that expresses that a thing is such and such. So paradoxically, just by
knowing the S is P, you know that the thought that S is P confornms to reality.

"Sis P" does not affirma relation of thought to reality; it affirms a
relation of S to P. But in assenting to the relation between S and P affirmed by
"Sis P', we are assenting to "S is P". And in assenting to "Sis P", we are
knowi ng the conformty of thought to reality.

Second, he want to conclude that know edge of the truth of an enunciation, and
therefore, of the "conformty" (what are his terns for this?) of thought and

reality, requires reflection of the knower on hinself.



January 5, 1993, p. 2

11-20-90
Maybe an article entitled "How to Reconstruct Thom sm " The article would be
principally on the distinction between thing and object. Maybe this would get

more attention than just an article on Maritain, which could be ignored by all the
Torontoni ans and others. The article would i mmediately explain why Thom sm shoul d
henceforth be called Realism the fact that this m ght include more than Aquinas
is beside the point, given all the conflicting interpretations of Aquinas. The
article would end by saying that no more articles of this type should be written.
It could even admt that the reason for witing it this way was just to get
attention. Also, it would include that point that the question of whether the
starting point is or is not subjective is tangential to solving the problems. The
first problemis what is truth. That turns out to be the very problem vexing

ot hers today. Maritain takes it for granted that we know the possible methods of
verification open to us, experience, reduction to the self-evident, or some

combi nati on of them  Why does he not go further into themthat he did, say, in
Ref | exi ons? Because, for example, to go further into why the principle of
causality is reducible to the self-evident is to discuss things as things, change

and its conditions, not things as objects; it is to do ontol ogy not epistenol ogy.



Intellect versus sense

4-19-91

What does having a concept of a rose add to sensory awareness of a rose? Univer-
sality, yes, so that reasoning about a rose is possible. But also the object of
concept is objectified as what some possible being is, as what it is for something
to be a rose. Because a relation to possible existence is thus logically included
in what we conceptually objectify, we can apply ontological causal truths to that
object. So it is not just that the form of correct

reasoning is potentially satisfied by this concept, since it is universal, but the
conditions for reasoning on the part of the matter are satisfied, i.e.

, that

obj ect can be a topic for causal reasoning
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Thing object (Maritain)

4-19-91
When | learn truths about a thing, for exanple, that it exists, that it is red,
etc., new things becone true of it, statements are now true of it that were not

true before. For exanple, the statement "The thing is known by me" is now true.
Before it was just true that it exists; now it is also true that it is known. The
first is a truth about it as a thing; the second is a truth about it as an object
of knowl edge. And other statements become true of it as an object of know edge
because we first know truths about it as a thing. These other truths are differ-
ent fromthe truths known about it as a thing, and they often predicate of the
known thing properties attributable to it as a result of its being known that
differ fromthe properties it is known to possess as a thing. But they can't
alter that which is known about it as a thing. The contrary characteristics

cannot enter into that which is known about it as a thing.

The above is a way to introduce the thing/object distinction. I could have
started from another point. To distinguish the sciences, we cannot refer solely
to what is true of things as things. There would be infinite sciences. In

addition to what is, by the hypothesis that we possess scientific know edge, known
about things as things, there must be truths about things as objects of know edge

not entirely identical with what is true about them as things.



T/ O and Sel f-evidence

4-19-91

In a handwritten note, | give some apparently self-evident denials based on
t hi ng/ object identity, e.g., that universal concepts can't informus of individua
realities, that abstract concepts can't informus of concrete realities. There
are al so apparently self-evident affirmati ons corresponding to these, e.g., that
what ever informs us of reality must be individual, since realities are individual
Al so, statements inform ng us about sensible reality nust be contingent since the
exi stence of sensible things is contingent.

And the idealist's formula, to be is to be known, can be traced to
thing/ object identity as well as to parageneric abstraction (as | do in Causa
Realism.

The only question left is what genuinely self-evident, or at |east necessary,

truths m ght be deni ed because of thing/object identity.
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Si mon on Anal ogy

4-19-91

Simon gives us a radically different interpretation of what it means that
being is not a genus.

Simon puts the focus on the meaning of inperfect abstraction, on what it nmeans
for a concept to be inmperfectly abstracted.

Al so, he may be the first to point out that metaphor is not an independent

ki nd of logical unity of meaning



Card of the Card-Carrying Intellectuals of the Wrld

4-19-91

First page:

Card-Carrying Intellectuals of the World

Legal nanme, nom d' plume, |1Q percentile, # of lines in ny Wio's Who entry,

di ssertation director, |atest acconmplishment, # of times nentioned in the New York

Revi ew of Books, Amount contributed to PBS, # of NEH grants, Fulbright year, Next

sabbatical, # of years since attending church, synagogue, or nosque

Second page

This card is proof of the bearer's unawareness that intellectuals have chroni -

cal ly:

o] Att acked unfashi onable forms of religious bigorty while promoting others.

o] Been tossed to and fro by every wind of doctrine (Marxism Freudianism socia
Darwi ni sm  Mal t husianism trial marriages. |.e., that outside of the hard
sci ences where di sputes can be settled by intersubjectively avail able data, we

have pronoted appealing intellectual fads as if they were undeniably true.

o] Def ended the rights of intellectuals and artists under dictatorships while

ignoring the daily abuse of the rights of the vast majority.
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o] Conformed to the latest intellectually popular theory while criticizing others

for m ndless conformty

o] Taught both that there are no objective values and that their values are

superior to those of other eras, groups, and cul tures.

CCIW s Mottos:

Oops!
Well, back to the old drawi ng board
Al t hough a theory is held by most intellectuals at a given time, it still m ght be

true.



SSR - AA

6-14-91

Penel ope Leach in the Boston Gl obe, 6-5-91, p.72: "Babies need a one-on-one

rel ationshi p and unconditional |ove, which is the root base of their self-esteem"”

Note that the |l ove they need is unconditional, babies can't do anything to earn
it. Babi es are supposed to learn that persons deserve love just because they are
persons. "Enployers . . . have an obligation to help rear the next generation."”
In fact, we all have that obligation, and it obliges us to nmore than financia

support (which she was tal king about in the context of enployers).

Leach's books: Your Baby & Child: FromBirth to Age Five, Your Growi ng Child:

From Babyhood t hrough Adol escence, The First Six Months: Getting together with

Your Baby. Now writing What about the Children?, a big book about children and

soci ety.
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Women's Lib

6-14-91

Penel ope Leach in the Boston Gl obe, 6-5-91, p.72: "Wnen are expected to do
everything. The are expected to have careers and a satisfying famly life, too.
After giving birth to a child, they are told to get right back out there and get
on with their careers, bring home the money. This suggests to themthat it's not

important for themto stay at home with the infant. Gl obe reporter: "Leach

thinks a shift in attitude will come when industry and governnment give fundamenta
rights to babies, not parents. Babi es are a mnority and should have their needs
met." Al nost. Fami lies, not just parents and children, have rights. The reason
is that our obligation to civil |law derives fromthe fact that civil |law serves a
common good, and a common good takes noral precedence over any correspondi ng

i ndi vi dual goods. But the famly has a commn good of its own, and so civil |aw

must respect the famly as the locus of its own noral precedence over correspond-

ing individual goods.



HU, inmanent action, causality, substance causing accidents, Feb. 4, 95

A substance's causing of its necessary accidents can be conmpared to i mmnent
action emerging froma faculty. But a faculty that was not always causing an

i manent action needs to receive an actuation from an external agent in order to
go from potentially causing the i mmanent action to actually causing it. Li kewi se,
a substance may require a further actuation to enable it to cause its necessary
acci dents. By renoving that actuation and causing those necessary accidents
directly, God subsunmes the substance as His own nature, the nature through which

He acts personally.

Not al so that all physical causality requires an actuation over and above physica
agents being what they are. It also requires physical agents to be in notion
When noving ball A hits stationary ball B, ball B acts on ball A. But ball B is
able to act on ball A only because ball A is in notion.

In order to be an agent, a substance nust first produce its own properties.
For it to produce its own properties, there must be a solution to the dilemma that
it would be the agent and patient in the same respect at the same time. The
solution nmust be that, just as it causes an effect through a faculty, it causes
the faculty through something non-identical with itself or with the faculty. That
is what | call subsistence. If there still seems to be a paradox with respect to
t he whol e substance being the material cause of the production the substance
performs through its subsistence, we can solve the problem by comparing the
production of the faculty to an i mmanent action. In an i mmanent action, the
effect resides within the faculty. The effect is an act, not relative to a
passi ve potency but to an active potency. The effect conpletes and actuates the

potency as a result of the potency itself producing that effect. W can say that
the relation between potency and act here is virtually that of a passive potency
to its act. For the relation does all that the actuation of a passive potency
does, it has all that the actuation of a passive potency has, but it has nore than
t hat . Li kewi se, with the production of necesssary accidents.

Trinity and HU - AA
6-14-91

We can share in the Trinity! Subsistence is a participation in the Trinity's
property of being diffusive of itself. |.e., "The good is diffusive of itself" is
not a property of all being, or at |east not self-evidently so, or it is a
property of all being only because of a value distinct from essence and exi stence.
Al'l beings must have this element, but one being, Jesus, has it because He shares
God' s subsi stence. To share His subsistence = to share, to participate in, to
have, a relation to a term a specific relation to a specific term the Father
That relation, identical with the divine essence, is true of Jesus, is shared,
possessed, exercised by, Jesus. Jesus's humanity has the sane relation to the

Fat her that the Son has. The other divine relations are not true of Jesus. \hat
term nates the rel ations of emanation fromthe agent Jesus is the same thing that
term nates the Father's relation of generating the Son.

The good is diffusive of itself because of a property distinct from essence or

exi stence in us (not so distinct in God). Reason reveals that there are two

el ements distinct in us, essence and exi stence, that are not distinct in God.
Revel ation reveals that there is a third element distinct in us, subsistence,

whi ch corresponds to something also in God and not distinct fromHis essence, the
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di vine rel ations.
By depriving Jesus of that property and causing his necessary accidents directly,

God has to associate Jesus with one of the distinct subsistences in Hm because
it is necessary that Jesus, as for any being, be associated with some subsistence.

As a result, Jesus relates to the Father exactly as the second person does, where
"exactly" does not refer to specific or generic identity, but Jesus's relation to
the Father is the Son's relation to the Father. Jesus's created existence and
essence do not relate to the Father as the Son does. But this PERSON, this source
of activity, this originator of diffusion of being, has the same relation to the
Fat her as the Son, i.e., as that diffuser of being that is the Son. The rel ati on

of this diffuser of being to the Father is the relation that constitutes the Son
that is the Son.

Feb. 14, 95

It is false that the Father and Son are not the same, if "the sane" means the same
entity or individual nature. It is true that they are not the sane, if "the same"
means the same way that individual nature relates to Itself. It can relate to
Itself, by a formal relation, if and only if it also relates to Itself by the
opposite formal relation; otherwise there would be nothing to term nate the first
formal relation and, by termnating it, make it a genuine formal relation as
opposed to a material relation

How can they be the same, if they are different? The essence of God is
identical with a relatedness (F) to different rel atedness (S), which other
rel atedness is also identical with the essence of God. These rel atedness are
not hi ng nore than ways one and the same essence faces itself, relates to Itself.
They are only ways for one and the same essence to face Itself, to stand face-to-
face with Itself. They are only faces the essence shows to Itself. Because by F
relating to S, Fis relating to Itself, since Sis identical witht the sanme
essence that F is identical with. The only thing that differentiates F and S is
that which is necessary for F and S to provide the essence with a way of relating,
not to something distinct fromitself, but to itself. And that (whatever it is
that is necessary for the essence to relate to itself, can only be a nmode or
rel atedness, a node of term nating opposition. To be a node of term nating
opposition is to be nerely a termof a relation of opposition, but to be such a
termis to be a relation, since Poinsot shows that to be a termis to be relative.

Al'l that is possible, because relations do not require subjects to be genuine
forms of rel atedness, hence an all-perfect being can be identical with a relation
And because, if there is a being that is identical with a nmode or rel atedness,
t hat being can only be an infinitely perfect being.



Logic - BIG
6-14-91

Knowi ng the | aws of |ogic does not consist of knowing that a step in a formal
system satisfies the rules or is valid in the system any more than knowi ng the

|l aws of | ogic consists of knowing the |laws of math or sciences, or that a particu-
lar invididual satisfies those | aws. In math, science, as well as formal systens,
we USE |l ogic to make valid derivations. That does not make know edge of math or
science or fomal systems know edge of logic. Machines can make substitutions in
formal systems, but that is not the same as AWARENESS that the substitution is an
instance of the rule covering substitutions. That awareness is grasping an

indi vidual as an instance of a universal. Can that grasp be explained ex-
tentionally. The extensionalist starts with a predicate, a mark, and a number of

i ndi vi dual s. He says that the meaning of the predicate consists of its extention-
al mapping to all of the individuals. Now we move back from the domain of the
individuals to the domain of the predicates, i.e., |language. At that |evel we say
t hat understanding the |ogical relations embedded in | anguage consists of recog-

ni zi ng i ndividual cases as satisfying rules. But is the meaning of the rules the

extentional mapping of the rules to the invidual cases? Then we are

exppl ai ng the meaning of the rules by the individual instances and our awareness

of the meaning of the rules by our awareness of the individual instances, rather

t han expl aining our understanding of the instance by the fact that we grasp it as
an instance of a rule.
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Et hics - AA

6-14-91
The injustice in an act of the will can derive from an injustice in an exterior
act. We can inadvertantly award someone else a musical prize that Horowitz, say,

earned. An injustice has been done, though not a moral one. But a simlar
physical injustice could occur in awarding a prize to the wrong

dog, let us say. The second injustice need not become moral when it is done
consci ously. But the injustice to Horowitz nust become noral when done

consci ously. For in addition to his playing, which deserves a certain reward,
there is the fact that the playing belongs to himand that he, unlike a dog,
deserves a certain evaluation by the rational appetite if the rational appetite is
to treat things according to what they are.



P&CG

6-14-91
Conservative and Liberal - both want freedom for the individual, not the person.
And both are niave about evil, e.g., the unseen hand. And both want big govern-

ment .
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Cause - AA
6-14-91

Don't have to assume "No two bodies can be in the same place at the sane time" as
a necessary truth. Only have to know that two bodies, A and B, are not now able
to occupy the same place as a result of comng into contact at a certain speed.

Opponent: what good does this new concept of cause, new analysis of the concept of
cause, do us, contra Hunme, if we can't apply it to experience, which is really
what Hume was saying, i.e., that the concept of cause does not cone from experi -
ence. Answer: We can know that every event nmust have a cause



Mat h

6-14-91

I's quantity an accident? MWhen nature produces my right leg and ny left leg, etc.
does it al so produce an additional reality called the "nunmber"” of ny |egs; does it

al so produce "twoness"?

Could it be that extension is not an accident but having "so much" extension is?
No, having so much extension is accidental in the sense of contingent, but not in

the sense of existing in another, if extension itself does not exist in another.
For there is only a logical distinction between nmy having extension and ny having
so much extension. Granted, two-inchedness cannot exist in itself, is this

extension or a measure of my extension, ie., of me? 2 inches cannot exist in
itself, but 2 inches of sonmething can
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Sensati on
6-14-91

We don't first ask "lIs this a genuine sensation or not?"; we ask "Does X really
exi st or not?" "Is this object of awareness a real existent or not?" Later, we
ask "Was | really seeing it or just imagining it?" l.e., was | perform ng the
cognitive function that takes place through ny eyes or not?" For we are |ater
aware that the function performed by means of the eyes is also performed by neans
of the action of the environment on my eyes.

Or we ask "Does the object really exist?" and if the answer is no, then we
conclude we were not really seeing it. At some point, we become aware that some
faculties have objects that really exist. So we nmust start with awareness of the
real existence of sonme objects and then beconme aware that the acts of knowi ng
them and the faculties of those acts, are acts and faculties bearing on rea

exi stence.

Contra Simon - BIG

Even the intentional action fo the object on the sense would not be enough to make
sensation intuitive. Even the intellect receives forms intentionally by the
action of the agent intellect. But the forms received fromthe agent intellect do
not objectify the agent of the form but something else. The senses are intuitive
because the formreceived objectifies the agent of the form And that is because
the form by which the senses know, the formthey receive, is the action received
fromthe object



Br ot her hood tal k

6-15-91

We have to be very discerning about the decision to have optional liturgies.
Because they have the strong tendency to become the focus, we should only have
them when we are sure they will not interfere with our main pastoral objectives,

whi ch are not to get people to nmore liturgies, but to do what is necessary to
improve the quality of our Sunday liturgies.

For exanple, if we had decided to have the liturgy on Monday, we would not have
the problemof it interfering with building a Christian environnent.

It's sinple, the question we should all be asking is "What can we do outside the
Sunday liturgy to make the Sunday liturgy effective, to all it to bear fruit in
our lives, to allow us to experience the effects it is intended to have." Once we
have answered that question, our responsibility is to focus on that answer, what
we are supposed to do outside the Sunday liturgy, and avoid anything that dis-
tracts us from focussing on that.

The liturgy is not the real problem If we didn't have the liturgy, it would be
somet hing else. W add things to God's agenda; we listen to our spirit rather
than to the Lord's. "Gee, wouldn't this be a beautiful thing to do? Wuldn't

that be a wonderful thing to do?" And these "things" are good and beautiful
That's the problem If they weren't good and beautiful, they couldn't tenmpt us to
take the focus off God's plan. (Think of the ballet and the penitential service.)
We don't focus just on doing God's will and letting Himbe boss. W don't make
that a priority sufficiently to prevent anything else frominterfering with that
priority no matter how good it may be in itself.

We have agendas concerning what problenms need addressing first. For exanple, on
all of our agendas is the problem of bringing liturgies to life. And we use the
tools God provides to solve other problenms to solve the problems we think need
solving first
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UPS Course
6-15-91

How get Christian environments? Bring individuals to an awareness of the indwell-
ing of God within their souls. For our awareness of our personal union with God

is the basis for our awareness of the union of the other person with God. And our
awareness of the union of the other person with God is the basis for our |ove for
them as Christian brothers and sisters, as fellow menmbers of God's famly.

So the mddle term between the goal of Christian environments and the means of
preaching the gospel is the need for Christian brotherhood to be based on personal
awareness of God's dwelling in me.



Sensati on
6-27-91

Contrast imagining and sensing. \When imagining, we are aware of being active in a
way in which we are not aware of being active when sensing. What is that way of
being active we are aware of in one case and not the other? Both are inmanent
acts, so it is unlikely that what we are aware of is a mpde of immanence. This is
confirmed by the fact that what we are made aware of by reflection is inmanent
activity, awareness. So our reflective awareness of imagining and sensing has in
common that it is awareness of i mmanent activity. MWhat is left is transitive
activity. So what is transitive about imagining? The production of the imge,
the specifier, the means of cognition. So in sensing, we are not aware of
produci ng the specifier. W are aware of receiving the specifier passively. In

i mgi ni ng, we are aware of making the object present to consciousness, because we
are aware of producing or actualizing the specifier by which the object is made
present to consci ousness.

Anot her causal term describing the difference between sensing and i magining:
sensations are said to be "stronger"” than acts of imagination
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Humani stic Met hod
5-5-92

Why do humani stic philosophers not gain more converts fromthe enpiricists?
Because they do not have intersubjective neans of verifying their assertions and
settling their disputes, because they |lack a method that the enpiricists find
convincing, that neets the empiricist's standards for epistenol ogical rigor.

To meet those standards, one nust justify humanistic conclusions by a nonhum
ani stic met hod. But humani sts balk at this. Why?

For a very ancient reason, the same reason that makes nom nalism so popul ar.
The conditions that attach to the val ues humani sts cherish in thensel ves, condi -
tions which are in fact anong those values, are contrary to the conditions that
must attach to those values in order for themto be the objects of the kind of
knowl edge that can verify assertions about them rigorously. For exampl e, human-
ists cherish the concreteness of human exi stence as opposed to the abstraction of
conceptual anal ysis. But to make assertions about the concreteness of human
exi stence, humani sts nust use abstract concepts such as concreteness and exis-
tence.




6-18-92
Intell ectuals:

Intellectuals live in dream worlds of their own creation. The rest of us live in
dream worl ds of their creation. And intellectuals worship and rely on God's of
their own making (in their own inmage?), just an ancient idol makers did.

The intellectual's pledge: | admt that my basic assumptions are religious.
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6-18-92

I nfanticide/Ethics/SSR

Can we turn the passing on of human life into a technology, i.e., a process of

maki ng as opposed to doing (art versus prudence). Can you turn creating human
life into a process of manipul ating things?



1. Notice that in the first mtosis, the existing unitary cell does not really
reproduce itself, because it includes a menbrane that is not reproduced

Rat her, that which, a thing which, is now one cell in one membrane becones a
thing with two cells in one nenbrane. The whole agent that existed at the tinme
of the zygote does not reproduce itself.

2. Notice that in the first mtosis, the existing unitary cell does not really
reproduce itself, because it includes a menbrane that is not reproduced

Rat her, that which, a thing which, is now one cell in one membrane becones a
thing with two cells in one nenbrane. The whole agent that existed at the tine
of the zygote does not reproduce itself.

3. I ndi vidual ultimate ends. Reproducti on of another member of the species
causes the existence, in some of the matter that belonged to the agent, of an
orientation to specifically simlar ultimate effects, but not the same individu-
al effects, e.g., eyes and blue eyes but not the same blue eyes that exist in

t he parent.

4. As | noted above, one point at which we m ght be tempted to say that an
indi vidually distinct human agent has replaced the original agent is that point

at which there is no matter remaining fromthe original agent, in adults,
approxi mately every seven years. But the consider points A and B, eight years
apart in the life of an adult. The agent existing immediately after B is nmade

of some of the same matter that existed i nmediately before B, and each of these
agents is oriented to producing future decisions based on rational know edge, as
well to causing the future existence of whatever features give the adult the
ability to produce deci sions. But the same description applies to any point

sel ected between A and B. The agent existing i nmediately before any such point
shares these characteristics with the agent existing immediately after it.
Therefore, if transitivity of identity applies to the agent existing before and
after B, the fact that, by the time of B, all of A's matter has been replaced
cannot inmply that transitivity of identity does not apply to the agent existing

at A and at B. If the sanme individual agent exists before and after B, it
exists at A and B. And a fortiori, if a total replacement of matter does not
imply an individually distinct agent, |esser changes cannot inmply it.

5. And if we can't solve the problens associated with the concept of "first
moment of existence," the zygote is never itself.



