Logic, entail ment, inference, 3/9/95

Title: Inference. Si mul t aneous Awareness that All Ais B
and All B is C causes awareness that All Ais C I nference
is a relation defined by reference to the causing of

knowl edge. Validity of inference is a relation defined by
reference to truth. Knowl edge and truth are not identical



SSR, G and L, 3/9/95

Title: The Enem es of S...ual Happiness.
Enpirici sm and Metaphysics, Rationalisnm Enpiricism 3/7/95

Put nam and Gallison, and Quine in "The Scope and Language of
Sci ence" accuse Duhem of a how er when he contrasts what is
known by science to what things may really be in themsel ves.
They accuse him of incorrectly assum ng there is some other
possi bl e zone of know edge beyond that of science, called
met aphysi cs.

But in fact there is another alternative. In fact, it's
more than just another alternative. The truth is that

wi t hout met aphysics, science cannot do its job; science
cannot provide us with knowl edge or even with rationally
justified belief. So the above thinkers are guilty of a
fal se dichotomy and rmuch nmore than a

fal se dichotomny.



Italian Article, 2/20/95

1. L conmes into existence to objectify real existents.

2. So L for cdo's nmust be based on that for real existents,

ie., must be built using that for real existents, must be
derived fromthat for real existents.

3. L fo real existents uses existential quantification to
attribute predictes to individuals, because the rea

exi stence of things is the cause of the truth of sentences
attributing features to them

4. So we use the existential quantifier to attribute
predi cates to cdo's, because the L in which we do so is
derived fromthat for real existents.



Et hi cs, Double Effect, 11/1/94

Check out the dispute about double effect between Joe Boyle
and the guy who wrote 6Why Abortion is Wongd in the J of P.



Put nam Meani ng, 11/1/94

Ment al states are a NECESSARY CONDI TI ON for such things as
havi ng stereotypes AND referring. Put nam does not show t hat
they are not necessary conditions, only that they are not
sufficient conditions. And who ever said they were nore

t han necessary conditions; who NEEDS to say that are nore

t han necessary conditions.



Et hi cs, Sex, Value of Life, 11/1/94

Every consciously chosen s-act either affirns the val ue of
life or denies the value of life, is either an affirmation
of the value of life or a rejection of the value of life.

It cannot avoid being one or the other; it cannot not be one
or the other. If human life is not an end higher than any
ot her achieved in the s-act, then human life is just an

acci dental product of a chem cal drive.



Abort art, 11/1/94 BIG

A zygote is potentially rational but also potentially
anencephalic. Yes, but consider a three-year-old that is
potentially a nmusician. She is also potentially deaf, etc.,
dependi ng on what environments she is exposed to. The point
is that deliberately preventing her from becom ng a nusician
woul d deprive someone of the achievenment of a value they are
capable of. The fulfillment of one of those potencies would
be a value; the fulfillment of the opposite would be a
deprivati on. Being a nusician is a value as measured by the
ends of human nature in general. That is, as measured by
what states of act constitute fulfillments relative to a
nature the zygote is capable of devel oping, the achievenment
of which nature would be a higher achievement and a BETTER
achi evement, because it would constitute an ontologically

hi gher node of being. It would be higher, because it would
include all the kinds of activities the |ower nodes are
capabl e of and nore.

Del i berately depriving a zygote of the fulfillment of
one of those potentialities, the potentiality of becom ng
fully human, would deprive it of ends that would be as
valuable to it as any end that one could achieve by making
such a decision. As long as it is an organismwith the
capability for such ends, the fact that it has opposite
capabilities does not matter. Depriving that organi sm of
such achievements is depriving it of values equal for it as
any value we would be achieving thereby.

2/ 7/ 95

The question of whether an organismis capable of certain
ends before it is acted on by external forces, as all causes
must be in order to act, is the question of whether the
capacity belongs to the internal form of the organi sm or
whether it is accidental to its internal form The form of
a brush makes it capable of being used, by an externa

cause, to create beauty. But when the external cause is

t hrough, there is no nmore orientation to beauty in the brush
than there was before. The internal formthat the zygote
has now, however, is such that, when acted on by externa
forces, the zygote's nature is to acquire proximte
capacities that are devel opments of the form already there
not accidental relative to that form It is not that the
exterior caused inposed a permanent characteristic
passively, as one m ght bend a brush handle, for instance
Rat her the external cause enabled the xygote to devel op
intelligence because of a characteristic the nature of the
xygote al ready possessed that enabled the zygote to become
an active cause of intelligence



Et hics, RA, 2/7/95

Can any other ethical theory deny the rational appetite
theory? Does not any theory inplicitly affirmthe

RA t heory. For any theory asserts propositions to be true

Those propositions must claimto express what things are

They try to express what things are and, since they are

t heories of ethical value, the make a claimon our decision-

maki ng di spostions. They inmply that our decisions are

defective if they do not evaluate according to the theory's

propositions about what things are.

Even proponents of ethical nihilismor relativismclaim
to make statements about what things are. And they claim
that it is wong for another person to impose obligations on
them as if there were objective noral val ues. In addition
no one really believes these theories. Those who claimto
are the first to tout abortion rights, selective freedom of
speech, etc., etc.

Al so, utilitarianismsays that we are obligated to
maxi m ze human ends. It says that what human beings are
includes the orientation to the achi evenment of certain ends.
And it says that awareness of that, given what are
di spositions for rational decisions are, awareness of the
previous fact makes our decisions successful or defective
according to whether they aim at the achievement of human
ends. And it says that that is the nature of ethical value



Et hics, RA, value of life, suicide, murder, 11/1/94 BIG BIG

Our rational appetite is the rational appetite of a single

lowly human bei ng. For such an RA, the value of another
single, lowly innocent human |life nust be an absolute val ue
For instance, we cannot deliberately kill one person to save

100. We are not in a position to say that nore good woul d
be done in the long run by saving the 100 than saving the
one. Our rational appetite cannot evaluate itself and
ourself as the judge of whether the one should die and the
100 live. To so evaluate us would be to m seval uate what we
are. It would be to say that the ends we aim and and choose
are sufficient to arbitrate life for other human bei ngs;

that is, that we are the setters of ends of other human

bei ngs.

Compare yourself to the creator. He causes human
deat hs every day, for his purposes. The RA of a nere
individual is failing to evaluate things to be what they
are, if it says, in effect, I will be the one to decide
whet her these 100 will live or that one will live. Or,
whet her these 100 live or that one lives will depend on ny
pur poses, my ends. My ends will determ ne who does and does
not live.



Phi | osophi cal Arrogance, U-Turn, February 20, 1995



Frege: "Arithmetic totters." not "My theory of arithmetic
totters."

Quine: "Contrary-to-fact conditionals are scientifically
di sreputable,” not "My theory of science considers themto
be di sreputable."



Ordi nati, UPS, PUL, February 20, 1995

Your job is to ensure that the environment is one in which
ot her people can use their gifts, including |eadership gifts
such as teaching, pastoring, evangelizing, and

(Ephesi ans 4).

And remember, any nmovement that is genuinely fromthe Spirit
will be controversi al



Logic, P of NC, February 20, 1995

It is sonmetimes said that only one thing is unique about the
P of NC, namely, that without it, everything foll ows. Quot e
Russell on this. In fact the argument that everything
follows from contradiction is invalid. And the argument
showing why it is invalid also shows what is unique about
the P of NC, ie., it expresses the work that the relation

ot her-than or different-from does. W t hout that work, we
can't make any inference that depends on a logical relation
that, in turn, depends on negation. And all sentential or
truth-functional relations depend on negati on.

Paraconsi stent | ogics use a relation other than negation in

their paraconsistent portions. So far | have said nothing
about "meani ng". I could have said that the "meaning" of
negation signs in paraconsistent logics is different from
the "meani ng" of the signs | have been using. I do not need

to tal k about meaning, but there is nothing wrong with than.
as long as the following rules apply: 1)awareness of what
negation (the relation other-than) is is not |exicologica
awareness of the happenstance that that relation is what a
certain mark is used for; so awareness of meaning required
for logical truth is not |exicological awareness. W can be
| exi col ogically m staken (e.g., by thinking "not" is used
the way we use "or" -- and their can be

behavi oral evidence for this), and logically correct. 2) in
non-| exi col ol gi cal awareness of meaning, the awareness is
somet hing "mental" is a psyghol ogical sense, but that of

whi ch we are aware, the "meaning" need not be nental in that
sense. Logi cal neanings may be mental in the sense that
they are only objects of awareness, but they are not menta
in the sense of



Fal | aci es, February 20, 1995

Good concl usion; good argument. A is a good thing; so nore
of A is a good thing.



Abortion, February 20, 1995

Choice is a good thing. But is nore choice a good thing?
When we extend choice to human life, i.e., when we make
human life a matter of choice rather than know edge, we are
extending it to any ends that could conceivably justify or
gi ve value to our choices. But what if we can't know? Then
t he unacceptable risk argument has to apply.



1/ 24/ 95
Abortion Statenment
Phi | osophers and Others for a Rational Abortion Policy

We affirmthe right of women to choose abortion, where that
right has the foll owi ng meaning

Human life is a more inmportant value than freedom of choice
since there can be no freedom of choice, unless we enjoy
human |ife. Therefore, we affirmthe right of wonen to
have freedom of choice over their own bodies, where that
"right" has the followi ng meaning

D There can be no choice, unless the person enjoys human
life; therefore human life is a more important val ue than
freedom of choice

D Freedom of choice over one's own body nmust be extended
to all female human bei ngs not just sone.
D Therefore, where there is a reasonabl e doubt as to

whet her human life, including the life of femal e human

bei ngs exists, the benefit of the doubt must go to the

organi sm who may be a human bei ng
D Since human life is nore inportant than choice, the
choi ce of when to consider an organism a human being must be
made on the foll owi ng basis:

The val ue of decisions are neasured by the ends to
whose future achievement we are ordered prior to making
deci si ons. So the existence of the capacity for the
eventual achievement of those ends nust be the
criterion for choosing what to believe about the

begi nni ng of human life. If the existence of a being
with that capacity does limts on the value of human
choi ces, nothing can.

The judgment as to whether a being with that capacity
exists must relate two things: the (2) intrinsic makeup
of the organismas it now exists and (2) the normal
external conditions necessary for the intrinsic
features to



Ont ol ogi cal Anal ysis, EAP, Existence as an Object of
Knowl edge, 02/20/95

Saying that existence is the cause of the truth of sentences
seenms circular, because causality is defined by reference to
exi stence. But short of going to infinity, some definitions
must appear to be circul ar. For sonme term or terms nust be
that with reference to which all other ternms are defined

And statements describing these basic terms nust describe
themin | ess basic. And what terns other than existence or
its cognates would you like to consider nmost basic, i.e.,
which terms are nmore basic than existence and its cognates?
Logical terms? The point is that a priori no terns should
be consi dered even to be candi dates for being more basic

t han existence and its cognages.



Et hi cs, February 20, 1995 BIG

Maybe bring in the idea of the end of decisions conform ng
to reason without the idea of the rational appetite. l.e.,
we in fact hold decisions to that end, and hol di ng deci si ons
to that end is what noral judgnents consist in. That is
what morality is. But do those judgments have any

ont ol ogi cal basis? Can we go any further than "If you want
your decisions to conformto what things are as known by
reason, then you nust behave this way." NOTE THE PRECEDI NG
FORMULA AS NOT STATI NG A PRI NCI PLE ABOUT HOW TO ACTUALLY
ACT, 1 E., WHAT ACTI ONS TO CHOOSE, BUT AS RELATI NG SUCH
FORMULAS TO THE GOAL OF CONFORM TY W TH REASON

Then, later, at the end answer that question: As a
matter of fact, we can go further, but only by resurrecting
the idea of the rational appetite. Is this ad hoc? No,
because unless we admit the notion of the rational appetite,
ethics is totally irrelevant to human behavi or. Because,

unl ess we have a rational appetite as described, there can
be no FREEDOM OF CHOI CE. The ironic thing is that those who
spend the nmpst time worrying about ethics, its nature, why
be moral, etc. do not even believe in freedom of choice

But ethics is sensel ess, unless we have freedom of choice



I.E., Wttgenstein, Truth, Logic, February 20, 1995

In the Tractatus the identity is between a |ogical form and
a real form But in The Blue Book and the Phil osophical

I nvestigations, the identity the opponent wants is between
the thing which exists outside the m nd and the thing which
exi sts inside the m nd. Wy else would the opponent want to
say that M. Smith or the gun's report exist in our

t houghts, unless she wants to say that what is within our

t houghts is identical to what exists or is wished to exist
out si de our thoughts. But here there is no question of

l ogi cal form



Et hi cs, abortion, February 20, 1995 BIG

The "is-ought" so-called problemis based on the prem se

t hat eval uation by reason presupposes an orientation to an
end i ndependent of reason. The evaluation is always a
relation between the evaluated and an end to which we are
oriented before the evaluation. But what if reason has its
own end, e.g., the contenplation of God? Then it cannot not
evaluate things with reference to that end. And even if it
can

calculate the relation of things to other ends, reason would
know that any conflicting evaluation (not all

cal cul ations of the relation of things to other ends need
conflict with the end of contenplating God) would be
contrary to the necessary end of its, reason's, evaluating
ability.

Al so, what if we have an ability that necessarily relates us
to the end of evaluating things to be what they are, as
known by reason. \What if we have an ability that
necessarily gives us the end of evaluating things according
to reason's know edge, where "according to" means the same
thing that it does in the case of

truth, i.e., evaluating things to be what they are. Is this
far fetched? On the contrary, | would argue that

we have an ability such that we cannot avoid using that
ability and so having that end. And | would argue that we
acknowl edge the existence of that ability every time we make
a moral judgment, because the achievement or failure to

achi eve that end is what constitutes specifically moral good
or evil..

But that statement about the nature of noral good and evi
is not directly intended to give us any nmoral priincple to
foll ow. Principles, like treat equals equally, express
causal conditions without which an evaluation by our
rational evaluating ability cannot achieve the end of
evaluating things to be what they are. But why those
principles are necessary for that end is a different, though
essential and legitimte,

questi on. It mi ght have been the case, for exanple, that
the beings we call human could have been so different that
evaluating them differently would not have violated the end
of the rational appetite. In fact, that is not so. But
that fact is one thing; the nature of the rational appetite
as oriented to its end is another.



Abortion, gestation, February 20, 1995 BIG

Chemi cal fromthe nother. W are cutting it off from ends
it is capable of achieving, if only it receives the help
fromthe environment that we are preventing it from getting.



Abortion, Gewirth, February 20, 1995 BIG

Assume for the sake of argument that we can mark some
specific point at which the child becomes a "prospective”

and not just a potential agent. At that point, the child's
ability to make a choice will be in some way "proximte."
Make it as proximate as you like. The fact remains, that
the ends she is capable of achieving will always be
potential and future. Her relation to ends will always be
that of potentiality. Or her ends relation to what she is
now wi ||l al ways be that of potentiality. But it is her ends
t hat bestow value on everything el se, including bestow ng
val ue on her being a "proximte agent". And a zygote shares

t hat potential relation to human ends. Assume the ultimate
human end was the production of some specific kind of nusic.
As | ong as a human being was potential with regard to that
end, her achievenment of that end is of equal value, and only
of equal value, to the zygote's achievement of that end



SSR, Ethics, February 20, 1995
Why sex should term nate vaginally.

The Lord intended the procreative act (and hence the one
that conmpletes vaginally) to be the vehicle of commtted
| ove between the spouses. The Lord intended the vehicle of
commtted | ove between the spouses to be the procreative

act, the act which can transmt life, and hence the act

whi ch term nates vaginally. He did not intend just any act
of passion or any orgasm c act or any ecstatic act to be the
vehicle of |ove between spouses. He did not intend the
vehicle of |ove between spouses to be just any ecstasy-
produci ng act. He intended the spousal relation to be based

on the act designed to procreate, the act chosen by
evolution for its procreative function.



UPS, PUL, February 20, 1995

You have been taught to rely on the liturgy as your main
pastoral tool, even to the point that weekday liturgies seem
as important as the Sunday l|iturgy. But the sacranents rely
on other things to nmake them effective; what is going to
make the Sunday liturgy effective?

The kind of environment we are tal king about is one

t hat depends on the gospel. It comes about through the
action of the Holy Spirit, not through our designs or good
intentions. But the Holy Spirit works through persona

faith; He is the one who brings us together.

For exanple, you can use a scripture study programto
communi cate the kind of interesting know edge about the
scriptures that you got in the sem nary. Or you can use it
as a context in which to preach the gospel, |ead people to
the gospel, to a personal relation to Jesus, and then create
the context in which the Holy Spirit can create an
envi ronment of Chrisitan relations.

Your job is to train lay |leaders (of find |lay persons
who can train other lay |eaders) and let themlead, to the
extent, at a mi ninmum of bringing people to the gospel and
allowing the Spirit to create a
gospel -centered environnment.



Meani ng, Putnam Analytic Truth 1/24/95

Is he just saying that meaning isn't something in the m nd?
No, but that's an important part of what he's saying. Still,
what's in the m nd does determ ne what | and ny twin mean by
"water" to a large degree. And if meaning is what's in the
wor |l d, that goes along, contrary to Putnam with the
original view that their are truths knowabl e by knowi ng
meani ngs. Even if what's in the m nd does not entirely
determne meaning, what's in the mnd sometimes allows us to
know meani ng sufficiently to know truths that, by

hypot hesis, do not depend on what the meaning is conjoi ned
with in the world, and hence are true as long as the

meani ng, to the extent that we know it, is what it is, and
hence are truths whose opposites are contradictory. Even
stereotypes are "known" and hence in some way "in the mnd,"
and they can conceivably give reise to truths known by

knowi ng meani ngs. If meaning is something "out there,"”
that's what the schol astics would have said all al ong.



Anal ytic Truth

Notice the difference between "A human being is a rationa
animal " and "Every bachelor is an unmarried man." The first
expresses an analysis in which the predicate objectifies in
a more distinct and detailed way something first know in a
|l ess distinct way. The second records the fact that we use
the word "bachelor"” in a certain way.



Put nam Meani ng, Reference, Truth, Logic, Thing and Object,
10/ 21/ 94

When P says that reference is determ ned, in part, by the
world, i.e., by what exists, he is implicitly affirm ng the
doctrine of the identity of object and thing, ie., of object
and what is nore-than-an-object, i.e., what exists

extraobjectively in the world. Or at |east we can say that
the identity of thing and object is a necessary condition
for the truth of what P says about reference being

determ ned by what exists.

Does word 6F6 in Theory T refer? Huh? Do you nean is the
sentence 6An F existsd true? The |ast question seens to
make truth prior to reference, i.e., reference would be
defined in terms of truth. But the opponent would come back
and say that in order for a sentence to be true, it must
have a | ogical property by which it makes a claim about the
physi cal world, say, rather than about mathematical objects
or logical constructs. Yes, there must be such a |ogica

property. But that is not the same thing as reference, if
you nmean by FAS referring the fact that an F does indeed
exi sts. Rat her the | ogical property some terms in the

sentence must have is one that enables it to merely make a
cl ai m about physical existence. That is, for the sentence
to be potentially true or false, it must have a property
which fixes its claimto be a claim about physical existence
or whatever.

What ever that property is, we do not have to answer al
questions about it. Maybe it A what some call supposition
or designation, or o6referringof. But we need not know, for
purposes outside of logic itself, whether the whole theory,
e.g., of supposition is true

Al so, we need to distinguish the question of what kind of
claima sentence makes from the question of how we

epi stemol ogi cally know what kind of claimit makes, just as
we must distinguish the question of whether a sentence is
true fromthe question of how we know it is true.

Al so, we must distinguish the question of what kind of claim
it makes fromthe question of whether the existentia
quantifier has different functions. To know whether a
sentence is true, | need to know what kind of evidence is
relevant to its truth, i.e., what kind of evidence would
exclude the opposite fromtruth

The kind of evidence that is relevant to its truth is

determ ned by the kind of claimit makes. But | can know,
for instance, that 6The human is a speciest makes a
diffeent kind of claimfrom 6The human is a rational animalo
wi t hout answering the question whether O6A species is a
logical relationd tal ks about a

domain that exists in a different sense of existence than



does OA rational animal is a body.6 |In fact, there are at

|l east two kinds of questions about the existentia

quantifier that | do not need to know the answer to in order
to know what kind of evidence is relevant to the above
claims of different Kkinds. For | can negatively anser the
question whet her 6existsdé has more than one | ogica

function, while affirm ng that 06existsd has nore than one
extral ogi cal value associated with it, a cognition-

i ndependent value and a cognition-dependent, but not
narrowl y 6l ogical 6 val ue



Et hi cs, What Aquinas Did not Tell Us, Moral Species, Acts
specified by objects, 26-Sep-94

In one set of circumstances, a given act is stealing. I'n

ot her circumstances, it is occult compensation. I n ot her,

it is the needy taking from someone who has more than she
needs. Why the differences? The circunstances create

di fferent noral species. What does that mean? |t means the
acts differ in having or not having the property of being
moral |y wrong. But that still |eaves us with the question
of what it is to be norally wrong or right. The answer is
found, not in the theory of acts being specified by objects,
but by asking what is the nature of moral good or evil. The
answer is that noral good or evil is measured by a specific
kind of finality, the finality of the rational appetite, as
opposed to other finalities we have by virtue of having

ot her faculties. Moral evil is a privation of the end of
the act of the rational appetite. Some circumstances make
an otherwi se simlar action defective by the standard of the
RA; some do not make it defective.



Et hics, RA, Truth, Ethical principles, (Abortion article at
end) 9/13/94 BIG

To see why OEvaluate things to be what they ared is not
itself an ethical principle, just conmpare it to its anal og
in epistenmol ogy; for this whole theory came froma
compari sion of the act of the will with the act of judging
and knowi ng truth. ©6Judge things to be what they are; make
judgments that assert things to be what they ared is not a
principle in any science, even in metaphysics, that you can
use in a process of
determ ni ng what judgnment about what things are you should
or should not make. Those phrases come fromreflective,
after-the-fact anal yses of what goes on in first-order, non-
reflective processes that use principles like 6Entities
should not be multiplied without necessity,6 6Sim | ar causes
have sim lar effects.d And so on.

It seens to follow that O6Evaluate things to be what
they ared does not directly help us deci de what decisions
are defective or not defective, decide that the decision to

do or not do what is defective or not defective. Indirectly
it mght, just as epistenology mght indirectly help the
first-order sciences, as in the case of relativity. But

t hen, how do we deci de whether the decision to do X is
defective or not defective? The answer must totally conme
from statenment about what we are and what our ends our and
what the things our decisions deal with our. The reference
to O6what our ends ared would be circular, if it meant the
end of the rational appetite. For the question is how to
determ ne what actions do or do not conformto the RAA end.
But if we were alone in the universe, the answers woul d be
different than they are now. Or if only yourself and God
exi sted, the answer would be different. Or if other people
exi sted, but your decisions never affected them Etc., etc.
But given the universe we exist in and given our nature as,
for example, potential makers of ethical absolutes, our
deci si ons cannot avoid evaluating ourselves in relation to
others, and so cannot avoid either evaluating or not
eval uating ourselves and others to be what we are

There it is: (for end of abortion article) W cannot
avoi d evaluating ourselves in relation to others. W cannot
avoi d giving ourselves and others conparative places in our
system of val ues. As a result, when we make deci sions, we
cannot avoid giving things the value of being or not being
what they are. W cannot avoid evaluating themas if they
were what they are, or as if they were what we eval uate
themto be. We cannot avoid giving them eval uatons which
conform or do not conformto what they are. For we cannot
avoid giving them a value which is that of being what they
are or not being what they are.
For we cannot avoid evaluating others as if they were or
were not equal to us in respect of being capabl e of
achi eving human ends, and in so evaluating them we are
relativing to themas if they really exist the way we



eval uate themto be. Just as, in judgment, in belief, we
cannot avoid relating to themas if they really were what we
believe themto be. And that relation gives these states an
intrinsic finality, which makes them defective or not
defective by its standard.



Mat h abstraction versus philosophical abstraction, 9/13/94
BI G

In a lengthy math equation, you have to remenber what
symbols like X and Y stand for. This is different from
rememberi ng what words stand for, because words al ways have
the same meaning, while synmbols have totally different
meani ngs in every equation. Of course, the synbols for
mat hemati cal and | ogi cal operators retain the same meaning
fromformula to fornula. But their meanings are relations
term nated in values represented by place-hol ding symbols
l'i ke X and Y.

Some phil osophers consider words |ike 6something, or
O6what a thing isdé to be placeholders like X and Y are;
rat her than having meani ngs that are the very objects that
phil osophy studies. The meanings of those terms are the
very objects philosophy studies. Li kewi se, O6existso is
supposed to be a grammatical placehol der. Phi | osophi ca
terms are supposed to express enpty |logical or grammatica
forms that are replaceable each time by 6real & meani ngs, the
way X and Y are replaceable by their values, or
propositional variables are replaceable by propositions.
Phi | osophical terms are supposed to be variables with
varyi ng meani ngs, rather terms whose neanings are the rea
obj ects of philosophy. In other words, philosophical terms
are supposed to be abstract in the way that mathematical and
logcial terms are, e.g., a predicate is a propositiona
6f uncti ono. Rat her, this shows that their modes of
abstraction are radically different. Or simply, if I am
right, their nodes of abstraction must be radically
different.



Put nam neani ng, 9/13/94 BIG

How can two peopl e whose psychol ogi cal contents are the
same, refer to distinct individuals? First, they are
phenomenol ogically the same; yet the individuals each is
aware of is distinct. But how can we even express that
fact? We can, because 0i ndividual 6 and 6distinctd are

uni versal terns. This is an individual, and that is an

indi vidual. The neaning of those ternms allows us to
construct word-functions by which we objectify the fact that
each is a unique individual, that the contents, though

phenomenol ogically the same, are distinct entities. Even
the thoughts 6This is a distinct individual entity from
that 6 are phenomenol ogically the sanme. But just as color

presents something really distinct fromitself, extension
because of necessary internal causal relations between them
t hese phenomenol ogically simlar thoughts in the two

peopl e/ mi nds can objectify the fact that these
inidividuals are distinct. E.g. both nmean by 6waterd the
chem cal nature of this individual. But t he neani ngs of
those terms, together with the fact that they have a
perception of distinct individuals, allows those phrases to
differentiate things, even though the meanings present in
the m nd are phenomenol ogically the sanme.



Logi cal Rel ations, 8-22-94

A relation whose nature is such that one of its terms, or
its bearer, must have the characteristic "known" or some
characteristic derivative fromthe characteristic "known, ",
e.g., truth. But doesn't that description apply to negation
as well? And if we add that the relation is for the sake of
knowl edge, doesn't that broadly apply to negation as well?
What if we say, not just that the term or bearer nust have
the characteristic "known" but that the term or bearer is

t hat characteristic itself, for some derivative of that
characteristic? |If we say the latter, can we say that
logical relations term nate in what things are, since our
initial objects are identical with things?



Phi | osophi cal Arrogance, U-Turn, February 20, 1995

Frege: "Arithmetic totters." not "My theory of arithmetic
totters."

Quine: "Contrary-to-fact conditionals are scientifically
di sreputable,” not "My theory of science considers themto
be di sreputable."



Ordi nati, UPS, PUL, February 20, 1995

Your job is to ensure that the environment is one in which
ot her people can use their gifts, including |eadership gifts
such as teaching, pastoring, evangelizing, and

(Ephesi ans 4).

And remember, any nmovement that is genuinely fromthe Spirit
will be controversi al



Logic, P of NC, February 20, 1995

It is sonmetimes said that only one thing is unique about the
P of NC, namely, that without it, everything foll ows. Quot e
Russell on this. In fact the argument that everything
follows from contradiction is invalid. And the argument
showing why it is invalid also shows what is unique about
the P of NC, ie., it expresses the work that the relation

ot her-than or different-from does. W t hout that work, we
can't make any inference that depends on a logical relation
that, in turn, depends on negation. And all sentential or
truth-functional relations depend on negati on.

Paraconsi stent | ogics use a relation other than negation in

their paraconsistent portions. So far | have said nothing
about "meani ng". I could have said that the "meaning" of
negation signs in paraconsistent logics is different from
the "meani ng" of the signs | have been using. I do not need

to tal k about meaning, but there is nothing wrong with than.
as long as the following rules apply: 1)awareness of what
negation (the relation other-than) is is not |exicologica
awareness of the happenstance that that relation is what a
certain mark is used for; so awareness of meaning required
for logical truth is not |exicological awareness. W can be
| exi col ogically m staken (e.g., by thinking "not" is used
the way we use "or" -- and their can be

behavi oral evidence for this), and logically correct. 2) in
non-| exi col ol gi cal awareness of meaning, the awareness is
somet hing "mental" is a psyghol ogical sense, but that of

whi ch we are aware, the "meaning" need not be nental in that
sense. Logi cal neanings may be mental in the sense that
they are only objects of awareness, but they are not menta
in the sense of



Fal | aci es, February 20, 1995

Good concl usion; good argument. A is a good thing; so nore
of A is a good thing.



Abortion, February 20, 1995

Choice is a good thing. But is nore choice a good thing?
When we extend choice to human life, i.e., when we make
human life a matter of choice rather than know edge, we are
extending it to any ends that could conceivably justify or
gi ve value to our choices. But what if we can't know? Then
t he unacceptable risk argument has to apply.



Ont ol ogi cal Anal ysis, EAP, Existence as an Object of
Knowl edge, 02/20/95

Saying that existence is the cause of the truth of sentences
seenms circular, because causality is defined by reference to
exi stence. But short of going to infinity, some definitions
must appear to be circul ar. For sonme term or terms nust be
that with reference to which all other ternms are defined

And statements describing these basic terms nust describe
themin | ess basic. And what terns other than existence or
its cognates would you like to consider nmost basic, i.e.,
which terms are nmore basic than existence and its cognates?
Logical terms? The point is that a priori no terns should
be consi dered even to be candi dates for being more basic

t han existence and its cognages.



Et hi cs, February 20, 1995 BIG

Maybe bring in the idea of the end of decisions conform ng
to reason without the idea of the rational appetite. l.e.,
we in fact hold decisions to that end, and hol di ng deci si ons
to that end is what noral judgnents consist in. That is
what morality is. But do those judgments have any

ont ol ogi cal basis? Can we go any further than "If you want
your decisions to conformto what things are as known by
reason, then you nust behave this way." NOTE THE PRECEDI NG
FORMULA AS NOT STATI NG A PRI NCI PLE ABOUT HOW TO ACTUALLY
ACT, 1 E., WHAT ACTI ONS TO CHOOSE, BUT AS RELATI NG SUCH
FORMULAS TO THE GOAL OF CONFORM TY W TH REASON

Then, later, at the end answer that question: As a
matter of fact, we can go further, but only by resurrecting
the idea of the rational appetite. Is this ad hoc? No,
because unless we admit the notion of the rational appetite,
ethics is totally irrelevant to human behavi or. Because,

unl ess we have a rational appetite as described, there can
be no FREEDOM OF CHOI CE. The ironic thing is that those who
spend the nmpst time worrying about ethics, its nature, why
be moral, etc. do not even believe in freedom of choice

But ethics is sensel ess, unless we have freedom of choice



I.E., Wttgenstein, Truth, Logic, February 20, 1995

In the Tractatus the identity is between a |ogical form and
a real form But in The Blue Book and the Phil osophical

I nvestigations, the identity the opponent wants is between
the thing which exists outside the m nd and the thing which
exi sts inside the m nd. Wy else would the opponent want to
say that M. Smith or the gun's report exist in our

t houghts, unless she wants to say that what is within our

t houghts is identical to what exists or is wished to exist
out si de our thoughts. But here there is no question of

l ogi cal form



Et hi cs, abortion, February 20, 1995 BIG

The "is-ought" so-called problemis based on the prem se

t hat eval uation by reason presupposes an orientation to an
end i ndependent of reason. The evaluation is always a
relation between the evaluated and an end to which we are
oriented before the evaluation. But what if reason has its
own end, e.g., the contenplation of God? Then it cannot not
evaluate things with reference to that end. And even if it
can

calculate the relation of things to other ends, reason would
know that any conflicting evaluation (not all

cal cul ations of the relation of things to other ends need
conflict with the end of contenplating God) would be
contrary to the necessary end of its, reason's, evaluating
ability.

Al so, what if we have an ability that necessarily relates us
to the end of evaluating things to be what they are, as
known by reason. \What if we have an ability that
necessarily gives us the end of evaluating things according
to reason's know edge, where "according to" means the same
thing that it does in the case of

truth, i.e., evaluating things to be what they are. Is this
far fetched? On the contrary, | would argue that

we have an ability such that we cannot avoid using that
ability and so having that end. And | would argue that we
acknowl edge the existence of that ability every time we make
a moral judgment, because the achievement or failure to

achi eve that end is what constitutes specifically moral good
or evil..

But that statement about the nature of noral good and evi
is not directly intended to give us any nmoral priincple to
foll ow. Principles, like treat equals equally, express
causal conditions without which an evaluation by our
rational evaluating ability cannot achieve the end of
evaluating things to be what they are. But why those
principles are necessary for that end is a different, though
essential and legitimte,

questi on. It mi ght have been the case, for exanple, that
the beings we call human could have been so different that
evaluating them differently would not have violated the end
of the rational appetite. In fact, that is not so. But
that fact is one thing; the nature of the rational appetite
as oriented to its end is another.



Abortion, gestation, February 20, 1995 BIG

Chemi cal fromthe nother. W are cutting it off from ends
it is capable of achieving, if only it receives the help
fromthe environment that we are preventing it from getting.



Abortion, Gewirth, February 20, 1995 BIG

Assume for the sake of argument that we can mark some
specific point at which the child becomes a "prospective”

and not just a potential agent. At that point, the child's
ability to make a choice will be in some way "proximte."
Make it as proximate as you like. The fact remains, that
the ends she is capable of achieving will always be
potential and future. Her relation to ends will always be
that of potentiality. Or her ends relation to what she is
now wi ||l al ways be that of potentiality. But it is her ends
t hat bestow value on everything el se, including bestow ng
val ue on her being a "proximte agent". And a zygote shares

t hat potential relation to human ends. Assume the ultimate
human end was the production of some specific kind of nusic.
As | ong as a human being was potential with regard to that
end, her achievenment of that end is of equal value, and only
of equal value, to the zygote's achievement of that end



SSR, Ethics, February 20, 1995
Why sex should term nate vaginally.

The Lord intended the procreative act (and hence the one
that conmpletes vaginally) to be the vehicle of commtted
| ove between the spouses. The Lord intended the vehicle of
commtted | ove between the spouses to be the procreative

act, the act which can transmt life, and hence the act

whi ch term nates vaginally. He did not intend just any act
of passion or any orgasm c act or any ecstatic act to be the
vehicle of |ove between spouses. He did not intend the
vehicle of |ove between spouses to be just any ecstasy-
produci ng act. He intended the spousal relation to be based

on the act designed to procreate, the act chosen by
evolution for its procreative function.



UPS, PUL, February 20, 1995

You have been taught to rely on the liturgy as your main
pastoral tool, even to the point that weekday liturgies seem
as important as the Sunday l|iturgy. But the sacranents rely
on other things to nmake them effective; what is going to
make the Sunday liturgy effective?

The kind of environment we are tal king about is one

t hat depends on the gospel. It comes about through the
action of the Holy Spirit, not through our designs or good
intentions. But the Holy Spirit works through persona

faith; He is the one who brings us together.

For exanple, you can use a scripture study programto
communi cate the kind of interesting know edge about the
scriptures that you got in the sem nary. Or you can use it
as a context in which to preach the gospel, |ead people to
the gospel, to a personal relation to Jesus, and then create
the context in which the Holy Spirit can create an
envi ronment of Chrisitan relations.

Your job is to train lay |leaders (of find |lay persons
who can train other lay |eaders) and let themlead, to the
extent, at a mi ninmum of bringing people to the gospel and
allowing the Spirit to create a
gospel -centered environnment.



Meani ng, Putnam Analytic Truth February 20, 1995

Is he just saying that meaning isn't something in the m nd?
No, but that's an important part of what he's saying. Still,
what's in the m nd does determ ne what | and ny twin mean by
"water" to a large degree. And if meaning is what's in the
wor |l d, that goes along, contrary to Putnam with the
original view that their are truths knowabl e by knowi ng
meani ngs. Even if what's in the m nd does not entirely
determne meaning, what's in the mnd sometimes allows us to
know meani ng sufficiently to know truths that, by

hypot hesis, do not depend on what the meaning is conjoi ned
with in the world, and hence are true as long as the

meani ng, to the extent that we know it, is what it is, and
hence are truths whose opposites are contradictory. Even
stereotypes are "known" and hence in some way "in the mnd,"
and they can conceivably give reise to truths known by

knowi ng meani ngs. If meaning is something "out there,"”
that's what the schol astics would have said all al ong.



